BERNALILLO COUNTY
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS (BCC)

Debbie O'Malley, Chair
Steven Michael Quezada, Vice Chair

Maggie Hart Stebbins, Member
Lonnie C. Talbert, Member
Wayne A. Johnson, Member

Julie Morgas Baca, County Manager
Special Zoning Meeting

SPECIAL ZONING MEETING
AGENDA
TUESDAY, AUGUST 15, 2017 @ 5:00 PM
VINCENT E. GRIEGO CHAMBERS
1.

Call to Order

2.

Silent Invocation and Pledge of Allegiance

3.

Announcement of additions and/or changes to the Agenda

4.

PUBLIC HEARING
A. PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES: SPR2017-0003 PUBLIC HEARING:
Santolina Level A Master Plan: Modifications to Conditions 8, 9 & 11
Motion to approve Administrative Resolution AR 2017A Master Plan: Modifications to Conditions 8, 9 & 11.

5.

adopting the Santolina Level

APPEAL
A. PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES: COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003
APPEAL: Santolina Level A Master Plan: Modifications to Conditions 8, 9 & 11
Approval

6.

PUBLIC HEARING
A. PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES: SPR2016-0001 PUBLIC HEARING:
Santolina Level B.I Master Plan
Motion to approve Administrative Resolution AR 2017B.I Master Plan.

7.

adopting the Santolina Level

APPEAL
A. PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES: COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001
APPEAL: Approval of the Santolina Level B.I Master Plan
Approval of Santolina Level B.I Master Plan

8.

Announcement of the next Zoning Meeting
A. Wednesday, August 30, 2017 Special Zoning Meeting @ 5:00 p.m., Vincent E. Griego
Chambers
B. Tuesday, September 12, 2017 Zoning Meeting @ 3:00 p.m., Vincent E. Griego Chambers

9.

Signing of Official Documents

10.

Adjournment of Meeting
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Special Zoning Meeting

Agenda

August 15, 2017.5:00 PM

NOTICE TO PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES:
If you are an individual with a disability who is in need of a reader, amplifier,
qualified sign language interpreter or any form of auxiliary aid or service to
attend or participate in the hearing(s) or meeting(s), please contact the
Commission Administrator at (505) 468-7083 or TDD (505) 468-7088 at least
one week prior to the meeting or as soon as possible. Public documents,
including the agenda and minutes, can be provided in various accessible
formats. Please contact the Commission Administrator at either of the above
numbers if a summary or other type of accessible format is needed.
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Board of County Commissioners (BCC)

Special Zoning Meeting
Meeting: 08/15/17 05:00 PM

Title:

SPR2017-0003 PUBLIC HEARING: Santolina Level A Master Plan: Modifications
to Conditions 8, 9 & 11

COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:
Motion to approve Administrative Resolution AR 2017Master Plan: Modifications to Conditions 8, 9 & 11.

adopting the Santolina Level A

Summary:
At the June 7, 2017 public hearing, the County Planning Commission voted (6-0, Commissioner
Nelson excused) to recommend approval of the request to modify conditions of approval 8, 9,
and 11 of the adopted Santolina Planned Communities Level A Master Plan. The plan area is
within the Plat of Santolina Level A and is generally bounded by Interstate 40 to the north, 118th
Street and the escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa on the south, and the
escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on the west, encompassing projected sections
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 & 17, T9N, R1E and sections 6, 7, 8, 16, 17, & 18,
T9N, R2E and sections 25, 26, 32, 33, 34, 35, & 36, T10N, R1E and sections 30, 31, & 32, T9N,
R2E, N.M.P.M., Town of Atrisco Grant, Bernalillo County, New Mexico, zoned PC (Planned
Community), and containing approximately 13,831.7 acres. The recommendation of approval of
was based on five (5) findings and subject to one (1) condition (Attachment 1-Notice of
Decision).
REQUEST OVERVIEW
This request seeks approval of amendments to three conditions of approval from the Santolina
Level A Master Plan, which was adopted by the Board of County Commissioners on June 16,
2015 for the entire 13,831 acre Santolina property, with 24 findings and 22 conditions. The
request seeks to modify conditions (Conditions 8, 9 and 11) that specified the need for a fully
executed development agreement between the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility and
the applicant prior to approval of any Santolina Level B Plan. These Level A conditions have
come under discussion now that a Santolina Level B Plan has been submitted for review and
approval.
The Santolina Level B.I Master Plan, which is more specific to approximately 4,243 acres within
the Santolina area, was submitted for consideration in January 2016 and recommended for
approval by the County Planning Commission on January 4, 2017 (SPR2016-0001), subject to
final approval of the Board of County Commissioners. This decision has been appealed
(COA2017-0001/SPR2016-0001).
On April 4, 2017, the Board of County Commissioners deferred consideration of the Level B.I
request pending modifications to the three conditions of approval from the Santolina Level A
Master Plan related to water service. On April 24, 2017, the applicant submitted an application
DOC ID: 6938
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through the County Planning Commission process requesting revisions to the three Level A
conditions of approval related to water service (8,9,11) that changed the timing of the Water
Development Agreement requirement from prior to Level B approval to the time of submittal of
the Level C. The request also included a justification for the modifications, including documents
related to the ABCWUA (Attachment 2 - CPC Staff report).
Bernalillo County staff and the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority reviewed
the request and provided no adverse comments to the proposed changes. On June 7, 2017, the
County Planning Commission recommended approval of this request with the changes to the
Level A Conditions summarized as follows:
*Condition 8 would require the Development Agreement to be executed prior to any
Level C submittal, rather than prior to any Level B approval.
*Condition 9 would require that the required water use and phasing within the context of
the 2040 Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update be required prior to
submittal of any Level C document, rather than prior to approval of any Level B
document.
*Condition 11 would require that any water and wastewater issues be resolved and that
the responsibilities to service and maintain water and sewer service to Santolina be
resolved prior to submittal of any Level C document, rather than prior to any Level B
approval.
These changes are included in the County Planning Commission Notice of Decision letter
(Attachment 1). Other Conditions of Approval for the Level A Santolina Master Plan remain in
effect.
At the June 7, 2017 CPC hearing there was opposition to this request (Attachment 3, see also
Attachment 2, CPC staff report for additional documentation). An appeal of the CPC decision
was subsequently submitted and will be considered as a separate case (COA20170003/SPR2017-0003), along with the applicant’s response to this appeal and additional
supporting documentation from the appellant.

Attachments:









Agenda Item (Santolina Level A Condition Modifications)
(PDF)
Attachment 1 - CPC Notice of Decision 6_7_17 (PDF)
Attachment 2 - CPC staff report 6_7_17 (PDF)
Attachment 3 - Community opposition to SPR2017-0003
(PDF)
Attachment 4 - Level A Notice of Decision 6_19_16 (PDF)
Attachment 5 - BCC Notices of Decision 4_4_17
(PDF)
Attachment 6 - Minutes for CPC hearing 6_7_17
(PDF)
Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15
(PDF)
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Opposition to Santolina for 8_15_17 BCC

(PDF)
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Agenda Item Number: ___________

BERNALILLO COUNTY
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
Department: Planning & Development Services Staff Contact: Catherine VerEecke, Planning Manager

TITLE: PUBLIC HEARING: Santolina Level A Master Plan: Modifications to
Conditions 8, 9 & 11 (SPR2017-0003)

COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:
Approval

Resolution # ______

SUMMARY:
At the June 7, 2017 public hearing, the County Planning Commission voted (6-0, Commissioner
Nelson excused) to recommend approval of the request to modify conditions of approval 8, 9,
and 11 of the adopted Santolina Planned Communities Level A Master Plan. The plan area is
within the Plat of Santolina Level A and is generally bounded by Interstate 40 to the north, 118th
Street and the escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa on the south, and the
escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on the west, encompassing projected sections
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 & 17, T9N, R1E and sections 6, 7, 8, 16, 17, & 18,
T9N, R2E and sections 25, 26, 32, 33, 34, 35, & 36, T10N, R1E and sections 30, 31, & 32, T9N,
R2E, N.M.P.M., Town of Atrisco Grant, Bernalillo County, New Mexico, zoned PC (Planned
Community), and containing approximately 13,831.7 acres. The recommendation of approval of
was based on five (5) findings and subject to one (1) condition (Attachment 1—Notice of
Decision).
REQUEST OVERVIEW
This request seeks approval of amendments to three conditions of approval from the Santolina
Level A Master Plan, which was adopted by the Board of County Commissioners on June 16,
2015 for the entire 13,831 acre Santolina property, with 24 findings and 22 conditions. The
request seeks to modify conditions (Conditions 8, 9 and 11) that specified the need for a fully
executed development agreement between the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility and
the applicant prior to approval of any Santolina Level B Plan. These Level A conditions have
come under discussion now that a Santolina Level B Plan has been submitted for review and
approval.
The Santolina Level B.I Master Plan, which is more specific to approximately 4,243 acres within
the Santolina area, was submitted for consideration in January 2016 and recommended for
approval by the County Planning Commission on January 4, 2017 (SPR2016-0001), subject to
final approval of the Board of County Commissioners. This decision has been appealed
(COA2017-0001/SPR2016-0001).
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Attachment: Agenda Item (Santolina Level A Condition Modifications) (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

Meeting Date: August 15, 2017

4.A.A

Bernalillo County staff and the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority reviewed
the request and provided no adverse comments to the proposed changes. On June 7, 2017, the
County Planning Commission recommended approval of this request with the changes to the
Level A Conditions summarized as follows:
*Condition 8 would require the Development Agreement to be executed prior to any
Level C submittal, rather than prior to any Level B approval.
*Condition 9 would require that the required water use and phasing within the context of
the 2040 Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update be required prior to
submittal of any Level C document, rather than prior to approval of any Level B
document.
*Condition 11 would require that any water and wastewater issues be resolved and that
the responsibilities to service and maintain water and sewer service to Santolina be
resolved prior to submittal of any Level C document, rather than prior to any Level B
approval.
These changes are included in the County Planning Commission Notice of Decision letter
(Attachment 1). Other Conditions of Approval for the Level A Santolina Master Plan remain in
effect.
At the June 7, 2017 CPC hearing there was opposition to this request (Attachment 3, see also
Attachment 2, CPC staff report for additional documentation). An appeal of the CPC decision
was subsequently submitted and will be considered as a separate case (COA20170003/SPR2017-0003), along with the applicant’s response to this appeal and additional
supporting documentation from the appellant.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

County Planning Commission (CPC) Notice of Decision Letter (dated June 9, 2017)
CPC staff report, 6/7/17
Community Opposition to SPR2017-0003, 6/7/17
Level A Notice of Decision dated 6/19/15
BCC Notices of Decision from 4/4/17
Minutes from CPC hearing, 6/7/17
Adopted Santolina Level A Master Plan
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On April 4, 2017, the Board of County Commissioners deferred consideration of the Level B.I
request pending modifications to the three conditions of approval from the Santolina Level A
Master Plan related to water service. On April 24, 2017, the applicant submitted an application
through the County Planning Commission process requesting revisions to the three Level A
conditions of approval related to water service (8,9,11) that changed the timing of the Water
Development Agreement requirement from prior to Level B approval to the time of submittal of
the Level C. The request also included a justification for the modifications, including documents
related to the ABCWUA (Attachment 2 – CPC Staff report).

4.A.A

STAFF ANALYSIS SUMMARY
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES:
Staff recommends Approval

Attachment: Agenda Item (Santolina Level A Condition Modifications) (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

VERSION 5.0
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BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

2
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6
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applicant here?

Is ten minutes enough?

2

MR. STROZIER:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Ten, that's enough.
And then we have the public here

4

and everybody that's signed up will have two minutes, and

5

we're going to enforce that.

6

MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.

Mr. Chair, Members of the

7

Commission, good afternoon, and I am presenting this case,

8

and this is Item No. 12, Western Albuquerque Land Holdings

9

together with Albuquerque Public Schools Youth Development

10

Incorporated, Central New Mexico Community College are

11

requesting approval of modifications to three conditions of

12

approval 8, 9, and 11 of the Santolina Planned Communities

13

Level A Master Plan.

14

County Commissioners in 2015.

15

This plan was adopted by the Board of

The master plan as shown on the overhead map covers an

16

area of approximately 13,800 acres within the Southwest Mesa,

17

and it provides a general framework for development over the

18

next 40 to 50 years with residential villages, business

19

parks, town center, industrial park, urban center, along with

20

parks and open space.

21

approved by the County Commission in 2015.

So, again, the Level A plan was

22

The Level B1 plan, which is for approximately 4,200

23

acres was submitted, as you recall, in January 2016, and was

24

approved by the County Commission on January 5th -- I'm

25

sorry, approved by the County Planning Commission on January
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1

5th, 2017.

2

considering this request but deferred it to allow

3

modifications to Level A conditions, and this is how this

4

request has come about, that there are conditions that need

5

to be revised before the Level B plan can proceed.
The modifications seek to address the

7

Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility timing

8

requirements for approval of water service in that Water

9

Utility staff have stated that an approved Level B plan is

10

required before they will enter into a development agreement

11

with the applicant when the conditions of approval from Level

12

A state that the development agreement is required prior to

13

Level B approval.

14

potentially could be resolved.

So this has created a conflict that

15

So the revised conditions -- and I'll show you the

16

conditions, and hopefully you can read them, or they are --

17

they do appear in the packet without the redlining is

18

condition 8 would require the development agreement to be

19

executed prior to any level C submittal rather than prior to

20

any Level B approval as was stated in the Level A conditions.

21

Condition 9 would require that the required water use

22

and phasing within the context of the 2040 Water Conservation

23

Plan goal and program update be required to -- prior to

24

approval of

25

approval of any Level B document.

Attachment: Attachment 6 - Minutes for CPC hearing 6_7_17 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

6

On April 4th, the County Commission began

any Level C documents, rather than prior to
So you see where this

TR-132
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 373

4.A.G

2

change is proposed.
And then condition 11 would require that any water and

3

wastewater issues be resolved and that responsibilities to

4

service and maintain water and sewer service to Santolina be

5

resolved prior to any Level C submittal rather than prior to

6

any Level B approval, and again, to emphasize that what this

7

does is requires the water development agreement to take

8

place after the approval of the Santolina Level B1 plan but

9

before any Level C, which would be a site plan or a sub- --

10

the equivalent of a site plan or a subdivision can be

11

submitted to the County for review.

12

changing the sequencing or the timing of when the development

13

agreement needs to take place between the Utility Authority

14

and the developer.

15

So it is -- it's

So the applicant has provided a justification for these

16

changes that are included in the application and in the Staff

17

Report.

18

position of the ABCWUA regarding the timing of the water

19

development agreement appears to have changed from when this

20

case was first heard a couple of years ago, and that also the

21

BCC provided "direction" at the Level B hearing that took

22

place in April where they recommended that an application be

23

submitted to this Commission as part of the review process to

24

be able to modify the conditions in accordance with what the

25

Utility Authority appears to be requesting now.

The two main points that are being made is that the
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In addition, the applicant sites various other reasons

2

for approving the request, including that the planned

3

communities criteria was readopted by the County in 2012

4

after it had been rescinded for a few years with an addendum

5

that recognized the establishment of the Authority among

6

other changes that have taken place in the City and the

7

County since the planned communities criteria were adopted in

8

1990, so that the Utility Authority is now -- now does have

9

jurisdiction over water matters, which wasn't the case when

10
11

the planned communities criteria were adopted.
Also, the ABCWUA has written and stated that it has

12

sufficient water to serve the Level A plan area, which was

13

stated in a letter from Mark Sanchez back in 2014.

14

justification also states that the Utility Authority appears

15

to be following what they did for Mesa del Sol where they

16

required a Level B approved plan.

17

Yes.

Okay.

The

So Staff has reviewed the application and

18

agreed that for the process to move forward in accordance

19

with the ABCWUA, that modifications are necessary as -- as I

20

have stated.

21

provided comments that state that they agree with the

22

proposed changes as included in the -- in the Staff Report.

23

So Staff has recommended approval of the request with the

24

five findings and then one condition that includes the

25

revisions that I have just stated, but I would like to note

County Natural Resources and ABCWUA staff have
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1

that opponents to the Santolina request or with concerns

2

about the Santolina request have made some of their own

3

requests.

4

the request in which they argue that the applicant's request

5

and justification is not acceptable and that the requirement

6

should remain as is and not changed from Level B to Level C

7

for the development agreement.

8

They have also requested that one condition of approval

9

from Level A be removed, and one finding be added related to

10

subdivision requirements.

11

of this request due to the recent court ruling that -- that

12

took place.

13

They have also requested deferral

So with that, Mr. Chair, I stand for questions.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

So basically what happened

14

is that the Water Authority told the County that they have to

15

have Level B approved before they can go into negotiations

16

for an agreement between the applicant and the --

17

MS. VEREECKE:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners --- water authority?
-- that's my understanding, and I

20

believe that some of the communication took place directly

21

with the applicant as they were trying to negotiate the

22

development agreement that they were informed, and they can

23

tell you more specifically.

24

this, but that they needed a complete Level -- Level B plan

25

before they would consider a development agreement for water.
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2
3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Any questions of Staff?

If

not, thank you.
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, just -- hold on, Jim.

4

Just a second.

And I neglected to say we do have

5

representatives here from APS, and APS owns property within

6

the subject property, and they also are a commenting agent on

7

this request.

8

representing APS in different capacities both as the property

9

owner and then also a commenting agency.

So we do have several people here both

So I would like to

10

invite them up, and also, if there are any other Staff here

11

that would like to speak before we get into the applicant's

12

presentation.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. VEREECKE:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16
17

Who do we have here?
APS?
Who's here that wants to speak?

APS, and is there another?
MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.

Mr. Chairman, I understand

18

they're now going to speak after the applicant's

19

presentation.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. VEREECKE:

22
23

Wait.

Wait.

What?

Mr. Chair, I've just been told that

APS will speak after the applicant's agent -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
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1

Chairman Chavez, there is a preliminary

matter to address?

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MR. GARCIA:

What?

Chairman Chavez, there has been a

5

request for a deferral by NMELC, and I think that just as a

6

preliminary matter, it would be best if the CPC heard that

7

before moving on.

8

you should grant it or not, but I think you should at least

9

consider the matter before moving on to our issues with this

10
11
12
13
14

I'm not making any comments about whether

case.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Go ahead.

And you've got

five minutes.
MS. PARK:

Thank you very much, Chairman Chavez.

My name is Jamie Park.

I'm a staff --

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. PARKER:

Keep your points to the deferral.

Sure.

My name is Jamie Park.

I'm a

17

staff attorney with the New Mexico Environmental Law Center.

18

We represent the Southwest Organizing Project and a number of

19

concerns residents, Mr. Maestas, Mr. Roibal, and

20

Mr. Benavidez in opposition to the Santolina development.

21

A number of appeals were filed a few years ago

22

concerning the Planning Commission's actions pertaining to

23

Level A decisions as well as the Board of County

24

Commissioners' actions pertaining to Level A with the Second

25

Judicial Court.
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1

from Judge Franchini, the judge presiding over this matter

2

last Wednesday.

3

approval of the zone map amendment for this proposed

4

development.

5

this approval of the zone map amendment was that due process

6

violations occurred by the Board.

7

violations -- when a board engages in due process violations,

8

voiding out the decision, any subsequent government actions

9

that are dependent upon that decision are then voided out.

The judge has voided out the Board's

Now, the grounds for the Judge's voiding out

10

So not only do we not have a valid planned community

11

zone in place right now for this proposed development, we

12

also do not have a valid Level A Master Plan in place nor a

13

valid Level A development agreement in place.

14

approvals have been voided out.

15

writ of cert have been submitted to the appellate court yet.

16

There have been no requests for a stay in the judgment, and

17

no stay of judgment has been granted.

18

planned community zone in place for the Santolina development

19

anymore.

20

there is no valid Level A Development Agreement in place.

21

All of those

No appeals or petitions for

So, again, there is no

There is no valid Level A Master Plan in place, and

Therefore, the Planning Commission cannot consider and

22

hear from the applicant its request to make amendments to the

23

conditions of approval to a Level A Master Plan that is no

24

longer valid.

25

questions.

It's been voided out.

Thank you.
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1

Attorney.

Thank you.

3

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

4

Commission, I have to respectfully disagree with Ms. Park.

5

The court issued a number of opinions with the ruling that

6

she's talking about that -- regarding the remand and the due

7

process issue, and every other opinion that has been rendered

8

in the case in district court has affirmed everything that

9

the BCC did.

The opinions have affirmed the development

10

agreement.

They have affirmed the master plan.

They have

11

affirmed there was no violation of the Open Meetings Act.

12

everything is still intact.

So

13

It's true that the court reversed the zone map amendment

14

as regards to the PCC zone, but that is a different aspect of

15

the case than what you're dealing with here.

16

dealing with here is just a request to amend the Level A

17

Master Plan.

18

developer on it, but I just have to disagree with Ms. Park's

19

position that somehow everything else is voided by that one

20

specific ruling.

21

What you're

So I think you might also want to hear from the

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

So there's been a

22

request, and what's the pleasure of the Commission.

23

want to make a motion to defer it?

24

MR. PENA:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Somebody
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1

MR. PENA:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
it, so we'll proceed.

4

MR. COLLIE:

Okay.

There's not a motion to do

Mr. Chair, if legal counsel would

5

prefer that we take that as an action, I would be happy to

6

make the motion that we do not choose to differ the case at

7

this time.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

to.

10

it.

11

No, we don't have -- we don't have

If there's not a motion made, we're not going to defer

MR. GARCIA:

So that's one of the interesting

12

things about this particular issue that actually happened in

13

the case and what the grounds for the court's remand was.

14

Basically, the judge said that the County Commission should

15

have made a vote on the opponent's request to recuse or

16

excuse a particular Commissioner.

17

having a vote, but it's also -- I understand, Chairman

18

Chavez, that in terms of parliamentary procedure what you're

19

saying is perfectly accurate, but there's no harm in having

20

one either.

21

MS. NELSON:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23
24
25

So there's no harm in

Let's do it.
So what's the pleasure of the
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defer.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. COLLIE:

4

MR. PENA:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

And I so moved.
Second.

COMMISSION:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

Been second.

All those in favor

signify by saying aye.

7

9

You make a motion?

Applicant.

Aye.
Okay.

Thank you.

Why don't we hear from APS first.

Did you

say that APS had property in this thing?

11

MR. WIJENJE:

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman,

12

Members of the Committee.

13

the capital -- executive capital director of the Albuquerque

14

Public School's Capital Master Plan.

15

My name is Kizito Wijenje.

I'm

Throughout this process, APS has worked diligently with

16

Bernalillo County Planning Department to provide the relevant

17

input regarding the impact and possible impacts of the

18

project as it relates to the school and the district's

19

mission.

20

school infrastructure in the area, and potential school

21

infrastructure that will be needed that will have to go into

22

this area.

We're talking about school infrastructure, existing

23

In 2015 the APS board passed a resolution that had some

24

issues in terms of the interests that they need -- they need

25

seen in -- for the best interests for the school and the
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community.

2

trying to come up with a mutually agreeable set of terms and

3

conditions that will address these issues that the board has.

4

We're still working on them, and hopefully we'll have some

5

kind of resolution by the time this goes to the County

6

Commission in a month, and I think the applicant will add a

7

statement to that.

8
9

We've been working with the applicant in terms of

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Thank you.

Any questions

of APS?

10

Applicant.

11

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

12

Commissioners.

13

Jim Strozier, principal with Consensus Planning, 302 Eighth

14

Street, Northwest, 87102.

15

It's a pleasure to be here today.

My name is

I'm here today representing Western Albuquerque Land

16

Holdings, or WAHL as we call them, concerning this request

17

for amendments to three of the conditions that were placed on

18

the Level A Santolina Master Plan.

19

planned to give you a quick update on the court rulings, but

20

I think you've heard that.

21

Certainly myself or Mr. John Salazar with the Rodey Firm are

22

here if you have any additional questions for us related to

23

that.

24

before you today, these conditions were specifically related

25

to the master plan and the conditions placed on that master

I'm not going to -- I had

So I won't go into that.
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1

plan approval and that it's appropriate for the CPC to

2

consider them at this time.
So, real quickly, I just want to summarize our request

4

and follow up on the basis for that request.

These items are

5

detailed in our letter that we provided as part of our

6

justification, so I'm not going to go through all of that

7

detail but try and hit the highlights.

8

So, number one, we got direction from the Board of

9

County Commissioners at their April 4th, 2017, meeting.

The

10

BCC asked us to make application to the County through the

11

CPC regarding the Water Authority conditions of approval.

12

And that's based on the fact that there's been an evolving

13

position from the Water Authority, as you all aware, over

14

time, and so at the time we were doing the Level A Master

15

Plan, the Water Authority said, "We need to have that Level A

16

Master Plan.

17

deal with water and wastewater.

18

approved Level A Master Plan before we negotiate a

19

development agreement."

20

The County is in charge of land use.

We just

We need to have that

And so based on that, the Staff recommended and the CPC

21

picked up those recommendations and the BCC approved the

22

Level A Master Plan with three conditions related to the

23

Water Authority that basically said we need to have a

24

development agreement in place prior to Level B approval.

25

Well, since that time, the Water Authority has since
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1

come back during this process because we and I think the

2

County approached the Water Authority right after the Level A

3

approval and said, okay, we're ready to sit down and start

4

working on the development agreement, and what we got back

5

was, over the course of the last -- while this Level B has

6

been in the process -- is a refined opinion from the Water

7

Authority that said, no, they really need a Level B approved.

8

That provides them with the level of detail from a land use

9

density, square footage, type -- more specific delineation of

10

those land uses that they need in order to enter into a

11

development agreement.

12

So these three conditions that we're talking about

13

amendments to, the amendments are very simple.

They

14

basically change Level B to Level C where appropriate within

15

each of those conditions.

16

for these, above and beyond just being directed to come back

17

and ask you this question, in our letter, we provided a

18

number of things that we felt supported this action outside

19

of that, and one is the franchise agreement between

20

Bernalillo County and the Authority that was approved in June

21

of 2006, section 13 of the agreement states that, "The

22

Authority 'shall' furnish water and wastewater services

23

within the corporate limits of the County."

24

that, but that's basically the gist of that, and we provided

25

the complete citation in our letter.

We also provided policy support
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In their readoption of the PCC, as Ms. VerEecke pointed

2

out, the County Commission recognized changes to government

3

agencies that relate to the approval process for planned

4

communities and development within Bernalillo County, and

5

specifically that the Water Authority had been created.

6

Water Authority didn't exist when those criteria were

7

originally created.

The

8

The Water Authority, once again, as Ms. VerEecke stated

9

that they have stated as part of this process that they have

10

sufficient water resources to serve the master plan.

11

In addition, the development agreement also speaks to

12

this issue, and section 6.2.5 of the development agreement

13

states that, "All matters associated with water and sewer

14

infrastructure for the project shall be resolved solely

15

between the owner and the Authority.

16

promote, support, or enact any ordinance, legislation, or

17

policy that interferes with and/or restricts the owner's use

18

of the Authority's water and Sewer infrastructure and/or

19

agreements between the owner and the Authority as long as

20

that use does not diminish or otherwise negatively effect

21

current County water, sewer service."

22

The County shall not

So as to be clear, these amendments do not in any way

23

modify the Level A Master Plan, the land uses, the

24

circulation, all those items that we went through in

25

painstaking detail as part of that review process.
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In conclusion, the authority is a separate political

2

subdivision of the state.

It has its own governing body, its

3

own rules and policies.

4

County or the owner to dictate to them how we proceed.

5

we can certainly agree on is that water and wastewater

6

services are needed prior to any development within

7

Santolina.

8

approvals and begin negotiating a fair and equitable

9

agreement with the Water Authority concerning the provision

It's not in the power of either the
What

Our goal is to move forward with the Level B

10

of water and wastewater service.

11

once again, were based on an understanding that has since

12

changed.

13

The original conditions,

I'd also like to add a comment concerning APS, and as

14

you just heard from them, they've been a part of this

15

conversation and this process from the beginning.

16

continuing to work collaboratively with APS on a memorandum

17

of understanding between the owner and APS concerning the

18

siting and conveyance of school sites as development occurs.

19

We are jointly committed to have this MOU completed prior to

20

the August 15th BCC hearings.

21

collaboratively with them on getting that done as you heard

22

from them as well, and with that, we'd be happy to answer any

23

questions you have at this time, and we would respectfully

24

request your support and recommendation of approval for these

25

amendments.

We're

So we're working
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. HERTEL:

Questions?

So I understand why you want to change

3

-- I understand the wording that you're proposing for

4

condition 8 and 11, but condition 9, why would that not be

5

similar wording?

6

phasing would be required prior to submittal of Level C just

7

as in condition 8 and 11?

9
10

MR. STROZIER:
your question.
here.

I want to make sure I understand

I'm reading that condition along with you

So would you ask that again, please?

11

MS. HERTEL:

12

MR. STROZIER:

13

MS. HERTEL:

Sure.
Thank you.
I'll go -- I'll refer to condition 8.

14

Condition 8's going to require the development agreement to

15

be executed prior to any Level C submittal.

16

understand why you have that wording.

17

get out of this loop that we're in and to correct the

18

misunderstandings.

19

It's a black and white deadline essentially.

Okay.

I

It's going to be -- to

It's going to be prior to the submittal.

20

Condition 9, however, it's required prior to the

21

approval of any Level C document rather than prior to the

22

submittal of any Level C document, and I think you're just

23

making another loop there.

24
25

MR. STROZIER:
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1

since condition 8 -- we would be happy to modify condition 9

2

to match the language in condition 8.

3

MS. HERTEL:

4

MR. STROZIER:

Make sure they're consistent.

MS. HERTEL:

Yeah.

I

It's going to be in the same

dirt bag down the road if we left it as is.

8

MR. STROZIER:

9

MS. HERTEL:

10

wording.

11

these.

Okay.

Great.

Thank you.
Maybe Catherine can suggest the

You suggest the wording, because I think you wrote
Okay.

12
13

I just --

agree with that.

6
7

Yeah.

Great.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions?

Any

other

questions?

14

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you very much.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Okay.

Everybody

16

that's here to speak on this case please stand up so I can

17

swear you in.

18

(Note:

19
20

Witnesses sworn.)
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

You've got two minutes, and

we're going to enforce that so --

21

MS. NELSON:

Okay.

And I'll read off several

22

names.

If you could come up and be ready to go instead of,

23

you know, making your way down, it will help out.

24

Park, Juan Reynosa, Lars Pinaro and Mimi Lopez.

25

did I like not get your names right?
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1

and stay here in the front so that when it's your turn, you

2

can be there quickly, please.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

SPECTATOR:

5

MS. NELSON:
here?

Many of them left.
Okay.

Jamie Park I know is here.

7

SPECTATOR:

8

MS. NELSON:

9
10

Then I'll keep going.

Mimi's here.

Juan, are you here?

No.

Sorry.

Lars?
Okay.

Mimi?

Okay.

Gotcha.

Virginia --

All right.

Virginia

Necochea.

11

MS. NECOCHEA:

12

MS. NELSON:

Necochea.
Necochea.

Mahoney, I see you.

14

would please come up front and be ready.
MS. PARK:

Okay.

You're here.

13

15

Who's

That's good enough.

Okay.

Rod

If you guys

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

16

Commission, Jamie Park, staff attorney with the New Mexico

17

Environmental Law Center representing a number of concerned

18

community organizations and residents.

19

have more than two minutes to address the Santolina

20

developer's proposed amendment.

21
22
23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I'm requesting to

Those are our standard rules, so

I'm going to stick to those.
MS. PARK:

Okay.
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1

cannot consider and enter into a development agreement with

2

the Santolina developers at this time.

3

executive director of the Water Authority established that

4

they can enter into a development agreement at this time, but

5

they're not willing to do so.
We have attached the draft development agreement to our

7

response in opposition to these proposed amendments.

8

now officially in the record before the CPC.

9

review this draft development agreement.

It's

We ask that you

On page 1, there

10

are many provisions no state agency would agree to.

11

Water Agency does not have the legal obligation or duty to

12

provide water to the Santolina development.

13

The

The next thing that we would address is that the Water

14

Authority has also not made any statements in water

15

availability or serviceability for this proposed development.

16

So for the CPC to approve these amendments -- recommend

17

approval of these amendments to the Board would exacerbate

18

the Board's already incorrect determination that the Water

19

Authority has made these statements.

20

The planned communities criteria required at Level A and

21

Level B for the developers to provide statements of water

22

availability, serviceability, and specifically at Level B, to

23

provide detailed facilities plans that show the timing,

24

location, and the phasing of water, sewage, and drainage

25

systems.
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1

developers is through a development agreement with the Water

2

Authority.
Finally, substantial harm will come if this Commission

4

recommends approval of these proposed amendments to the

5

Board, and that is that by deferring the water development

6

agreement from Level B to Level C, it becomes a Level C

7

document.

8

approval authority of Level C, and neither does this

9

Commission because of condition 19, and we respectfully

The Board of County Commissioners has no review or

10

request that this Planning Commission to remove condition 19.

11

I stand for questions.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. NELSON:

14

SPECTATOR:

15

MS. NELSON:

16

MS. LOPEZ:

17

Any questions?

Okay.

Ms. Lopez.

Thank you.
Ms. Lopez.

Can't here you.
You are correct.

Ms. Lopez.

Sorry.

I live in 1209 Amado, Northwest.

From day one of the Santolina proposed project, the

18

elephant in the room has always been water, whether there's

19

adequate water and what impacts diverting the amount of water

20

that Santolina would require, what impacts those would have

21

on current users of the system.

22

huge concern of people who feel that they'll be impacted by

23

this.

24
25

It's consistently been the
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1

approved, which is my understanding of what we're being told,

2

but if that's true, then it seems to me that is a real

3

struggle between the County Commission and the County

4

Planning Commission and the Water Authority, because it seems

5

like that's where -- if there is a miscommunication, that's

6

where it's occurring, and I think it's incumbent on the

7

County to investigate that thoroughly, and if indeed there is

8

a miscommunication, then I think the County needs to sit down

9

and have some serious discussion with the Water Authority to

10

see how they can come to an agreement on the way to proceed,

11

but for this Planning Commission to simply say, okay, we're

12

just going to take all those requirements out of approval for

13

Level B and throw them off 'til Level C, a year from now I

14

might be hearing you say, okay, we're going to throw them off

15

to Level E, if Level E exist.

16

doing the job you need to do to represent of the needs of the

17

people in this County.

18

MS. NECOCHEA:

I just don't feel like you're

Good afternoon.

My name is

19

Dr. Virginia Necochea, and I'm at 1212 Montrose Place,

20

Southwest, 87105, and I am here on behalf of -- representing

21

CESOSS, the small nonprofit that I am proudly the director

22

of.

23

connected to land and water in our community, which is the

24

Valle Del Atrisco, the South Valley, and I'm also here with

25

the South Valley Regional Association of Acequias, and we --

We focus on protecting and preserving traditions
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1

acequias are very much a part of our livelihood and

2

traditions.
And so before I -- you know, I've chosen to not use my

4

two minutes like usual in providing evidence like, you know,

5

doing the research, providing evidence to you to plead with

6

you to please listen to us.

7

this November, it's going to be four years that many of us

8

have been standing before some of you and pleading with you,

9

providing the sufficient evidence, bringing the experts,

I'm giving up on that, because

10

finding just facts that speak contrary to the need of this

11

master plan in our community, in our backyards.

12

And so I wanted to take a moment to recognize especially

13

my elders that sit behind me that have come to these hearings

14

that have been part of this process for so long and whose

15

voices are minimized and not validated and not respected,

16

especially when we see decisions being made or, you know,

17

these recommendations by your own Staff that are shameful

18

that are saying just, too, let's cross out B and let's just

19

put in C, and everything is resolved and sitting back there

20

and just hearing another loophole being taken care of here in

21

front of our eyes and treating us as if we are not

22

intelligent enough to understand what is happening.

23

This is a facade.

Attachment: Attachment 6 - Minutes for CPC hearing 6_7_17 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

3

This is a democratic facade that we

24

are part of, and I just wanted to say that, and I wanted to

25

say just quickly that we all know, even those people sitting

TR-153
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 394

4.A.G

1

back here to my right that have sold out their community long

2

ago, we know -- every single one of us knows that this is

3

wrong, and here's your community speaking to you.

4

years now your community is here, and you are choosing to

5

disrespect us, and there is -- what else can we say to you?
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MS. NECOCHEA:

8

MS. NELSON:

9

you here?

10

Economou.

11

Thank you.
Thank you.

Rod Mahoney.

Then Danger Varos.

Are

James Santiago Maestas, and then Zoe, Zoe

MR. MAHONEY:

Good afternoon.

My name is Rod

12

Mahoney.

13

Coalition of Neighborhood Associations, and I live at 1838

14

Sadora Road, Southwest.

15

I'm the current president of the South Valley

This has been a four-year journey, and I suspect it will

16

continue for a number of years in advance here.

17

to refer you to a letter that was actually sent in by the New

18

Mexico Environmental Law Center on May 30th.

19

actually in your documentation pack, and this is titled A

20

Special Review Project here for the Level A Master Plan

21

findings and conditions.

22

I would like

This is

Jamie actually started -- it was a conversation about

23

this, but I want to follow on a bit.

Certainly they're

24

representing community members here.

They're actually

25

documented in this -- in this document about the two proposed
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1

amendments, which we think are actually valid for this

2

particular case.
The first one is actually adding a finding.

4

Interestingly enough, if you take a look at the statutes, the

5

subdivisions and major subdivisions actually have been

6

actually not included in any documentation we have associated

7

with Level C documents.

8

state statutes here, they're actually listed in this document

9

here, state that -- and also then the subdivision code of

The Planning Commission, pursuant to

10

Bernalillo County ordinances, "Any major subdivision shall be

11

subject to a public hearing requirements contained," and also

12

water permitting requirements that are also required by state

13

statute.

14

and removing condition 19 because of the review requirements

15

that we actually need here, because otherwise, this is going

16

to go through the Development Review Authority without any

17

kind of public input or public evaluation, and we feel like

18

that ultimately, because this case ultimately is the biggest

19

case that Bernalillo County currently has heard, it feels

20

like the public -- public really needs to be involved in that

21

process, also.

22

That is the rationale ultimately for eliminating

So those two particular aspects need to be considered.

23

I have one more thing I want to say, and I would like for --

24

there seems to be a little discrepancy in my mind about the

25

communication between the County itself and the Staff, the
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1

Staff of the County and also the Water Utility Authority.

2

I would request that a Staff member get up and actually

3

provide public testimony about any communication that has

4

occurred associated with this case.
MS. NELSON:

6

MR. MAESTAS:

Thank you.

Thank you very much.
Mr. Maestas.

James Santiago Maestas.

I'm

7

president of the South Valley Regional Association of

8

Acequias.

9

Road, Southwest in the Pajarito acequia.

10

Water is our primary issue.

I live at 5734 Evans

I was preparing to speak to you about deferring this

11

project to Level C for approval, the Water Authority's

12

development agreement but, in fact, I think I'm going crazy.

13

You know, I feel like going crazy.

14

ridiculous.

15

all of the current members, Mr. Chairman, but Mr. Chairman

16

has been here from the beginning, and I've been here from the

17

beginning, and the Chairman asked, "Well, where's the water

18

coming from," in the very beginning, and that answer has

19

never really been given.

20

stated is that if the developer submits a plan, they will

21

consider it.

22

approve it, but they haven't submitted a development

23

agreement, and they have haven't approved it.

24
25

This has been so

I've been up before the Planning Commission, not

All that the Water Authority has

If it meets all their requirements, they would
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1

hearing in which she said, "Why are we here to approve

2

something that hasn't even been agreed upon," and they ended

3

up referring -- kicking it back to you.

4

it's back in your arena, and what are you going to do about

5

it?

6

doesn't have any water?

7

Westland agreement that they made -- that they refer to was

8

for the Westland development north of I-40, okay, not for the

9

South Valley, not for Santolina, not for any of these other

So here now you --

Are you going to rubberstamp this development that
The

10

things.

Not only that, the County gave them water rights to

11

the well at the Rio development site right there on the other

12

side of I-40, and on that basis, they approved that plan.

13

Okay.

14

this development on Santolina.

15

Stop this right now.

16

this and say no, no more.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MS. NELSON:

But there are no water rights that are available for

Okay.

So I'm asking you stop.

You have that authority to stop
This is it.
Thank you.

Okay.

Zoe, you're up next.

Michael

19

Ribolo, Sara Newton Juarez, Carla Barren, Wendy Fabian.

20

Okay.

21

Thank you.

And Pat -- is that Hughes?

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. ECONOMOU:

Okay.

Super.

Super.

Go ahead.
I'm Zoe Economou.
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1

opinion.

2

(Note:

Playing music.)

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. NELSON:

MR. ROBERTS:

MS. NELSON:

12

My name is actually

Oh, my gosh.

I may have called up the

wrong person, but you go ahead and talk.

10
11

Good afternoon.

Michael Roberts, but I'll admit my handwriting is bad.

8
9

Thank

You.

6
7

Michael Ribolo, are you here?

MR. ROBERTS:

Okay.

Thank you.

My address is 81

Monroe Street, Summerville, Massachusetts, 01243.
Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I thank you for your

13

opportunity to speak and thank you for your service to the

14

County.

15

Santolina development.

16

from the University of Massachusetts.

17

include community and local government adaptation to climate

18

change.

19

I'm here today to voice my opposition to this
I'm a graduate student researcher
My research interest

Perhaps more than ever the importance of county and city

20

level planning for future climate conditions cannot be

21

unstated.

22

seeing cities and local governments take the leading role in

23

climate change preparedness and adaptation.

24

decisions local planning commissions like yourself make now

25

have global importance.

In fact, throughout the United States, we are
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In New Mexico, as in the rest of the southwest, any

2

planning for future climate conditions must take into account

3

future drought and water scarcity.

4

previous testimony both here in the County Commission

5

hearings, there simply isn't enough water to supply the

6

Santolina development unless that water comes from existing

7

uses such as agricultural.

8

it simply makes no sense to take water out of

From a future security standpoint
agricultural.

This issue of food and water security is important to me

10

not only as a researcher, but also as someone with family

11

roots in New Mexico and as someone who intends to return to

12

New Mexico and build a life and career.

13

I can only return to Albuquerque if I have confidence in the

14

County and City government for doing everything in their --

15

in your power to make decisions that don't jeopardize your

16

existing communities.

17

development does jeopardize members of your constituents

18

particularly in the South Valley.

19

service and your time.

However, I feel like

I believe approval of the Santolina

Again, thank you for your

20

MS. NELSON:

Sara Newton Juarez.

21

MS. JUAREZ:

Good afternoon.

My name is Sara

22

Newton Juarez.

23

too, have been here for four years, and I just have a few

24

things to say.

25

I live at 933 Nashville, Southwest, and I,

Why is Santolina practical or feasible?
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1

UNM study that population growth projected to be 60 percent

2

less growth than by 2040 than it did in 2012.

3

Compact has a water delivery debt for the first time since

4

1990.

5

Court to expand the lawsuit against New Mexico.

6

have enough water now.

7

is irresponsible to those who live here and along the Rio

8

Grande to overburden water that does not exist.

This could encourage the Texas lawsuit in the Supreme

How can 97,000 people be added.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

MS. NELSON:

We do not
It

Thank you.

Thank you.

Carla Barren, Wendy Fabian, and then

Pat Hughes, Susan Kelly,

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. FABIAN:

and then Norm Gomm.

Thank you.

Go ahead.

Chair Chavez, Commissioners, my name

14

is Wendy Fabian.

I live at 1574 Airway Road, Southwest, in

15

the South Valley.

Thank you for the opportunity to express

16

my concerns.

17

decisions that have great impact on your constituents.

18

not speaking against planned growth, but there is a

19

difference between growth and ecocide.

20

better plan than the one you have before you.

21

biggest concern here.

22

I know you all are trusted to make difficult
I'm

I am speaking for a
Water is the

Availability is stressed already.

Santolina would require, as I understand it, three times

23

the water that ABCWUA has set as a conservation goal.

24

times.

25

that certain conditions would be met.
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director Norm Gomm has detailed facts, not supposition, but

2

facts regarding the unfeasibility of available water for the

3

build-out of Santolina.

4

six pueblos, the Town of Atrisco, the Rural Coalition, the

5

National Latino Farmers and ranchers Trade Association and

6

the South Valley Association of Acequias and many more of

7

your constituents as well.

9

Considering the existing developments on the West Mesa
with thousands of acres of unfinished and empty development,

10

Santolina is not an answer to anyone's prayer except those

11

who stand to profit from fleecing the people of this country.

12

The approval of plan A was contingent on -- I guess I've said

13

enough.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

15

MS. FABIAN:

Enough of this.

16

MS. NELSON:

Okay.

17

MS. HUGHES:

Hello.

Path Hughes.
My name is Pat Silva Hughes.

18

I am the president of the Parajito Mesa Stakeholders

19

Neighborhood Association.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

Could you give your address for

the record.

22

MS. HUGHES:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. HUGHES:

25

The Pajarito --

Pardon?
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. HUGHES:

Thank you.

Go ahead.

The Pajarito is -- the Pajarito land

3

grant that's directly south of the Santolina.

4

think it's been 18,000 acres.

5

property owners.

6

like one identity, we have like 13,000 different property

7

owners.

8

of the Santolina in the hopes of jobs, growth, roads, and

9

things that we need.

I know there's about 13,000

Unlike the Santolina, which is more or less

We are in favor of the Santolina.

We are in favor

As far as the water, I keep hearing water, water, water,

11

and if anybody watches any kind of science programs or

12

whatever, we're already drinking recycled water, so I don't

13

think we're going to have water issues.

14

USA is ever going to have water issues, because as long as

15

you're going to the bathroom, you're going to have recycled

16

water, so that issue kind of leaves that out.

17

fact that New Mexico last year lost 39,000 people.

18

moved, moved out.

Why?

Because of the jobs.

19

the top of crime.

Why?

We're at the bottom of anything

20

that's good, education, activities, people get killed here.

21

I mean, you know, you can't even travel through this state in

22

hopes of moving from one place to the other without having

23

your stuff stolen, and why is that?

24

have bad things happening.

25

I don't think the

Other than the

Why?

They
We're at
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jobs.

It would provide growth and encourage maybe some

2

activity and some manufacturing and some good things and good

3

people and engineers and all of that stuff to our state.

4

That's all I have to say.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MS. HERTEL:

7

MR. GOMM:

Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chair and Members of the

8

County Planning Commission.

Staff in the report to you has

9

mischaracterized Mark Sanchez's 2014 letter.

He said that

10

Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Authority is capable of

11

providing water, and I have no doubt of that.

12

Report says the letter says that they have sufficient water.

13

Very different things.

14

Your Staff

I ask that you as the responsible entity for determining

15

land use determine the direct and indirect consequences of

16

your land use decisions as it impacts water use in the Middle

17

Rio Grande, which is the legal unit under which water is

18

regulated on this reach of Rio Grande.

19

I have two major concerns, which I think it's imperative

20

that you address.

First water, in order to be used must be

21

both physically and legally available.

22

is using more water in the aggregate than it is legally

23

entitled to use today.

24

Grande compact, but it's my professional opinion that that

25

compliance is seriously jeopardize, and two minutes doesn't

The Middle Rio Grande
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allow me to tell you why.

2

Second is the water in the Middle Rio Grande is zero sum

3

gain.

There is no new water for any new water use, and

4

existing water use has to be stopped.

5

going to be stopped because of the water use that you tacitly

6

approve with your land-use decision for Santolina?

7

that you reverse course.

8

planning from water supply.

9

absolutely necessary.

Who's water use is

I ask

Please do not divorce land-use
Concurrent considerations are

You must have the water supply details

10

including the cost to be born or that have been born by the

11

public before you approve -- approve the changed land uses.

12

Thank you.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. HERTEL:

15

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

Susan Kelly.
Thank you.

I'm Susan Kelly, 713 Camino

16

Espanol.

17

your service, and it's nice to see you.

18

Thank you for allowing me to speak.

Thank you for

The Bernalillo County Commission approved the Level A

19

Master Plan for Santolina over strenuous objections from the

20

public.

21

public, particularly about water, they placed a condition on

22

approval that it not move forward with Level B until a

23

development agreement is in place with the Water Utility

24

Authority.

25

and they want the master plan to still remain in effect.

To meet the very serious concerns expressed by the
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safety net would be taken away that the BCC put in place.

2

If the process were to move forward like this it seems

3

to me like a classic bait and switch scenario.

4

CPC to recommend denial of this application.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MS. HERTEL:

I urge the
Thank you.

Thank you.

Roxanne Allen, can you come down,

7

Christine Suozzi, and Marsha Fernandez.

8

Okay.

9

right?

How about Marsha Fernandez?

Is Christine here?

And Roxanne is gone,

10

Okay.
MS. SUOZZI:

Thank you so much.

My name is

11

Dr. Christine Suozzi, and I want to make three points in two

12

minutes.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. SUOZZI:

Your address for the record.

Oh, sure.

Thank you.

1312 Bryn Mawr,

15

Northeast, and I -- just for the record, I used to be the

16

public health division director in the Richardson

17

administration, so my background is in public health.

18

use is a public health issue.

19

this particular proposal for Santolina is an egregious

20

proposal that will make some people very wealthy, but we will

21

all pay the price, and our health -- we rank at the bottom

22

right now -- will go down.

Land

You cannot separate them, and

So that's number one.

23

Number two, I want you to know, and this is for the

24

record, that I wrote a letter to the Water Utility Authority

25

in 2014 requesting that they detail where the uncommitted
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water was coming from.

2

There is no uncommitted water.

3

You all know that.

Why?

We do not have enough water.

My third point is I've been here for four years, and as

5

other people have said, what I feel is there's a punting

6

going on between the BCC and the EPC, and the Water Utility

7

Authority.

8

has to be to protect the public, to make this be the kind of

9

city that we want to live in and we want our children to grow

10

up in.

Someone has to make a decision, and the decision

I urge you to deny the approval.

11

MS. HERTEL:

12

MS. FERNANDEZ:

13
14

Thank you.

Marsha Fernandez.
Thank you.

My name is Marsha

Fernandez, 2401 Violet, Southwest, 87105, Albuquerque.
Yeah, I've been coming for four -- for four years.

It

15

seems like much longer than that.

I don't know that we made

16

a lot of progress in four years, on some things maybe, but on

17

the water issue, almost none.

18

have spoken about the water issue, people who actually know

19

the numbers and the science.

Smarter people than myself

I don't.

20

What I do know is that you all when you were -- when you

21

knew you were going to hear this issue about these conditions

22

of approval dealing with water, I foolishly assumed that

23

there would be the executive director of the Water Utility

24

Authority and maybe some of his engineers here to speak to

25

this issue, but as it is, are they here?
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know?

Are they here?

No.

I would think that -- we're into

2

a "he said, she said," or "they said, we said," you know,

3

what the people who are against this say, and the people who

4

are for it say are different -- obviously different ideas,

5

and the people who really could clarify what does the Water

6

Utility Authority require to execute a development agreement,

7

those people are not here today at the table, and I think

8

that is a huge miscarriage of justice, and I just plead with

9

you to not move forward order issuing a ruling on these

10

conditions of approval without having heard from Mark Sanchez

11

and his engineers and the people who really do make these

12

decisions.

Thank you.

13

MS. HERTEL:

Rip Anderson.

14

SPECTATOR:

He had to leave.

15

MS. HERTEL:

16

David Vogel, and David Vogel's the

last speaker that I've got signed up here.

17

MR. VOGEL:

My name is David Vogel.

I live at

18

601 Aliso Drive, Southeast, in Albuquerque.

19

permission for Catherine to pass out my written testimony and

20

the slide I'm going to show you on the overhead if you would

21

add that.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. VOGEL:

I'd like

Go ahead.

Thank you.

Attachment: Attachment 6 - Minutes for CPC hearing 6_7_17 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

1

So I'd like to address in

24

the two minutes some of the issues regarding the real costs

25

of Santolina.

The real cost has to do with using a 20th

TR-167
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 408

4.A.G

1

century urban design that has become obsolete that will

2

further erode the core of community.

3

commitment, there is no way that can be met with the current

4

proposal.

5

County but to adjacent jurisdictions.

6

speculation, which Santolina really is based on the

7

incredibly outrageous population projections that are

8

inherent in that proposal is in, in fact, a radical

9

speculation that promotes further disinvestment in

The no net expense

There will be significant expense not only to the

10

economically deprived parts of our community.

11

development in general costs more than twice the amount of

12

more compact development within the existing community.

13

duplicates other failed planned communities in this -- in our

14

area.

15

number of failed planned communities in our midst.

16

So suburban

It

Why would we do another one when we already have a

And, finally, there is a abundance of vacant land in the

17

community.

So what is a better idea?

18

idea?

19

three-party land swap.

20

have -- could have these components -- if I could ask a

21

little permission for a little extra time, I promise to wrap

22

it up very quickly.

I would like to present one to you.

It's called a

And the three-party land swap would

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MR. VOGEL:

25

Is there a better
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1

your packet, and if you look at this, you will see that there

2

are a number of benefits that this kind of approach can give

3

you and our community.

4

consideration and exploration of this alternative as a better

5

idea.

6

I appreciate your consideration.

7

MS. HERTEL:

It's a win/win for all parties.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

MS. HERTEL:

MS. HIBBARD:

MS. SUAREZ:

16

MS. HIBBARD:

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

MS. HERTEL:

19

MS. HIBBARD:

We don't sign in on line.

Never have.

Well, it said for me to sign in, so I

Okay.
Okay.

Well -So I will sign in, and I

believe --

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. HIBBARD:

23

I did sign on

did.

18

20

Both of you come down.

in line and I --

15

17

All right.

I'm going to need you to sign in on this paper as well.

13
14

Is there anybody here that hasn't

spoken that wants to speak?

11
12

So David Vogel was the last speaker.

Is there -- has anybody else signed up?

9
10

Thank you very much.

Give us your name and address.

My name is Elaine Hibbard.

My
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24
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25
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1

especially here in the arid southwest.

For many reasons we

2

must take extra care of this life source for future

3

generations, which is the reason for planning to begin with,

4

the future.

5

They are now asking that the basis requirements in the PCC be

6

waived or pushed down, so we're not going to even look at

7

them at this point, even though the PCC requires that they

8

had to do something to begin with, and they have not yet done

9

it.

Why does that matter?

Well, the County could not have

10

looked at the cumulative impacts that they included in

11

finding 17, because that information has not yet been

12

provided.

13

finding 13 -- 17 be eliminated.

14

So I ask that this Body also recommend that

Furthermore, these cumulative impacts need to look at

15

future projects that are reasonably known such as Estrella,

16

Quail Ranch, and the other growth that is being planned for

17

the far West Side.

18

have these cumulative impacts evaluated and brought forward.

19

I have a lot more information and ideas to present, not

It's not fair for the citizenry to not

20

enough time in two minutes.

So I am presenting this to

21

Ms. VerEecke for the record.

22

through the nonexistent site this morning, and she sent me

23

her comments.

Someone else also signed up
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1

MS. HIBBARD:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MS. HERTEL:
sorry.

Thank you.

Okay.

And there was somebody else.

I don't have your name.

5

MS. NIETO:

Good morning -- or good afternoon.

6

name is Adela Nieto, and I live at 10704 Lexington Avenue,

7

Northeast.

8

in the South Valley for most of my life.

9

I

My

I was born and raised here in Albuquerque, lived

My land butts up against theirs.

I can't see how they

10

can maintain anything when they can't maintain their property

11

from my property.

12

go in and out.

13

dumping ground.

14

become another dumping ground, a bigger dumping ground than

15

it already is.

16

People go into my property from theirs and

They're fences are down.

My land is now a

If they plan a community, it will just

There has to be something done.

This is the first notification that I got.

They said

17

that they had public hearings, that they let the public know.

18

This is the first notification that I got that there was

19

anything even going on.

20

people what was going on.

21

up against theirs, and I was not notified.

22

people have not been notified about what's going on?

23

guys have to stop something or slow it down a little bit and

24

let everybody know.

25

I didn't ask -- I had to ask these
I had no idea, and my land butts

This is not fair.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So how many other
You
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1

MS. HERTEL:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Mr. Mahoney, I think one of the

Commissioners here has a question for you.

4

MR. MAHONEY:

5

MS. HERTEL:

Yes, ma'am.
Yes.

In your testimony and in

6

somebody else's and I don't remember who the other person

7

was, there was reference to condition 19.

8

saying something about condition 19?

9

understand what that remark was, existing condition 19, and I

Do you recall

I just want to

10

think it was something about deleting math as well.

11

sure.

12
13
14

MR. MAHONEY:

17

Jamie, do you have a copy of

condition 19?
Can she answer that question.

15
16

I'm not

MS. HERTEL:
Ms. Park.

I think she's --

Maybe it was you that mentioned it,

I wasn't -- I wasn't sure.
MS. PARK:

If Mr. Mahoney could stay up here to

18

answer questions with me.

19

Hertel -- is that how you pronounce --

20

MS. HERTEL:

21

MS. PARK:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner

Hertel, that's correct.
In our response in opposition, we go

22

into detail about condition no. 19, and then we have a

23

submitted a separate request for the Planning Commission's

24

consideration in removing condition 19 and making a finding.

25

Now, what condition 19 does is that the Board of County
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1

Commissioners and the developers have contracted around the

2

New Mexico Subdivision Act.

3

subdivisions that are going to be coming out of this planned

4

community and the associated Level C documents will not be

5

subject to proceedings under the New Mexico Subdivision Act

6

for major subdivisions.

7

called summary review procedures, which are only applicable

8

to minor subdivision plats and associated Level C documents.

They are to be subject to what are

So condition 19's unlawful under the New Mexico

10

Subdivision Act.

11

review and approval authority of any subdivision plat,

12

whether that's a major subdivision plat or a minor one, it

13

must be subject to the public hearing requirements of the New

14

Mexico Subdivision Act, and the summary procedures don't have

15

public hearing requirements.

16
17
18

That is because if the Board delegates

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

I wasn't reading all that into

condition 19 here.
MR. MAHONEY:

Well, also, I would like to add that

19

the finding that we actually recommend codifies the fact that

20

this is actually a major subdivision, so that anything moving

21

forward actually has that documented so that these actually

22

-- these statutes apply.

23
24
25

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.
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you thought the statute was illegal or did I miss -MS. PARK:

No.
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1

Condition 19 is unlawful under the Subdivision Act.

2

can't contract around the Subdivision Act.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.

Thank you.

You

All right.

Commissioners -- Mr. Chair,

Commissioner Hertel, can you respond to that comment?

6

you.

7

MR. HAMM:

Thank

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

8

Nicholas Hamm, Bernalillo County Planning.

To speak directly

9

to the question about the platting process that would be

10

followed by Santolina or WAHL subsequent to any approvals,

11

they would -- they would be asked to conform to the

12

requirements of the County Subdivision Ordinance.

13

say that any request that creates six lots or more would be

14

considered a major subdivision and treated in the same manner

15

as the two requests that you heard this morning as part of

16

our Agenda, and your request that did not create five lots

17

would be treated as a minor subdivision, that is consistent

18

with both County Subdivision Ordinance and the state statute

19

that enables it.

20

That's to

A third option that Santolina has as just a landowner of

21

a number of lots on the subject property is that they can

22

reconfigure or replat existing parcels without engaging in

23

the subdivision process.

24

property owner in Bernalillo County owns a number of lots and

25

they desire to reconfigure or replat those lots, they can do
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1

so without engaging the subdivision process.

2

nature of the amount of property that WAHL or Santolina owns,

3

there is an option for them to engage in a replat process to

4

an extent that it's applicable.

5

lots, it would be treated as a subdivision, and we would

6

follow the procedure established in the County's Subdivision

7

Ordinance.

9

Now, with the creation of

With that I'll stand for any questions.
MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

My concern was that there was a

suggestions made that approval of these reworded three

10

conditions was essentially kicking the can down the road

11

until it fell into an area that didn't require approval.

12

Okay.

13

sure that I understood what that condition 19 was implying,

14

and now your further explanation clarifies it.

15

approval situation.

16

And it was just summary review, and I wanted to make

It's still an

But furthermore, these three conditions would, if

17

approved, have to be supplying the water agreements prior to

18

submittal of any Level C.

19

occurs in this Level C that relates to condition 19.

20

that kind of make sense?

21

MR. HAMM:

So it's still before anything that
Does

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel, I

22

would agree with that characterization.

I would also add

23

that should the developer engage the subdivision process

24

through the CDRA, that they would be required to demonstrate

25

the availability of both legal and physical water.
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1

requirement of the subdivision ordinance itself standing

2

alone from any master plan approvals of the Santolina

3

project.
MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

5

MR. HAMM:

You're very welcome.

6

MS. PARK:

May I respond?

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

No.

Thank you.

That's -- we're not

8

considering condition 19 at this hearing.

9

for three conditions, and we're going to be voting on those.

10

MS. PARK:

We have a request

If Commissioner Hertel had any more

11

questions regarding condition 19 and the effect of deferring

12

to --

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

have a Chair here for.

15

have questions.

16

Okay.

17

We don't -- ma'am, that's what we

We don't ask Commissioners if they

The applicant, do you have any closing comments?
MR. STROZIER:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I'll try

18

and be brief.

I did want to respond to some of the comments

19

that we heard, at least the primary ones that were on point.

20

And so number one, condition -- I just wanted to speak to

21

condition 19.

22

on us to do a boundary plat so that we had a boundary of the

23

land that was covered by the Level A Master Plan.

24

boundary plat has been completed, and that condition has been

25

satisfied prior to this.

Condition 19 was a requirement that was placed
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I also wanted to mention, there was a comment that the

2

Water Authority hadn't weighed in, and the Water Authority

3

did provide official comments.

4

and in the record.

5

or not the Water Authority, specifically Mark Sanchez, the

6

executive director, had weighed in on this question, and I

7

think that we had provided a copy of an email from John

8

Stomp, who is also one of the senior officials at the Water

9

Authority, but I did want to just provide -- and I can

They are in the Staff Report

There was also a question as to whether

10

provide a copy of this to the record, but this is an email

11

exchange between Mr. Jeff Garrett with Garrett Development

12

Company to Mark Sanchez, and I can provide a copy of this for

13

Staff, but, "Mark, hope you are doing well.

14

sure you got a copy of the development agreement for

15

Santolina that James" -- that's referring to James Topmiller

16

with Bohannan Huston, our engineer -- "sent to John Stomp

17

today.

18

and Bernalillo County would like to resolve this matter

19

timely.

20

I wanted to make

We're available to discuss at your convenience.

WAHL

Thank you for you're time and consideration."

Mr. Sanchez responded, "Jeff, I think this is premature.

21

The Level B specificity is necessary to have us issue the

22

water, sewer availability statement, which is the basis for

23

the development agreement discussion."

24

So just I can provide that.

25

MS. HERTEL:
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MR. STROZIER:

That is March 15th, 2017.

2

We disagree with the suggested additional findings that

3

the opposition has proposed, and I guess I also want to just

4

state that while there may be some frustration through this

5

process with dealing with the Water Authority and trying to

6

get off of dead center with them, we are extremely impressed

7

with the Authority's 100-year plan that they have recently

8

completed, their conservation efforts, implementation of the

9

San Juan Chama project and many other things.

It's -- it's

10

really -- it's incredible the job that they have done and how

11

serious they take the management of our water and the

12

distribution of the water to their customers and the

13

wastewater treatment side of that equation.

14

truly amazing the job that they're doing on all of our behalf

15

to ensure that we have a long-term sustainable water supply

16

for the community and for growth of our community regardless

17

of where that happens, whether it happens in Santolina or

18

elsewhere.

19

think they're doing an excellent job at what they do.

20

I think it's

They're -- they take their job seriously, and I

With that, we'd be happy to answer any questions.

21

urge your support and recommendation up to the Board of

22

County Commissioners.

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. HERTEL:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Would
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1

MS. HERTEL:

2

MR. STROZIER:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
I'm sorry.

I'll let Catherine address that.
Okay.

What was your name again?

5

MS. PARK:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Chairman Chavez, Jamie Park.
Yeah, I just want to ask, do you

7

have any more questions for her?

8

MS. HERTEL:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

And before we go to that --

No, I do not.
I just wanted to clarify that.

thank you.

11

MS. PARK:

Thank you Mr. Chair.

12

MR. STROZIER:

13

MS. PARK:

Thank you.

Chairman Chavez, if I may make an

14

objection to a recent offer of a March 15th -- 17th email by

15

the developer.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. PARK:

No.

That was not attached to their

18

application submitted to amend the conditions of approval.

19

It's not in the record.

20

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I didn't

21

hear what you said.

22

MS. PARK:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24
25

What was not in the record?
It's not --
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. HERTEL:

-- on the condition.

3

rewording of amendment 9, and Ms. Parks was saying --

4

Ms. Park was saying that the email that Mr. Strozier read was

5

not in the record, not included with the application, and I

6

didn't hear that.

7

MR. STROZIER:

It was not included.

8

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I know

9

there were documents submitted with the application that were

10

just -- or these changes, and there was some communication

11

provide but not that specific --

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MR. STROZIER:

It is in the record now.
There was -- Mr. Chairman and

14

Commissioner Hertel, the purpose of adding that to the record

15

was there was a question about whether or not Mr. Sanchez had

16

actually weighed in, and we wanted to provide that in

17

response to that.

18

the Water Authority that spoke specifically to the issue but

19

not that one in particular.

We did provide other communication from

20

MS. HERTEL:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22
23

So thank you.

Okay.
Was there going to be a rewording

of a condition?
MS. VEREECKE:
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1

and it would remain Level C document.

2

based on the approved ABCWUA development agreement" -- the

3

rest of it is the same.

4

"approval" to "submittal," so that the three conditions would

5

be consistent in terms of when the particular requirements

6

need to be met.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.
Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I don't

have any other comments, but we're all available for

10

questions.

11

with five findings and then a condition with the three

12

modified conditions and then the change to condition 9 as we

13

have discussed.

14
15

The recommendation is approval of this request

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Any questions of Staff?

Now, I'm trying to understand here.

Now, this -- that

16

condition, the way it reads now, when do they have to have

17

this agreement in order to -- for Level C to be approved, or

18

before?

19

The attorney.
MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

20

Commission, they have to have their water development

21

agreement before they submit Level C documents.

22

be after Level B approval but before Level C submittals.

23
24
25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

So it would
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. GARCIA:

Yeah.

It was before Level B

approvals.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MR. GARCIA:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MR. GARCIA:

For Level C?

Pardon?
For Level C.

The way it was written before when it

8

was before the County Commission before coming back to us, it

9

was before Level B or -- Level B approval.

10
11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yeah.

Okay.

So I'm going to close the floor.

12

MR. PENA:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MR. PENA:

Ready for a motion.

Mr. Chairman, I'd like to make a motion.
Go ahead, Commissioner.

Under SPR2017-0003, I make a motion that

15

we approve by modifying the conditions 8, 11, and interject

16

no. 9 reflecting the changes.

17

MR. BLANCHARD:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

Second that motion.
Okay.

Moved and second.

All

those in favor signify by saying aye.

20

COMMISSION:

Aye.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. NECOCHEA:

Opposed?

Okay.

Shame on you.

Motion carries.

Shame on you for

23

selling out our community.

24

time and our taxpayer dollars and for just deceiving the

25

community for all these years and how you can listen to us
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and just --

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

have our meeting going.

4

MS. NECOCHEA:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MS. NECOCHEA:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. NECOCHEA:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Staff, do we have any -- we still

10

So can you be quiet.

No, I cannot.
No.

Go ahead.

Can you be quiet?
Go ahead.
My community, can we be quiet?
Staff, do we have anything

further?

11
12

Okay.

MR. GRADI:

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

Commission, we have no further matters under consideration.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MR. COLLIE:

Mr. Chair, I move we adjourn.

15

MS. HERTEL:

Second the motion.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

Second the motion.

All in favor,

signify by saying aye.

18
19

Can I have a motion to adjourn?

COMMISSION:
(Note:

Aye.

Hearing adjourned at 2:39 p.m.)

20
21
22
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1

STATE OF NEW MEXICO

2

COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

ss

I, B. JULIAN SERNA, Certified Court Reporter in the

4

State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I reported, to the

5

best of my ability, the above Bernalillo County Planning

6

Commission hearing; that the pages numbered 3 through 183,

7

inclusive, are a true and correct transcript of my

8

stenographic notes, and were reduced to typewritten

9

transcript through Computer-Aided Transcription; and that on

10

the date I reported these proceedings, I was a New Mexico

11

Certified Court Reporter.

12
13

Dated at Albuquerque, New Mexico, this 26th day of June,
2017.

14
15
16
17
18

B. JULIAN SERNA
New Mexico CCR No. 206
Expires: December 31, 2017
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Santolina Master Plan

The Santolina Level A Master Plan is the result of the combined eﬀorts of Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC and the professionals of
its development consul ng team. The following submi al was prepared by the:

Santolina Community Development Team
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1. Executive Summary
Western
Albuquerque
Land
Holdings
LLC
“WALH” owns 13,851
acres in Bernalillo County
west of Albuquerque,
New Mexico. WALH
has assembled a team
of development experts
tasked with the mission
to create a master plan
for a vibrant mixed use
community on this land. The team has conducted studies of the site,
developed land plans for the property and analyzed the infrastructure
systems required to serve the community.
The result of this effort is the Santolina Master Plan. Santolina is
envisioned as a master planned community that will develop over a
40-50 year timeframe. The timeframe is influenced by market demand
and the state and region’s ability to attract, support and facilitate new
economy jobs, which are primarily knowledge-based jobs, requiring
at least a two-year degree, in support of the digital economy, global
markets, information technology and/or innovation capacity. During
the design of Santolina, WALH and the development team established
the following vision to guide design and development over that
extended time period. Santolina will be a community where:
Jobs and educational opportunities are plentiful and locally
accessible
Desirable housing responds to changing demographic and market
preferences
Open space and quality of life are preserved and enhanced
A true “live, work, learn and play” community is created for
residents
The property is currently undeveloped rangeland on a large mesa
framed by two escarpments. The mesa offers panoramic views of
the Sandia and Manzano Mountains and immediate views of the

4.A.H

City of Albuquerque and
Bernalillo County’s South
Valley. The land area within
Santolina is the western
gateway to and from the
metropolitan area and
includes
approximately
six miles of exposure
along Interstate 40 (I-40).
Along with access from
I-40, the property is readily
accessible from many significant roadways. These include Central
Avenue, Dennis Chavez Boulevard, Atrisco Vista Boulevard and 118th
Street.
Santolina has been designed as a master planned area with a mixture
of land uses, a variety of housing and employment opportunities and
places for civic life. Today’s market preferences convey that people
want to be engaged in a community, not just live in a nondescript
subdivision that requires driving across town to meet other needs.
Santolina will be a distinct community with a sense of place - a place
to live, work, learn and play. In order to realize this vision, the land
plan proposes the following mix of land use categories:
Residential Villages to accommodate housing, education, public
services, commercial services and recreational uses within
convenient reach
An Urban Center for co-location of regional public and private
facilities such as a community center, APS schools, a postsecondary education campus, a regional park, fire/sheriff facilities
and commercial and high-density residential development
A Town Center with freeway access to attract large scale regional
commercial users
Business Parks with freeway access to attract research,
technology, healthcare, business and educational facilities such
as universities
A large-scale Industrial and Business Park suitable for
manufacturing, distribution and warehousing operations, energy
production facilities and other industrial job and educational uses

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

Santolina Master Plan

8
Packet Pg. 437

Chapter 1:Executive Summary
4.A.H

Approval of this Level A Master Plan is the first step in transforming
ranch land zoned A-1 to a new planned community to serve Bernalillo
County residents and the surrounding MSA.
Long range development within
Bernalillo County is guided by
the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo
County Comprehensive Plan.
The Comprehensive Plan
establishes goals and policies
that provide the framework
for land uses and densities
throughout the County. Based
on the Comprehensive Plan
designations
(Exhibit
4:
Comprehensive Plan Areas)
and corresponding acreages
(Exhibit 5: Comprehensive
Plan Land Use Allocations),
Santolina is permitted 38,045
dwelling units. Along with
the residential units outlined
above, Santolina is envisioned
to include manufacturing,
office and service facilities to accommodate approximately 75,000
jobs, a jobs-housing ratio of approximately 2.0 jobs per household
at full development. The economic impact to Bernalillo County as a
result of the anticipated jobs and output generated by Santolina is
substantial. At full buildout, the recurring direct and indirect economic
impacts to the County will total $10.9 billion annually, with an additional
$18.1 billion in one-time construction wage output during buildout.
The addition of the targeted 75,000 jobs created within Santolina will
increase the County’s overall current jobs-housing ratio from 0.99 to
1.23, a 24.65% increase.

No Net Expense
The Comprehensive Plan
provides that “planned
communities shall not be
a net expense to local
governments”. The “no
net expense” policy is
a mutual commitment
to achieve the goal of
a responsible balance
of infrastructure costs,
including construction,
operation and maintenance, shared between the public and private
sectors. The “no net expense” test can be satisfied if the County’s onsite public expenditures and off-site public expenditures reasonably
allocated to the Project have been, or will be, off-set by revenues and/
or benefits from the Project.

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

Public and private open space to preserve and highlight the
natural beauty of the community

WALH engaged David Taussig & Associates to prepare Fiscal and
Economic Impact Studies for Santolina both dated August 22, 2013
(“Impact Study”), which is included in the Santolina Level A Master
Plan as Technical Appendices. The purpose of the Impact Study is
to provide a detailed summary of the projected fiscal and economic
impacts to the County as a result of the development of Santolina.
The Impact Study concludes that the County will receive significant
positive fiscal and economic impact as a result of the development of
the project. The Bernalillo County Economic Development Department
conducted a third party peer review and approved the methodology
used in the Impact Study to reach this conclusion and agree that
the County’s expenditures reasonably allocated to the project will
be off-set by revenues and/or benefits from the project and that the
Impact Study fully satisfies the “no net expense” policy contained in
the Comprehensive Plan and PCC. The positive fiscal and economic
benefits generated from Santolina will be expended on and within the
project for items that benefit the Project.
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The Level A approvals, including the development agreement,
ensure “no net expense” to the County. The fiscal analysis
addresses the ongoing operation and maintenance needs of the
County over time and shows that a significant surplus of revenues
and benefits are generated by Santolina.

Planned Communities Criteria Process
As a master planned community
located within the Reserve Area
of the Comprehensive Plan,
Santolina follows the Planned
Communities Criteria process.
The Planned Communities
Criteria has been adopted by
Bernalillo County to provide
guidance for developers and a framework for County evaluation of
large-scale planned community master plans.
The Planned Communities Criteria requires three levels of plans
for review and approval. The three-tiered review process of the

Planned Communities Criteria allows for a predictable, consistent
and open review process that is appropriately scaled to the level
of detail required at each stage. The three levels of the approval
process are:

A Level A Master Plan is the first step in the approval process.
The Master Plan demonstrates “an integrated and self-sufficient
model of development”, per the Bernalillo County PC Zone. The
Level A Master Plan establishes the big picture vision and overall
framework for the entire community. Boundaries and sizes of subareas may shift to respond to specific development opportunities
and their related infrastructure needs.
Future Level B plans will be
prepared with more detailed
information and analysis as set
forth in the Planned Communities
Criteria. These plans will be
prepared for sub-areas within
Santolina. The Level B plans will
include further refinement of land
uses, zoning details, infrastructure
plans, transportation analyses
and public facilities.

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

The “no net expense”
provisions of the PCC
are
implemented
through the Level A
development agreement
that is negotiated with
the Bernalillo County
Manager’s Office and
approved by the Bernalillo
County Commission. The
Level A development
agreement
addresses
both capital expenditures, i.e., the money needed to build
infrastructure, and the operation and maintenance expenses,
i.e., the money needed to operate and maintain such infrastructure.
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Subsequently or concurrently, a Level C plan will be submitted for
sub-area or portions thereof in the Level B plan that are ready for
development. The purpose of the Level C plan will be based on the
requested land use. It is typically of a detailed nature consistent
with a preliminary plat or site plan.
Concurrently with the Bernalillo County approval of this Master
Plan, the Planned Community Zone (PC Zone) has been applied
to the property. The Santolina PC Zone (see Chapter 4), places
zoning on the property in alignment with the vision for Santolina
expressed in this Level A Master Plan.
In summary, via the approval of this Level A Master Plan, WALH
has begun the process necessary to develop a vibrant community
on the Westside to meet forecasted regional growth over the next
40-50 years.

11
Packet Pg. 440

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

Santolina Master Plan
4.A.H

12
Packet Pg. 441

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

Chapter 2: Introduction
4.A.H

13

Packet Pg. 442

Santolina Master Plan

Overview
The Santolina Level A Master Plan (“Master Plan”) includes
13,851 acres owned by Western Albuquerque Land Holdings
“WALH”. The lands (existing and future) within the Master Plan
(“Master Plan Area”) are the master planned community known as
Santolina. Santolina is located on the Southwest Mesa, bound on
the north by I-40, on the east by 118th Street, on the south by the
Pajarito Mesa grant boundary and on the west by the Rio Puerco
Valley.

Property Conditions
Santolina offers panoramic views of
the Sandia and Manzano Mountains
and immediate views of the City of
Albuquerque and Bernalillo County’s
South Valley. The Master Plan Area is
also the southern half of the western
gateway to and from the metropolitan
area and has approximately six miles of exposure along I-40.
Along with access from I-40, the property is readily accessible
from Central Avenue, Atrisco Vista Boulevard and 118th Street.
The property is a large mesa framed by two escarpments. The gently
sloping terrain of the mesa features dunes, vegetated swales and
natural washes while the escarpments are characterized by more
intense topography. The property features an extensive network
of drainage basins that convey storm water across the site into
closed basins or drain offsite. Additionally, a variety of grasses,
wildflowers, cacti and brush provide groundcover throughout the
community. During the course of preparing the Master Plan, a
number of studies were conducted, resulting in the findings that no
endangered species or archeologically significant properties exist
within the Master Plan Area.

The Master Plan Area is located within Bernalillo County outside
the municipal boundary of the City of Albuquerque. Current zoning
consists of limited non-residential designations along the interstate/
Central Avenue, such as C-1 (Neighborhood Commercial), C-LI
(Commercial/Light Industrial) and M-1 (Light Industrial). The
remainder of the Master Plan Area is zoned A-1 (Rural Agriculture)
allowing one (1) acre minimum residential lots. Development at
this density is not consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s intent
for a master planned community in this area.
The vast majority of the Master Plan Area is currently undeveloped,
unplatted rangeland. Current development on the mesa includes
AT&T and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) facilities along
with some outparcels governed by special use permits. Other
facilities include the Motor Speedway, the Metropolitan Detention
Center and the Cerro Colorado Landfill. These uses have
substantially changed the character of the southwest portion of
the Master Plan Area. They have been excluded from the Master
Plan as outparcels and will be buffered by industrial and business
park uses within the Santolina Land Use Plan.
As discussed earlier, the Plan Area is bookended by escarpments
which are primarily designated as open space. These areas
provide an attractive buffer to land uses east and west of the Plan
Area. Where residential villages are located along the eastern
boundary of the community, efforts will be made to ensure that
future neighborhoods fit contextually with the existing, adjacent
residential character.
Santolina’s southern boundary is primarily identified as open
space, providing a buffer to adjacent land uses. The 148 acre PNM
outparcel, centrally located along Santolina’s southern boundary,
will require screening and buffering to provide separation between
the future PNM Generation and Switching Station site and the
residential neighborhoods within Santolina. Due to the remote
location and lack of major roadway/truck access, it is not an
appropriate location for industrial or heavy commercial land uses.
Therefore, PNM should bear the responsibility for screening
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REGIONAL VICINITY

ESTRELLA
Westland Master Plan

SANTOLINA
Laguna
Indian
Reservation

The Context Map illustrates the boundaries of the Santolina Master Plan Area and identifies adjacent areas of existing development. The area defined as
Estrella delineates WALH’s property on the north side of I-40. Estrella includes the Westland Master Plan which was approved by the City and the County
as a Rank III Plan in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The City of Albuquerque also approved a separate Sector Development Plan for the easterly
portion of the Master Plan that has been amended.
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Opportunities for jobs and educational opportunities are
plentiful and locally accessible
Desirable housing responds to current demographic and
market preferences
Open space and quality of life is preserved and enhanced
A true “live, work, learn and play” community is created for
residents
In order to realize this vision, the Land Use Plan (Exhibit 7: Land Use
Plan) proposes six (6) land use categories within the community to
provide a wide range of uses and activities as follows:

and noise buffering of their facility adjacent to future residential
neighborhoods within Santolina.

Community Vision
Santolina is envisioned as a master
planned community developed
over a 40-50 year timeframe.
The timeframe is contingent upon
market demand and the state
and region’s ability to support and
attract new economy jobs and
economic opportunities. During the
design of Santolina, WALH and the development team established
the following vision to guide design and development over that
time period. Santolina will be a community where:

Residential Villages (including residential village centers) to
accommodate housing, education, public services, commercial
services and recreational uses within convenient reach
An Urban Center for co-location of regional public and private
facilities such as a community center, APS schools, a postsecondary school campus, a regional park, fire/sheriff facilities,
commercial and high-density residential development
A Town Center with freeway access to attract large-scale
regional commercial service businesses
Two Business Parks with freeway
access to attract employment
centers with research, technology,
healthcare, business and university
and higher educational facilities
A large-scale Industrial & Business
Park suitable for manufacturing,
distribution
and
warehousing
operations, energy production facilities and other industrial
uses
Open Space, including Major Public Open Space, Regional
Parks and open space, to highlight the natural beauty of the
community and provide recreational areas for residents.
The configuration and design intent of each use is further articulated
in Chapter 3 Land Use.
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While envisioned by WALH and the County, via the Albuquerque/
Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan (the Comprehensive Plan),
as a vibrant master planned community, the Master Plan Area is
currently zoned A-1 as a holding zone until a Planned Community
Master Plan is approved for the property. Following is a summary
of the existing governing documents in place for the Master Plan
Area.
1. Existing Zoning
The Master Plan Area is entirely within Bernalillo County,
outside the jurisdiction of the City of Albuquerque. The
majority of the land is currently rangeland and zoned as A-1
(Rural Agriculture), allowing one (1) acre minimum residential
lots unless master planned as a planned community. There
are a limited number of parcels zoned C-1 (Neighborhood
Commercial), C-LI (Commercial/Light Industrial) and M-1
(Light Industrial) along the Central Avenue/I-40 corridor.
2. The Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
The Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
(Comprehensive Plan) contains long range goals and policies
that guide regional development in the City and the County.
The Comprehensive Plan was most recently adopted and
amended by the Board of County Commission in 2012.
The Comprehensive Plan establishes broad land use
designations that contain goals for how land should develop
within each designation, while the Comprehensive Plan shows
four categories on the Master Plan. The majority of the Master
Plan Area is designated as Reserve.
Reserve Areas are intended to develop as master planned
communities, providing employment, shopping and recreation
opportunities that include transportation solutions to help
alleviate traffic congestion as well as residential uses. Density
allotment in the Reserve Area is restricted to 1 dwelling unit

per acre (du./ac.), unless a master plan has been approved.
Once a master plan has been approved, density allowance is
increased to 3 du./ac. gross. The Master Plan is enacting the
long range vision of the Comprehensive Plan which determined
that this area is appropriate and desirable for a distinct, large
scale, master planned community.

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

Existing Plans and Regulations

Based on the Comprehensive Plan, the Master Plan is entitled
to an overall number of allowable dwelling units of 38,045 units
community-wide. These units are averaged, on a gross acreage
basis across all of the residential areas within Santolina.
An overall residential density of
2.7 du./ac. gross is established
once the total number of
allowable
units
(per
the
Comprehensive Plan) is applied
to the total acreage allocated
to four Comprehensive Plan
categories within the Master
Plan Area. As further detailed in Chapter 3 Land Use, in
addition to employment, commercial and open space, the
community will contain a mix of areas of higher-density multifamily development and areas of lower-density single family
development.
The residential unit total within the Master Plan Area is the
driver of projections for population, jobs, infrastructure and
other plan elements. All of these assumptions have been made
in concurrence with the Comprehensive Plan designations,
goals and policies.
3. Planned Communities Criteria
The Planned Communities Criteria was adopted by Bernalillo
County to provide guidance for developers and function as
a framework for County evaluation of large-scale planned
community master plans. The Planned Communities Criteria
requires three levels of plans for review and approval. The three-
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Exhibit 4: Comprehensive Plan Areas

Exhibit 3: Planned Communities Process

Exhibit 5: Comprehensive Plan Land Use Allocations

Comprehensive Plan
Area Designation
Reserve Area
Rural Area
Semi-Urban Area
Developing Urban Area

Allowable Density
3.0 du./ac.*
1.0 du./ac.
3.0 du./ac.
5.0 du./ac.
2.7 du./ac.

Area
11,223 acres
1,961 acres
459 acres
208 acres
13,851 acres

Allowable Units
33,669 units
1,961 units
1,377 units
1,038 units
38,045 units

Percentage of
Master Plan
Area
81%
14%
3%
1%

*3 du./ac. gross permitted in Reserve Areas once a Community Master Plan has been adopted.
Otherwise the permitted density is 1 du./ac.
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tiered review process of the Planned Communities Criteria
allows for a predictable, consistent and open review process
that is appropriately scaled to the level of detail required at
each stage. The three levels of the approval process are:
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Future Level B plans will be prepared with more detailed
information and analysis as set forth in the Planned
Communities Criteria. These plans will be prepared for subareas within Santolina. The Level B plans will include further
refinement of land uses, zoning details, infrastructure plans,
transportation analyses and public facilities.
Subsequently or concurrently, a Level C plan will be submitted
for sub-area or portions thereof in the Level B plan that are
ready for development. The purpose of the Level C plan will
be based on the requested land use. It is typically of a detailed
nature consistent with a preliminary plat or site plan.
4. Southwest Area Plan and West Side Strategic Plan
Both of these plans are
regional area plans. The
Master Plan complies with
the goals and policies of
both plans. A summary of
key plan goals from both
documents is included
below:
Promote higher density development on the mesa top to
preserve the rural character and agricultural lands of the
South Valley
Promote large-scale development that provides a mix
of land uses and appropriately locates commercial and
industrial activities

Provide more commercial services and employment
areas for new jobs on the West Side (the goal being to
reduce traffic accessing jobs and shopping on the east
side of the river by providing jobs and employment on the
West Side).
Promote economic development, especially job
opportunities for residents on the West Side.
Regionally plan the corridors, open space, transportation
and utilities for maximum efficiency and preservation of
critical regional corridor connectivity
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A Level A Master Plan is the first step in the approval process.
The Master Plan demonstrates “an integrated and selfsufficient model of development”, per the Bernalillo County
Zoning Ordinance. The Level A Master Plan establishes
the big picture vision and overall framework for the entire
community. Boundaries and sizes of sub-areas may shift to
respond to specific development opportunities and their related
infrastructure needs.

The Santolina Planned Community
complies with the goals, policies and
intent of these area plans, especially
with regard to providing employment
opportunities, promoting economic
development and providing an
appropriate location for growth in order to protect the valley
agricultural land from development.
5. Agricultural Grazing Use Pending Development
The Master Plan
Area shall continue
to be used for
grazing
purposes
until
development
occurs. Property tax
rates shall recognize
the use of land as agricultural until such time as a Level C
plan (see Requested Entitlements & Process below) has been
approved and vertical development occurs on an individual
final platted parcel or tract. The adoption of the Master Plan
or subsequent Level B or C plan approvals shall not be
considered as a change in land use or agricultural status of
the property for tax purposes.
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1. MRCOG’s 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP)
identifies the high volume east-west commute as a critical
transportation issue to the region. The population west of the
Rio Grande is increasing, while the major job concentrations
have been primarily located east of the River. There is a longidentified need for new employment centers on the West Side.
2. MRCOG projects that by 2035 the West Side will represent
58% of the AMPA’s population.
3. Limited areas of the region can accommodate forecasted
growth due to land constraints caused by:
Tribal, federal and state ownership
Environmental constraints such as escarpments, the Rio
Grande and dedicated open space
Limited infrastructure systems
Fractured land ownership patterns

Regional Projections
Forecasts and projections within the Master Plan were prepared
consistent with data produced in regional studies conducted by
several local and state governmental agencies. WALH will review
data from these agencies and refine projections and forecasts in
future Level B plans. The Master Plan was developed within the
context of the following:
The Mid-Region Council of Governments of New Mexico
(MRCOG) and The Bureau of Business & Economic Research
(BBER) at the University of New Mexico have forecast significant
population growth for the Albuquerque Metropolitan Area (AMPA)
during the next twenty years. As illustrated in the MRCOG 2035
Regional Land Use Forecast Map, (Exhibit 6: MRCOG 2035
Regional Land Use Forecast Map), a large portion of the growth
is allocated to Santolina and WALH’s property north of I-40.

4. Lands adjacent to existing development, able to be served
by the infrastructure are ideal locations to accommodate the
forecast growth.
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Zoning
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In addition to the Master Plan, WALH also requested adoption of
Planned Community Zone (PC Zone) for the entire Master Plan
Area. The PC Zone is in conformance with the Level A Master Plan
for the planned community.
The Santolina Planned Community Zone consists of six (6) zoning
land use districts similar to and consistent with the land use
districts outlined within the Planned Communities Criteria. The
land use categories are:
Residential Village (including residential village centers)
Town Center
Business Park
Urban Center
Industrial & Business Park
Open Space
Reference Chapter 4 Santolina PC Zone for greater detail of the
land uses and characteristics of the PC Zone.
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Overview
Santolina is envisioned as a
master planned community that
will be developed over a 40-50
year timeframe. The timeframe
is influenced by market demand
and the state and region’s ability
to support and attract new
economy jobs. New economy
jobs are primarily knowledgebased jobs in support of technological innovation, global markets,
information technology, entrepreneurial development and/
or innovation capacity. New economy jobs typically require an
educated (minimum two-year degree) and skilled workforce that
is flexible and creative. These jobs include a broad spectrum
of disciplines including research and development, computer
programming, bioscience, computer/software engineers, doctors,
architects/planners, industrial designers, engineers, scientists,
accountants, lawyers, inventors, financial analysts, writers, graphic
designers and teachers.
During the design of Santolina, WALH and the design team
established the following vision to guide design and development
over that time period.
Santolina will be a community where:
Jobs and educational opportunities are plentiful and locally
accessible
Desirable housing responds to changing demographic and
market preferences
Open space and quality of life are preserved and enhanced
A true “live, work, learn and play” community is created for
residents

As noted in Chapter 2 Introduction, the Master Plan provides a
long term framework for the future development of Santolina. The
framework addresses how Santolina will contribute to the existing
community. Along with the physical contributions outlined within
the Master Plan, Santolina will provide a substantial net-positive
economic and fiscal benefit to the County. Based on the Level A
Master Plan, Santolina provides the following economic benefits:
The overall fiscal impact to Bernalillo County’s general fund
as a result of the development of Santolina will be an annual
recurring fiscal surplus of $22.4 million
Santolina will contribute $20 million in annual non-General
Fund revenues
Santolina will generate annual recurring revenues projected
to equal approximately 1.78 times the General Fund costs
associated with Santolina
One-time construction gross receipt tax revenues flowing to
the County over the build-out of Santolina are substantial,
General Fund revenues totaling $47.7 million and nonGeneral Fund revenues totaling $40.9 million

Addressing Market Trends
There is increasing demand for master planned areas with a
mixture of land uses, variety of housing and places for civic life
and recreation. Today’s market preferences convey that people
want to be engaged in a community, not just live in a nondescript
subdivision that requires drives across town for other needs.
Santolina will be a holistic community with a sense of place - a
place to live, work, learn and play.
Providing Jobs
The economic viability and sustainability of a region hinges on its
ability to generate and provide jobs. The West Side has traditionally
focused on residential and some commercial land uses. It has
lacked jobs, educational opportunities and an adequate amount
of commercial development. While there has been improvement
in recent years, quality of life on the West Side is still a function of
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The economic benefit to Bernalillo County resulting from the
anticipated jobs and output generated by Santolina is substantial.
At full buildout, the recurring direct and indirect economic impacts
to the County will total $10.9 billion annually, with an additional
$18.1 billion in one-time construction wage output during buildout.
The addition of the targeted 75,000 jobs created within Santolina
will increase the County’s overall current jobs-housing ratio from
0.99 to 1.23, a 24.65% increase.
Education for a Lifetime of Productive Work
Education and job training are
critical for success in the new
millennium employment arena.
Education provides students
the tools, skills and knowledge
to successfully transition into
the workforce and contribute
to the local economy. Santolina
is education-oriented, with
potential sites for Albuquerque Public Schools (APS), postsecondary education, including university level campuses,
technical training facilities and independent school opportunities.
All facilities will be easily accessible to employment and residential
areas.
Multi-Modal Transportation Alternatives
The predominance of single occupancy vehicles crossing the
Rio Grande during peak travel times for jobs and education
opportunities east of the river is currently a significant challenge
for the region. This situation will only get worse without jobs and
education opportunities on the West Side. Santolina has been
designed to include a variety of employment and education

centers to address this imbalance. The employment and education
centers are intended to provide jobs for community residents and
import jobs to the community, thereby creating reverse commutes
to the West Side. It is anticipated that increased employment
availability will capture more internal trips within Santolina and
the surrounding area versus typical development. The Master
Plan responds to this by creating denser development within
residential villages and providing transit alternatives, including a
community-wide system of roadside and off-road pedestrian and
bicycle trails that connect residential villages with employment,
commercial and industrial centers as well as schools, parks and
community amenities. Additionally, the proposed bicycle network
will integrate with the MRCOG Long Range Bikeways System Map
providing direct access to the extensive network of existing and
proposed bikeways to allow long-range cycling and/or commuting
opportunities. The community trails system is designed to provide
access to future bus stops located within reasonable walking
distance of residences. As the community grows and demand
increases, additional bus stops will be integrated into residential
villages with additional transit centers proposed for the Urban
and Town Centers. In preparation for future demand, the major
roadways are designed to accommodate High Capacity Transit.
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commute times and traffic congestion due to limited river crossings.
Santolina aims to create job opportunities for the greater West
Side and Southwest Mesa areas by providing a mix of land uses,
from heavy industry to corporate offices and neighborhood scale
employment options.

Meeting the Needs of America’s Changing Demographics
Over the past three census periods the
largest segment of the population has
been the 65+ age brackets. Beginning
January 1, 2011, the first baby boomers
began turning 65. During the next 19
years boomers will be turning 65 at a
rate of 10,000 a day (source: AARP,
Social Security Administration and
Pew Research). At the same time, the
generation born between 1983-2000,
known as the Millennial generation,
is “community shopping”. This young
generation is beginning to raise families
and decide where they will live and work.
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Community Design Principles
Santolina incorporates the following design principles:
A mix of residential villages and sub-areas defined by
neighborhoods and residential village centers linked by an
extensive open space and trails network.
Employment areas of various scales to accommodate large
industrial and energy production facilities, professional
business parks, regional retail centers and neighborhood
scale retail and work options.
Integration of life-long learning opportunities provided by
educational and training facilities and job incubation.
Integration of open space to provide a network of connected
parks, trails and natural open spaces for water harvesting
and storage, community recreation, cultural and geographic
landmark preservation and wildlife habitat.
A fresh land use mix that may evolve with changes in home
buyer and employer trends during the life of Santolina.
A transportation system that promotes connections to and
from the existing county roadway system and provides
opportunities for alternative modes of transportation such as
transit, walking and biking.
A framework for future public facilities, i.e., sheriff/fire, schools
and parks to serve the community.

A framework for the provision of utilities and drainage
infrastructure to meet the needs of the community.
A framework for creating
the necessary skilled
workforce
needed
in
today’s high tech world.
APS
elementary
and
middle schools feed into
the high school, which
provides students the
education needed for
admittance to post-secondary, training and educational
institutions, colleges and universities. These institutions
provide students education and training resulting in a skilled
workforce. Additionally, these institutions have the leverage
to incubate new companies, creating future tenants for the
business and industrial parks. These businesses in turn will
employ graduates and student interns from the proposed
Santolina education campuses. Students, workers and
their families will require housing located in close proximity
to the schools and businesses. Therefore, the first priority
to achieve this vision, is to build housing in an educationoriented community to create the density to support schools
and employment centers necessary for a thriving economy
and community.

Land Use Plan
As noted in Chapter 2 Introduction, the West Side, including
Santolina, will see significant growth over the next 20 years and
beyond. Over the next 40-50 years a series of residential villages
will be planned and developed within Santolina to meet this
demand.
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Both generations desire services, retail, jobs, education and
recreation in close proximity to their residences. The Master Plan
seeks the flexibility to provide a variety of residential options and
walkable uses within close proximity to meet this demand. The
Santolina Planned Community Zone is formulated to accommodate
these anticipated demographic and housing trends.

4.A.H

Santolina is envisioned as a master planned community that
will ultimately be home for up to 38,045 residential units and
approximately 75,000 jobs, creating a jobs-housing balance of
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Exhibit 7: Land Use Plan
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Santolina PC Zone
The Santolina PC Zone, Chapter 4, provides detailed information
on land uses and density ranges allowed within Santolina. The

Exhibit 8: Residential Village Density/Character

Santolina Level A PC Zone is Level A zoning that creates a three
step zoning process, that ensures a mix of land uses that are
appropriate to their location and meet the density requirements
of the Comprehensive Plan. The Santolina Level A PC Zone is a
mechanism for implementing the Planned Communities Criteria
and will be implemented in future Level B and C plans.
The first component of the zoning process is establishing the
Land Use Districts. Land Use Districts have been defined and
correspond to the districts illustrated on the land use plan (Exhibit
7: Land Use Plan). Each land use district includes a broad list of
permissive uses, which will be further refined and detailed in Level
B plans.
The second step in the zoning process defines site characteristics.
Site characteristics are determined by the street type on which

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

approximately 2.0 jobs per household. This exceeds the target for
jobs-housing balance sustainability of 1.7, resulting in Santolina
being a net importer of jobs. Jobs and employment are a key
component of the Master Plan and an element that will distinguish
the community. To meet these targets the Santolina Land Use
Plan, (Exhibit 7: Land Use Plan), proposes a balanced mix of land
uses designed in a manner to create a strong relation and interplay
of uses. The land uses include five (5) residential villages, two (2)
business parks, one (1) town center, one (1) urban center, one (1)
industrial & business park and significant open space.

4.A.H
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 Residential Local
 Residential Collector & Arterial
 Urban Center Local and Collector
 Industrial and Business Park Local, Collector, and Arterial
sites
Site Characteristics set density ranges, building heights and
development scale as well as establishing land use transitions
from more to less intense uses based on street hierarchy and
location.
For example, office development located along arterial roads
in the Business Park would be permitted higher development
intensity (height, floor area ratio, etc.) than development along
local or collector roads. Similarly, across the arterial loop road to
the south of the Business Park, Residential Village Oro allows
more intense uses along the arterial roadway. These uses may
include neighborhood scale commercial, neighborhood scale
eating establishments and village scale multi-family residential,
as permitted in the Residential Village District. The arterial loop
provides an appropriate location for more intense uses while also
serving as a transition into the less intense, single-family residential
character of the village interior. The Santolina PC Zone, Chapter
4, provides specific details about land uses, site characteristics,
density and development scale.
The third step in the zoning process, Design Standards, are
anticipated to include regulations for setbacks, massing,
streetscape, parking, etc. Santolina PC Zoning is fully implemented
at the Level C site plan scale. The Santolina PC Zone begins on
page 39 of this Master Plan.

Density
The Santolina Land Use Plan (Exhibit 7: Land Use Plan) contains

land use districts that are fully defined in the next section, Land
Uses and in the Santolina PC Zone, Chapter 4. Most of the
Land Use Districts (with the exception of the districts dedicated
solely to employment or parks/open space uses) contain
residential uses. The overall number of permitted dwelling units
has been predetermined by the Comprehensive Plan Reserve
Policy which permits density according to Comprehensive Plan
Designated Areas. The Comprehensive Plan designation and
associated densities as applied to the Master Plan Area are fully
illustrated in Exhibit 4: Comprehensive Plan Areas and Exhibit 5:
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Allocations and. Based on this
policy, Santolina has an overall density cap of 38,045 dwelling units.
The Comprehensive Plan Reserve Policy states that in Reserve
Areas with master planned communities, such as Santolina, the
overall number of dwelling units can be allocated throughout the
Plan Area in order to create areas of higher and lower density as
appropriate. This policy is reflected in the creation of the different
Land Use Districts in Santolina, such as the Urban Center, Village
Centers, and Residential Villages.
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development will occur. Examples of street types and their site
characteristic categories include:

Land Uses
Physical site characteristics form the fundamental structure of any
master planned community. The Master Plan Area is characterized
by a large mesa, framed by two escarpments. The mesa area is flat
and conducive to development. The development of a mix of land
uses will be focused on the mesa, preserving the escarpments in
large open space areas to be enjoyed by the region.
The Santolina Level A Master Plan is designed in the spirit of
the centers and corridors model outlined in the Comprehensive
Plan. Rather than incremental decisions made over decades
that result in a dispersed pattern of commercial, office, industrial
and residential development, Santolina’s Activity Centers are
intended to concentrate a diversity of community activities at
appropriate locations and serve as vibrant, transit-oriented urban
places that encourage walking to destinations throughout each
center. The Activity Centers safeguard single-family residential
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human emotion to a place, its history, character and culture.
Level B and C plans will define the identity for the residential
villages and establish context with the existing natural and built
environments, history, culture and character of the immediate
region.

The land uses within Santolina are described as follows:
Residential Villages
The five (5) residential villages
of Santolina range in size from
591 acres to 1,935 acres. The
residential villages will provide
a wide array of residential
opportunities to serve the
needs of future generations. It
is anticipated that each residential village may be developed in its
entirety in a single effort or divided into sub-areas (neighborhoods)
with a range of distinct characteristics and housing types.
Housing types within the residential villages may include single
family large lots to higher density single family neighborhoods
associated with production building. Housing may also include a
wide range of single family attached housing such as townhomes
and duplexes as well as live/work residential and multi-family.
While residential villages are primarily planned for residential
development, in order to provide walkable commercial services,
neighborhood scale commercial is also encouraged.
The design criteria (located in Chapter 4
Santolina PC Zone) for each residential
village within Santolina will be further
developed at Level B and C plans. The
intent for the design criteria is to help
develop a sense of place. Establishing
design criteria within the Level A Master
Plan for the 21+ square miles of Santolina, potentially decades
before development, would only result in an “imitation of place”.
The concept of “sense of place” refers to the act of connecting

Residential village centers will be
located within residential villages.
The residential village centers are
envisioned to include a variety
of uses including, but not limited
to, higher density residential,
neighborhood commercial and local
office or healthcare uses that support
the surrounding neighborhoods. The residential village centers
are envisioned as areas located and sized to provide convenient
neighborhood scaled services, supported by more dense
residential lifestyles and easily accessible by the surrounding
residential village.
Open space areas will be incorporated into the residential villages
to accommodate recreational needs, provide water drainage and
storage and pedestrian access to locations within the residential
village. These open space areas are in addition to and will connect
with and/or complement the approximately 3,200 acres (23% of
the Master Plan Area) allocated as open space within the Master
Plan.
The residential villages may also include public and private schools
to serve the surrounding neighborhoods. WALH has established a
strong working relationship with APS. The company is committed
to continuing to work with all schools to ensure the proper school
type, size and locations are provided within Santolina to meet
education needs as the community develops.
Lastly, it is anticipated that libraries, County offices and/or
community centers may be located within residential villages to
serve the community. Additionally, fire and sheriff station facilities
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areas from potential intrusions by more intense land uses while
providing housing close to jobs and services, reducing personal
transportation costs and increasing options for living an urban
lifestyle with easy access to a variety of activities.

4.A.H
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Urban Center
The Urban Center within Santolina
will be a unique mix of civic and
higher-density private uses. The
Urban Center is approximately
746 acres or 1.17 square miles.
To put the area in context, the
University of New Mexico north
and south campuses are 478
acres, Downtown Albuquerque is 613 acres or 0.96 square miles
and Albuquerque’s Nob Hill is 537 acres or .84 square miles.
This site, centrally located within
Santolina and bounded by
Gibson Boulevard (north), Paseo
del Volcan (west), Dennis Chavez
Boulevard (south) and Atrisco
Vista (east), is an appropriate
destination to concentrate a
diversity of community activities
to draw local and regional
residents. Uses located within the Urban Center may include a
regional park, one or more schools (APS, trade/technical, higher
education or combinations thereof), a community library and a
multi-generational community center.
In addition to civic uses, the
Urban Center may also include
corporate offices, entertainment
and athletic venues, commercial
services, high density residential,
live/work residential and retail/
hospitality uses to keep the area
vibrant and active 24/7. The mix

of civic amenities and commercial uses will attract new residents
and workers creating a destination for the community. The Urban
Center becomes the identity of the community as well as a
destination.
Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

will be located within residential villages as necessary to serve
the community in accordance with National, State and County
standards and at the County’s current level of service.

Open space areas will be incorporated into the Urban Center to
complement the built environment, accommodate recreational
needs, provide pedestrian access and serve as permeable areas
to harvest and store water and improve stormwater quality for the
Urban Center.

Potential vision for Mixed Use Urban Center in “Main Street” style

Town Center
The Town Center, approximately 536 acres, is located between
two I-40 Interchanges. These interchanges enable the site to
conveniently connect to existing regional roadways. The Town
Center has the potential to provide millions of square feet of retail
and related services as well as medium to high-density, multifamily residential living. The site can be expected to attract large
retail stores, power centers, lifestyle centers, malls, car dealership
clusters and other high GRT generators and service providers
for the region. This area will import dollars into the county from
adjacent areas.
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Industrial & Business Park
As noted in Chapter 2 Introduction, there are some outparcels
governed by special use permits. Outparcels are tracts of land
fully or partially surrounded by the Santolina property, not owned
by WALH and not included in the Santolina Level A Master Plan
Area. These facilities are located along the west end of the mesa.
They include the Motor Speedway, the Metropolitan Detention
Center and the Cerro Colorado Landfill.

Conceptual Business Park in proximity to housing
and services to reduce long travel times

In an effort to buffer these existing uses and provide a critically
needed location for heavy industrial and energy facilities, an
industrial and business center has been located along the western
edge of Santolina. This is a vast new industrial and business area
of approximately 2,000 acres. The center is ideally located with
easy access to I-40. Additionally, the location is closest to existing
rail service (approximately 6 miles away on Pueblo of Laguna
land). The proximity of existing rail and access to the interstate
system makes the site ideal for potential distribution, warehouse,
energy production and manufacturing uses. The end-users at
this site are likely to be large facilities with low employee/square
foot ratios but with high potential for manufacturing product or
warehouse/shipping volumes. These users are anticipated to be
those not typically located in corporate parks, retail centers or in
close proximity to residential housing. The developed metropolitan
area has few remaining sites that are appropriate for large-scale
industrial users.
Lastly, there has also been growing
interest in generating power from solar
and other alternative fuels facilities in
the region. This area also provides a
suitable location for manufacturing or
locating solar panel fields and other
alternative fuel powered facilities.
Open Space
Santolina sets aside the escarpments and other significant areas
as open space within the Master Plan, which encompasses Major
Public Open Space, Regional Parks and open space. These areas
have been identified, and subsequently zoned as open space, per
the accompanying Santolina Planned Community Zone. This land
use represents approximately 3,200 acres (23% of the Master
Plan Area) and will serve to meet the open space requirements
for all land uses and parcels within the community. In addition
to the designated open space areas noted on the Land Use
Plan, an extensive open space and trails system located within
development zones will connect residential areas with retail,
employment centers and community amenities.
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Business Park
Critical to achieving the jobs/employment goals of the community
are the two business parks located within Santolina adjacent to
Central Avenue and I-40. Together the business parks comprise
697 acres of the community. The business parks are designed
to be concentrated job generators to potentially attract emerging
technology companies, research facilities, office/light industrial
uses, post-secondary educational campuses or jobs training
educational facilities, healthcare and health research facilities and
hospitality and service commercial uses. The business parks have
the potential to cluster businesses or medical uses in a campuslike setting with easy access to lunchtime needs, i.e., restaurant
and errands, as well as excellent access to existing freeways and
roads.

4.A.H
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The park and open space program is located and further defined
in greater detail in Chapter 8 Government and Public Services.
Trails and open space will be further defined and included within
subsequent Level B and C plans.

Transportation System
The structure of every master
planned community is established
by the physical character of the
site along with the existing offsite
transportation network and the
extension of said network into the
community. Santolina has nearly
six miles of exposure along I-40. Additionally, the community has
ready access to the major regional corridors of Central Avenue,
Dennis Chavez Boulevard, Atrisco Vista Boulevard and 118th
Street.

Atrisco Vista will be extended south through the community to
its southern boundary.
A loop road will create internal circulation through the
residential villages and centers, with minor arterials and
collectors branching off from the loop road to create access
within each residential village.
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In addition to pedestrian trails; community
and educational centers, visitor reception
centers and properly designed utilities and
infrastructure may be installed within open
space. Such facilities may include utility
corridors, drainage and water storage
facilities, water and wastewater systems as well as roadways to
serve the community.

The transportation system is described in greater detail in Chapter
6 Transportation.

Phasing Strategy
Phasing is an important consideration regarding the development
of Santolina. Phasing will be market demand driven within the
framework established for roadway and infrastructure planning.
Additionally, information regarding phasing of parks and
community facilities can be found in Chapter 8 Government and
Public Services.
The development of a community the size and scale of Santolina
will occur incrementally. Full buildout of Santolina is estimated to be
a 40-50 year timeframe based on current demographic trends and
market demand. Multi-staged developments are typically referred
to as “Phases”. In an effort to simplify infrastructure modeling and
other studies, a milestone marker has been established within the
Exhibit 9: 2035 Projected Development Land Use Table

Along with the existing roadways, Santolina incorporates the
extension of several roadways and the creation of new roads to
create a comprehensive road network.
Dennis Chavez Boulevard will be extended west and connect
with the future Paseo del Volcan.
Gibson Boulevard will be extended west from 118th Street up
the escarpment into the community, linking with Atrisco Vista
and terminating at the future Paseo del Volcan.

Land Use
Village
Open Space (Major Public)
Open Space (Regional Parks)
Open Space
Industrial & Business Park
Urban Center
Business Park
Town Center
Master Plan Area Total:

Area
2,156 acres
395 acres
0 acres
301 acres
755 acres
355 acres
294 acres
320 acres
4,576 acres

Percent
48%
5%
0%
12%
16%
8%
6%
6%
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Exhibit 10: Residential Phasing Plan
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The phasing strategy has been separated between the generally
residential and non-residential phases. This has been done
purposefully to recognize, not only the differences, but to promote
the need for flexibility on the economic development/job creation
side of the equation. The residential phasing has been divided into
five phases of approximately 10 years each. This provides for two
residential phases through 2035 and three subsequent phases
to reach Full Buildout within approximately 50 years, or by 2065.
The non-residential uses maintain the two phases used in the
traffic analysis, 2035 and Full Buildout. This allows for flexibility
in responding to specific economic development proposals to
ensure that Santolina, in combination with City, County and State
Economic Development, etc. can respond with sites tailored to
meet an employer’s/project’s specific needs.
Phasing within the Planned Communities Criteria
The Planned Communities Criteria inherently provides a built in
framework for phasing. This framework is appropriately presented
in the PCC’s Level A, Level B and Level C process requirements.
Once a Level A Master Plan is adopted, the next step is the
preparation of a Level B plan that will correspond to the first
phase of the project. The Level B plan is required to include a
more detailed land use breakdown, more specific zoning language
and updated infrastructure plans that address timing, funding and
responsibility. The Level B plan is reviewed by staff and other
agencies, presented to the Planning Commission and approved
by the Board of County Commissioners. Any amendments to
the Level A plan, if required, must be processed and approved
concurrently with the Level B plan. This process ensures that the
County, as part of their review, can verify that the phases (Level
B plans) are consistent with the overall framework of the Level A
plan, address the housing/employment balance, provide a funding
strategy and outline the implementation of necessary infrastructure
and community facilities.

The Development Agreement
Another critical component to project phasing is the Level A
Development Agreement. The development agreement is a
separate document required by the Planned Communities Criteria.
The development agreement addresses specific issues related
to funding, timing (phasing) and responsibility for infrastructure
and community facilities. The agreement also addresses school
infrastructure, financing districts, level of service, conveyance of
infrastructure and relationship to the County’s Capital Improvement
Plan. This agreement is a companion document to the Level
A Master Plan and codifies the Master Plan. The agreement is
reviewed by County staff via the County Manager’s office and is
heard and approved by the County Commission at the same time
as the Level A Master Plan. One of the key items addressed in
the agreement is the Developer’s commitment to meet the “no
net expense” provision of the Comprehensive Plan and Planned
Communities Criteria.
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Master Plan. The Projected Phasing Plans are illustrated in Exhibit
10: Residential Phasing Plan and Exhibit 11: Non-Residential
Phasing Plan.

Housing/Employment Balance
The Santolina development shall achieve a reasonable balance
between residential and employment land uses such that it
maintains the characteristics of a generally self-sustaining
community. The Land Use Plan provides for an approximate
jobs-to-housing ratio of 2:1. This balance is predicated on a goal
of creating 75,000 jobs at the time of Full Buildout by reserving
4,031 acres generally for non-residential uses. The goal is for
jobs within Santolina to have a positive impact on the overall jobs/
housing balance of the West Side. The objective, as it relates to
transportation, is for the overall jobs/housing balance of the West
Side to improve no matter where those jobs are located.
As a component of achieving the housing/employment balance
within Santolina, WALH has committed to actively pursue and
attract employers to Santolina through entitlements, infrastructure
planning and capacity, access, etc. However, it is understood
that WALH does not control economic development incentives
and public policies provided and implemented by state and local
government agencies. It is anticipated that Bernalillo County
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Exhibit 11: Non-Residential Phasing Plan
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The phasing strategy for creating the community takes the
following factors into consideration:
Proximity to existing infrastructure
A logical phasing strategy begins in close proximity to existing
infrastructure. This strategy avoids redundancies and the
expense of extending systems. As a result, areas closer to the
north and east sides of Santolina are expected to develop first,
driving development of residential, commercial, educational
and employment opportunities in the specific area. The
Industrial & Business Park on the west side of Santolina is
the exception, with development near I-40 anticipated within
the Projected 2035 Development Plan.
Proximity to major transportation systems
Proximity to existing transportation systems and potential
transit routes also drive community phasing. As such, areas
closer to I-40, Atrisco Vista Boulevard, Dennis Chavez
Boulevard, Central Avenue, 118th Street, Shelly Road and
other existing roadways will provide access to the early
phases.
Meet needs on the West Side
Most residents on the West Side currently commute to jobs
located east of the river. Businesses and industries on the
West Side need employees who live in close proximity to
their location. There is also a market driven need for housing,
infrastructure and education facilities on the West Side. This

will in turn facilitate additional job creation on the West Side.
Additionally, reaching retail and recreational facilities requires
significant drive times for current West Side residents. Land
uses within the first phases are designed to allow flexibility
with the intent of creating job and educational opportunities,
along with residential development necessary to attract
additional retail and employment development.
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will work collaboratively with WALH, Albuquerque Economic
Development and other economic development agencies to
provide and/or establish incentives to help attract employers to
the west I-40 corridor. The Santolina housing/employment ratio
will be monitored, reported, and evaluated in future Level B plan
submittals. The results shall be considered in the context of the
regional jobs/housing data (west of the Rio Grande) in order to
fully comprehend the jobs/housing balance of Santolina and its
surrounding environment.

Provide choices on the Southwest Mesa
Employment, post-secondary education and retail choices
are currently limited on the Southwest Mesa. Additionally,
the majority of available housing comprises single-family
detached residences that fall within a specific price range.
Phasing will seek to meet employment, commercial and
educational needs and address the market demands for a
variety of residential products. It is anticipated that residential
products will range from multi-family to starter home, move
up and custom residential product options that are offered at
a variety of price points to appeal to a wide range of home
buyers.
Open space amenity and resource
Development of parks and open space will keep pace with
development to ensure residents are provided access to
parks, trails and open space amenities throughout Santolina’s
buildout.
The eastern and western escarpments are designated as
open space in the Master Plan. It is anticipated that the open
space areas may be acquired by the County, City and/or other
entity and used as public open space. As open space, the
escarpments will provide an important amenity to the County
as a whole and for the early residential villages of Santolina
while providing a spatial boundary and buffer between existing
development to the east and Santolina.
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4. Zoning and Governance
As noted within Chapter 2 Introduction, the Master Plan outlines
PC Zone regulations for the Master Plan Area including the amendment process for the Level A Master Plan, Santolina PC Zone and
future Level B plans. The Santolina PC Zone provides the overall
framework and has been developed to a level appropriate for a
Level A Planned Community Master Plan. Future Santolina Level
B plans will expand upon this zoning framework in order to provide
more detailed regulation, i.e., parking, setbacks, landscape, and
refine the permissive uses, suitable for the County to review specific development proposals (Level C plans).
In order to ensure that the Santolina PC Zone addresses the varied conditions of future planning, the Santolina PC Zone will be
detailed and refined in future Level B and C plans.
The Comprehensive Plan establishes broad land use designations that contain goals for how land should develop within each
designation, while the Comprehensive Plan shows four categories
on the Master Plan. The majority of the Master Plan Area is designated as Reserve.
Reserve Areas are intended to develop as master planned communities, providing employment, shopping and recreation opporExhibit 13: Comprehensive Plan Land Use Allocations

Comprehensive Plan
Area Designation
Reserve Area
Rural Area
Semi-Urban Area
Developing Urban Area

Allowable Density
3.0 du./ac.*
1.0 du./ac.
3.0 du./ac.
5.0 du./ac.
2.7 du./ac.

Area
11,223 acres
1,961 acres
459 acres
208 acres
13,851 acres

Allowable Units
33,669 units
1,961 units
1,377 units
1,038 units
38,045 units

Percentage of
Master Plan
Area
81%
14%
3%
1%
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Exhibit 12: Comprehensive Plan Areas

*3 du./ac. gross permitted in Reserve Areas once a Community Master Plan has been adopted.
Otherwise the permitted density is 1 du./ac.
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Based on the Comprehensive Plan, the Master Plan is entitled
to an overall number of allowable dwelling units of 38,045 units
community-wide. These units are averaged, on a gross acreage
basis across all of the residential areas within Santolina.
An overall residential density of 2.7 du./ac. gross is established
once the total number of allowable units (per the Comprehensive
Plan) is applied to the total acreage allocated to four Comprehensive Plan categories within the Master Plan Area. As detailed in
Chapter 3 Land Use, in addition to employment, commercial and
open space, the community will contain a mix of areas of higherdensity multi-family development and areas of lower-density single family development.
The residential unit total within the Master Plan Area is the driver
of projections for population, jobs, infrastructure and other plan elements. All of these assumptions have been made in concurrence
with the Comprehensive Plan designations, goals and policies.

Santolina PC Zone (Planned Communities):
Pursuant to Section 19.5 of the Bernalillo County
Comprehensive Zoning Code
Santolina is a 13,851 acre master planned community located in
Bernalillo County, west of the incorporated city limits of Albuquerque. The community is designed to feature a mix of residential,
commercial, business, industrial, public service facilities and open
space areas. The Santolina PC Zone is structured to maintain flexibility to meet changing market demands and the new economy
and demographics of the region, while creating a unique sense

of place and community identity for Santolina. The Santolina PC
Zone adds the benefit of providing a predictable and easy to use
framework for large-scale zoning that includes a variety of styles
and development types. The Santolina PC Zone conforms to the
Level A Planned Community Master Plan.
Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

tunities that include transportation solutions to help alleviate traffic
congestion as well as residential uses. Density allotment in the
Reserve Area is restricted to 1 dwelling unit per acre (du./ac.), unless a master plan has been approved. Once a master plan has
been approved, density allowance is increased to 3 du./ac. gross.
The Master Plan is enacting the long range vision of the Comprehensive Plan which determined that this area is appropriate and
desirable for a distinct, large scale, master planned community.

Level A Governance and Interim Uses
All sites within the Santolina Level A boundary area, except those
governed by a Special Use Permit or any site expected to be developed with local, state and/or federal support, shall be governed
by Section 18, Special Use Permits and Section 24, Administration of the Zoning Code until a Level B Plan, affecting such site,
has been adopted by Bernalillo County. No building permits shall
be granted on all remaining sites until a Level C Plan affecting the
subject has been adopted. No special use permit shall be issued
without a demonstration of available necessary infrastructure and
utilities, including water, electricity and sewer, to be installed before, or concurrently with, development of the site.
Amendment Process
Substantial changes to the Level A Master Plan and/or the Santolina PC Zone will follow the amendment process outlined in the
Bernalillo County Comprehensive Zoning Code, Section 19.5.A.
The Santolina PC Zone Process
The Santolina PC Zone establishes a series of land use districts
and combines the land uses with specific site character standards.
The selection of a land use district is followed by the selection of
specific design standards that are relevant to the use and site categories chosen. In this way, Santolina can apply a mix and match
combination of categories for the community, as appropriate for a
specific location or use. Zoning that includes land uses, site characteristics and design standards addresses building forms, the
context of a site and the types of development anticipated within
districts. This form of zoning also allows for unique design and site
character for each subarea of the community enabling development projects to be customized. This prevents the generic cookiecutter approach to development that some zoning standards require.
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1. Land Use District Selections
2. Site Characteristic Selections (Level B/C Plans)
3. Design Standards Selections (Level B/C Plans)
The 3-Step Selection Process
As noted in the three step process above, the Land Use District
Selections of Step 1 are articulated within the Level A Plan. The
types of Site Characteristics and Design Standards are listed in
Level A, but will be further defined and detailed in Level B and C
plans.
1. Land Use District Selections
The first step in the process is the selection of a Land Use
District from the Santolina Land Use Plan (Exhibit 7: Land Use
Plan). Each Land Use District contains a list of permissive land
uses. The list of permissive land uses will be further expanded
and refined in Level B plans. The districts are based on traditional zoning, as each specifies the permissive land uses allowed within the specific land use district. Although the plan
boundaries are conceptual at Level A, development must adhere to the permissive uses within the district boundary. Actual
acreages and boundaries will be determined at Level B and C
plan stages. Land Use Districts are listed below and include:
 Residential Village
 Residential Village Center
 Urban Center
 Town Center
 Business Park
 Industrial & Business Park
 Open Space
The permissive land uses of each of these districts is described
in Section 1 below.

2. Site Characteristic Selections
Once the Land Use District has been selected, the next step is
the Site Characteristic selections. As was the case with Land
Use Districts in Section 1, the Site Characteristics remain
general at Level A. General descriptions of the types of Site
Characteristics are described in Section 2 below, and they will
require more detailed definition at Level B and C plans.
The character of the various districts within Santolina and the
density of development is largely dependent on location within
each sub-area. Development along local streets, away from
arterial intersections, should have a lower intensity scale to
match the neighborhood context of its location. Conversely,
development within the Urban Center or Town Center located
along an arterial or a major transit route should have a higher
density and more urban form commensurate with its locational
context. Based on this design approach, the second component clusters characteristics based on the scale of the surrounding transportation system access. This introduces the
performance based elements of the zoning system. Specific
street sections will be defined at Level B or C, when specific
uses have been determined.
3. Design Standards Selections
The third step in the Santolina PC Zone process is the selection of Design Standards that correspond with the Land Use
Districts (1) and the Site Characteristics (2). The Design Standards create a more refined level of development that should
not be uniformly applied at the large scale of a Level A plan.
Customized design standards should be tailored to each individual development district within Santolina in order to create
distinct places with unique character. This step introduces the
form based elements of the zoning system. The Design Standards will be developed in the Level B and C plans for each
area.
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The selection process includes three steps as outlined below:

4.A.H
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The selection of land uses for a specific area within Santolina is
based on the area’s location within the Land Use Plan within the
Master Plan.
(A) Residential Village District
The Residential Village areas are comprised of five Residential Villages that range in size from approximately 600 acres to
2,000 acres. The Residential Villages will primarily consist of
single family homes while also providing a wide range of multifamily residential opportunities and Residential Village Center
services in appropriate locations. Residential Villages will be
designed to create a small town or neighborhood character.
They will meet resident needs for recreational amenities and
provide convenient access to shopping, services, education
and employment. Excellent connectivity to other Land Use
Districts and the larger region will be provided.
Permissive Land Uses in Residential Villages:
1. Large Lot Single Family
2. Medium Lot Single Family
3. Small Lot Single Family Detached
4. Age Restricted Communities
5. Townhouse (Single Family Attached)
6. Live/Work (Residential and Office)
7. Upper Story Residential (Mixed Use)
8. Residential Village Scale Multi-Family Residential
9. Accessory Dwelling Unit
10. Home Occupation
11. Cemetery
12. Fire/Police/Libraries/Public Buildings
13. Park and Related Facilities
14. Open Space
15. Water Storage/Reservoirs
16. School and Educational Facilities (Daycare through PostSecondary)
17. Senior Transitional Living and Care Facilities
18. Neighborhood Scale Commercial & Services*

19. Neighborhood Scale Eating Establishment with and without Liquor Sales*
20. Eating Establishment, Commercial and Services with
drive-up*
21. Auto Fuel Sales*
22. Urban Agriculture
23. Utility, Drainage and Water Storage Facilities
24. Transit Oriented Development (TOD)*
*Only permitted on Collector/Arterial site types or within Residential Village Centers
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Section 1: Land Use Districts

(B) Residential Village Center District
Five Residential Village Centers are associated with the residential villages in the Land Use Districts. Residential Village
Centers are envisioned to be a cohesive core of residential,
civic and commercial buildings. Each may also serve as a residential village scale transit hub with connectivity to the rest of
the Land Use Districts. The locations of the Residential Village Centers are conceptual at Level A and indicate that each
Residential Village will likely develop with a center. For planning purposes each center is assumed to be approximately 75
acres in size and designed for mixed uses. Sizes, locations
and boundaries of Residential Village Centers will be defined
at Level B/C plans and may exceed the 75 acre estimate used
for planning purposes. Residential Village Centers may also
develop differently in each Residential Village and are not required to be the same size or in a similar location as other
Residential Village Centers.
Permissive Land Uses in Residential Village Centers:
1. Townhouse (Single Family Attached)
2. Live/Work (Residential and Office)
3. Upper Story Residential (Mixed Use)
4. Accessory Dwelling Unit
5. Home Occupation
6. Multi-Family Residential
7. Public and Civic Uses
8. Schools (Daycare through Post-Secondary)
9. Residential Village Scale Commercial & Services
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(C) Urban Center District
The Urban Center is a dynamic, high-density core where office, commercial, civic, educational, multi-family residential,
retail and entertainment uses come together and serves as a
destination for residents to live, work, shop and play. It is defined by a tight network of streets, wide sidewalks, tree-lined
streets, unique architectural elements, street furnishings, pedestrian scale elements and urban green space.
Permissive Land Uses in the Urban Center:
1. Live/Work (Residential and Office)
2. Upper Story Residential (Mixed Use)
3. Multi-Family Residential
4. Public and Civic Uses
5. Schools and Related Facilities
6. Community Scale Commercial & Services
7. Community Scale Eating Establishment with and without
Liquor Sales
8. Eating Establishment, Commercial and Services with
drive-up
9. Food Carts
10. Educational Campus Facilities and Related Facilities
11. Entertainment Activities/Hospitality/Resort

12. Office
13. Outdoor Vendor Market
14. Hospital
15. Park and Related Facilities
16. Transit/TOD
17. Utility, Drainage and Water Storage Facilities
(D) Town Center District
The Town Center has excellent access off Interstate 40. The
site is well located for large retail facilities, entertainment, campus office and multi-family development.
Permissive Land Uses in the Town Center:
1. Commercial and Services
2. Hotel/Hospitality
3. Large Retail Facility
4. Eating Establishment with and without Liquor Sales
5. Eating Establishment, Commercial and Services with
drive-up
6. Live/Work (Residential and Office)
7. Upper Story Residential (Mixed Use)
8. Multi-Family Residential
9. Auto Fuel Sales
10. Entertainment Activities
11. Park and Related Facilities
12. Public and Civic Uses
13. Truck Plaza/Automobile Sales and Service
14. Office
15. Transit Station
16. Utility Facilities
(E) Business Park District
Two Business Parks are located adjacent to Central Avenue
and Interstate 40. They are envisioned as locations for large
job generators such as emerging technologies, research and
development, educational campuses and/or healthcare industries.

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

10. Residential Village Scale Eating Establishment with and
without Liquor Sales
11. Eating Establishment, Commercial and Services with
drive-up
12. Food Carts
13. Auto Fuel Sales
14. Entertainment Activities/Hospitality
15. Office (including Medical Clinic and Healthcare)
16. Outdoor Vendor Market
17. Park and Related Facilities
18. Indoor/Outdoor Pool
19. Community Center
20. Senior Transitional Living and Care Facilities
21. Transit Oriented Development (TOD)
22. Utility, Drainage and Water Storage Facilities

4.A.H
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(F) Industrial & Business Park District
The Industrial & Business Park is ideally situated to provide
sites for large industrial development, power generation and/
or heavy industries that are not suitable for smaller business
parks and within the Residential Villages. Due to the large
amount of available acreage, the Industrial & Business Park is
also an ideal location for industrial symbiosis or an industrial
ecology where businesses share resources and make use of
the waste or by-products of another business located in the
park.
Permissive Land Uses in the Industrial & Business Park:
1. General Industry, Manufacturing, Assembly, Processing
2. Heavy Industry, Manufacturing, Assembly, Processing
3. Power Generation (Solar, Wind, Biofuels, Gas)
4. Wholesale Trade
5. Warehouse and Freight Movement/Distribution
6. Eating Establishment, Commercial and Services with
drive-up
7. Food Carts
8. Park and Related Facilities
9. Public and Civic Uses
10. Auto Fuel Sales

11. Recycling Facilities/Refuse/Waste Disposal
12. Transit Station
13. Rail/Freight
14. Utility and Drainage Facilities
Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

Permissive Land Uses in the Business Parks:
1. Large Community Scale Commercial and Services
2. Eating Establishment with and without Liquor Sales
3. Eating Establishment, Commercial and Services with
drive-up
4. Auto Fuel Sales
5. Educational Campus Facilities
6. Office
7. Park and Related Facilities
8. Public and Civic Uses
9. Research and Development
10. Light Industrial, Manufacturing, Assembling, Processing
11. Medical Research
12. Healthcare/Hospital
13. Utility Facilities

(G) Open Space District
The eastern and western escarpment areas are identified as
open space. As such, they are only appropriate for recreational and educational related development and properly designed
public utilities and infrastructure (including utility corridors,
drainage and water storage facilities, roadways, water/sewer
lines and other infrastructure).
Permissive Land Uses in Open Space:
1. Trails
2. Recreational and Educational Facilities
3. Visitors Center
4. Utility Facilities and Corridors
5. Water Storage and Drainage Facilities
6. Roadway or Transit Rights-of-Way
7. Access Easements
8. Grading and Earthwork, as necessary, for Utility, Water
Storage and Drainage Facilities and Trail and/or Roadway
Construction

Section 2: Site Characteristics
The second component defines Site Characteristics based on the
scale of the surrounding transportation system access to provide
context for the site. As noted above, Section 2 describes the general characteristics included in this portion of the Santolina PC
Zone. More detailed descriptions for each of these elements, as
well as unique methods to address site context of individual sites
will be provided at Level B/C plans.
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1. Residential Local Street Site
Development that follows the Residential Local Street Site
Type is generally located on local streets that primarily
consist of single family residential development.
Residential Local Streets are typically the lowest level
(least intensive) of street in the Master Plan Area. The
primary function of Residential Local Streets is to provide
vehicular, bike and pedestrian access to individual residential properties. Additionally, they provide, depending
on the density, multi-modal connectivity to collectors and
arterials. Residential Local Streets typically have on street
parking and sidewalks with landscape strips that provide
pedestrians safe and comfortable access. Bicycles and
automobiles typically share the travel lane.
Land uses within this site characteristic follow these contextual standards:
a. Building Height: Single Family-Maximum 26 feet,
Multi-Family and Non-Residential-Maximum 50 feet
b. Residential Density: 1 to 24 dwelling units per acre
c. Development Scale: Development in Residential Local Street Sites shall be at a residential village scale.
These areas are envisioned as consisting primarily of
single family homes (attached or detached), live/work,
residential village scale commercial and mixed-use options.
d. Access and Circulation: Primary front access to residences should be through the front entryway, garages
should not dominate the front façade. Front, side, rear
access and garage placement on alleys are permitted.
Sidewalks that provide comfortable and direct pedes-

trian movement within neighborhoods, between neighborhoods and to collectors and arterials, shall be provided on all residential local streets unless they front
trails, parks or other open areas. When trails are used,
sidewalks are not required.
2. Residential Collector & Arterial Street Site
Residential Collector Streets are typically low to medium
capacity roads. These roads are designed to provide access to adjacent residential properties and collect traffic
from the Local Residential Streets. Collectors provide access between residential neighborhoods as well as access
to other collectors and arterials. On street parking is permitted. While there is usually some limited transit access
on Collector Streets, their primary function is to provide
pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular access.
Residential Arterial Street Sites are those adjacent to a Minor or Principal Arterial. Single family homes will not have
direct access from Residential Arterials Streets. The primary function of the residential arterial is to provide multimodal (pedestrian, bike, transit and vehicle) access to adjacent residential development and to connect residential
areas to commercial and employment areas. Land uses
within this site characteristic follow these contextual standards:
a. Building Height: Single Family-Maximum 26 feet,
Multi-Family and Non-Residential-Maximum 78 feet
b. Residential Density: 1 to 50 dwelling units per acre
c. Development Scale: Development on Residential Collector and Arterial sites shall be at a residential village
or residential village center scale. In order to create
walkable, mixed use neighborhoods where residents
can meet their daily needs through non-auto modes of
transportation, commercial, services and restaurants
are encouraged but they are limited by size to keep
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(A) Residential Village Sites:
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d. Site Development: Development is encouraged to
provide attractive building facades and entries toward
the street and to parking areas, as well as to landscaped areas and street trees.
e. Access and Circulation: Wider sidewalks and/or trails
that provide comfortable and direct pedestrian movement within neighborhoods, between neighborhoods,
and to other collectors and arterials, shall be provided
on all residential collector and arterial streets.

(B) Urban Center and Residential Village Center Sites:
1. Urban Center and Residential Village Center Local &
Collector Site
Urban Center and Residential Village Center Local and
Collector Streets provide access to adjacent multi-family
residences, commercial and services, office employment,
or civic and public uses. Streets are pedestrian and bicycle
friendly, with on street parking, wide sidewalks, street trees
and bike lanes. Land uses within this site characteristic follow these contextual standards:
a. Building Height: 78 feet
b. FAR: Maximum 1.0
c. Development Scale: The Urban Center is envisioned
as a mix of schools, public and civic uses, public open
spaces, higher intensity multi-family residential, commercial, services and offices. The Urban Center Local
and Collector sites will form a street pattern that will
encourage and facilitate multi-modal transportation.
The appropriate scale can be compared to Community
Commercial, in an urban setting, with taller buildings
and more density mixed in with public buildings and
spaces that provide a focal point for development.

The Residential Village Centers are envisioned as mixed
use areas, developed at a residential village commercial
scale. Commercial, service and entertainment uses that
will serve the surrounding residential areas are encouraged at a scale of development that is intended to provide appropriate residential transition and connectivity.
The Residential Village Center Local and Collector sites
facilitate pedestrian activity through the location of smaller
scale mixed-use development with slower moving vehicular traffic than that on the Arterials. Land uses within this
site characteristic follow these contextual standards:
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them at a scale that is appropriate to the zone.

d. Site Development: Sidewalks are generally located at
the curb, building setbacks are smaller. Public buildings and open spaces serve as a focal point for the
Urban Center and the Residential Village Centers.
e. Access and Circulation: In order to create a more urban, walkable environment, care should be taken to
allow pedestrian access to and through sites. On street
parking, shared parking areas, and direct pedestrian
access to building entrances from the street, and parking areas are also encouraged.
2. Urban Center and Residential Village Center Arterial
Site
Urban Center and Residential Village Center Arterials are
generally high capacity urban thoroughfares that serve to
connect the local and collector roads in the Master Plan
Area to other arterials, major transit corridors and interstate access.
As compared to the Local and Collector sites, there is less
direct driveway access on Arterial sites from the site to
the road. Parking in front of buildings is encouraged while
parking in the rear of buildings is allowed. Land uses within
this site characteristic follow these contextual standards:
a. Building Height: Maximum 100 feet
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b. FAR: Maximum 2.0

a. Building Height: Maximum 100 feet

c. Development Scale: The Urban Center and Residential Village Center Arterial Sites are at a similar development scale as the Urban Center Local and Collectors
and Residential Village Center Local and Collectors.
Due to the higher volume traffic on arterials, site access is generally provided by either service road and/
or shared access. Streets are designed to accommodate both vehicular and pedestrian access in an urban
environment.

b. FAR: Maximum 1.0

d. Site Development: Arterials are more auto and transit oriented than Local and Collector streets. Setbacks
are slightly larger than on Locals and Collectors with
streetscape between the curb and sidewalk/trails.
Buildings may focus inward to common areas or toward streets.
e. Access and Circulation: Sidewalks, street trees and
internal pedestrian walkways are required. Particular
emphasis should be placed on pedestrian connectivity
between development and transit stops.

(C) Town Center and Business Park Sites:

c. Development Scale: Development on the Town Center and Business Park Local and Collector sites is
envisioned as larger scale Community Commercial,
office campus style or medium to high-density multifamily development. The sites in these areas are large
enough to accommodate large retail facilities, office
buildings and multi-family units. Sites shall be oriented
toward either the local or collector street in order to
facilitate vehicular movement. Pedestrian connectivity
should also be accommodated in site plan design.
d. Site Development: The Town Center is envisioned as
the appropriate Master Plan Area location for large retail facilities and multi-family residential and the Business Park is envisioned as primarily employment uses;
therefore, setbacks from the street shall be generally
larger than those in the residential and mixed use districts. Pedestrian connectivity and access to and from
parking areas and transit stops are included in site plan
design.
For Business Park development, the primary employee
entrance(s), customer entrance(s), and customer parking may be separated and should be clearly marked.

1. Town Center and Business Park Local and Collector
Site
Town Center and Business Park Local and Collector streets
function to connect retail services, employment uses and
multi-family to each other and to higher capacity arterials.
While this site type is typically accessed by vehicular and/
or transit, pedestrian connections are important.

e. Access and Circulation: Parking lots shall be placed
around buildings, in order to provide the shortest distance between buildings and to capitalize on potential
shared parking arrangements.

Town Center Locals and Collectors will provide the primary
access in this site type. Land uses within this site characteristic follow these contextual standards:

Parking pods shall be separated by demarcated, landscaped pedestrian walkways, and shared parking shall
be strongly encouraged.
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2. Town Center and Business Park Arterial Site
Arterial streets are typically characterized by higher volume traffic. Where possible, access to sites shall be via
service drives, regularly spaced intersections, and shared
access points.
Town Center and Business Park Arterials are primarily transit and auto-oriented, serving to connect the Town Center
to the larger Master Plan Area. Parking in front of buildings
is encouraged. The land uses within this site characteristic
follow these contextual standards:
a. Building Height: Maximum 100 feet.
b. FAR: Maximum 1.0
c. Development Scale: Town Center and Business Park
Arterial sites are also at a Community Commercial
scale, and may contain large buildings and parking areas.
d. Site Development: Loading and service uses should
be oriented to and accessed from service drives. Due
to the higher volume traffic on arterials, where possible
building orientation should be toward a local or collector street or common parking areas. Setbacks are
larger than on Collector sites and streetscape is an important design element.
e. Access and Circulation: Aligning and sharing access
points shall be encouraged. Sidewalks, street trees,
and internal pedestrian walkways are required.

(D) Industrial & Business Park Sites:
1. Industrial & Business Park Local, Collector and Arterial Site
Due to the industrial uses in the Industrial & Business Park
zone, Industrial Local and Collectors are mostly auto and
truck oriented. Other than the distinction in the hierarchical function of the streets, there is little difference in the
context of development character between local streets,
collector streets and arterials within this district. Therefore,
the site types have been combined.
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Wide sidewalks, pedestrian entrances, and connectivity to other areas shall be required.

Industrial & Business Park Locals, Collectors and Arterials
will primarily serve to connect large industry uses with the
remainder of the Master Plan Area and Interstate 40. However, pedestrian connectivity shall be provided from employment sites to transit stops where available. The uses
within this site characteristic have the following contextual
standards:
a. Building Height: Maximum 100 feet.
b. FAR: No requirement
c. Development Scale: Industrial site scale is the largest
in the Plan Area. The scale is intended to accommodate industrial users, energy generation, manufacturing and warehousing. There are no requirements for
pedestrian scale architectural detailing and/or screening. Due to the large site requirements for industrial
sites, pedestrian activity between uses is not always
feasible, therefore pedestrian connectivity should focus on transit stops and parking area connectivity.
d. Site Development: Building placement can be largely
determined by the use on the site, however development should be cognizant of and respond to adjacent
development in order to create a coherent streetscape
and pedestrian connectivity if possible and reasonable.
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(E) Open Space Site Characteristics:
1. Open Space
Open space occurs throughout the Santolina Master Plan
and is comprised of Major Public Open Space, open space
and trail corridors that may be used for storm water drainage, collection, storage and/or water harvesting. Access
to these areas will be defined in future Level B plans. Additionally, future Level B plans will include community and
neighborhood scale parks. Major Public Open Space will
be acquired, owned and maintained by either the City or
County as provided for in the Comprehensive Plan. Access to Major Public Open Space will be coordinated with
adjacent development to ensure that access (including trail
heads and small parking areas) is provided. Open space
trail corridors will provide off-street bicycle and pedestrian
trail systems connecting neighborhoods to schools, commercial and office centers, parks and community amenities.
a. Building Height: Buildings allowed within this land
use area may include shade structures, informational
kiosks and/or learning and community centers. Height
of these structures will be limited to 36 feet.
b. FAR: N/A
c. Development Scale: The purpose of these areas determined by type, will be the provision of visual open
space, trails and passive recreation. Open space areas will also incorporate utilities, which may include
storm water conveyance and water storage, water/
sewer lines, dry utilities and roadways.
d. Site Development: Building placement will be determined by the use on the site, with consideration given

to minimal disturbance of the natural landscape. Buildings shall be limited to shade structures, restrooms,
information kiosks and signage.
e. Access and Circulation: Roadway access, while allowed, shall be limited within the open space areas.
The primary use shall be limited to pedestrian and bicycles. Trail heads and parking areas for the Major Public
Open Space areas shall be developed in concert with
the City and/or County Open Space staff to provide
pedestrian and bicycle access to these areas. Major
roadways shall be allowed through the Major Public
Open Space to allow Santolina roadways to connect to
the adjacent lands east and west of Santolina.
f.

Buffering and Facilities: Adjacent landowners will not
be required to provide facilities or additional buffering,
vertical or horizontal, to any type of open space (major
or minor, private or public).

Section 3: Design Standards
The third step is the selection of Design Standards that correspond
with the Land Use Districts (1) and Site Characteristics (2) selections. The Design Standards create a more refined level of development that should not be uniformly applied at the large scale
of a Level A plan. In order to create distinct places with unique
development styles and forms, Design Standards shall be tailored
to individual districts. These standards will be established in the
Level B/C plans for each area.
The categories listed below are intended to provide a preliminary
framework for the development of the Design Standards in forthcoming Level B/C plans. As stated above, the design standards
will be customized at Level B/C to create the desired form that will
be in context with the relevant use and site district. The selection
process is complete once the Design Standards are prepared at
Level B/C.
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e. Access and Circulation: On site loading and truck access should be separated from pedestrian areas such
as sidewalks, plazas, and/or courtyards.
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 Lot Size
 Setbacks
 Walls and Screening
 Entryways
 Garages
 Building Materials
 Landscape
 Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity
 Parking
(B) Multi-Family Residential Standards (will vary by Local, Collector or Arterial Site Character)
 Lot Size
 Setbacks
 Walls and Screening
 Entryways
 Articulation
 Building Materials
 Useable Recreation
 Landscape
 Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity
 Parking
(C) Non-Residential and Mixed Use Standards (will vary by
Local, Collector or Arterial Character)
 Lot Size
 Setbacks
 Walls and Screening
 Articulation
 Building Materials
 Landscape
 Sidewalks and Pedestrian Walkways
 Lighting

 Signage
 Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity
 Parking

Santolina PC Zone Definitions

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

(A) Single Family Residential Standards (will vary by Local,
Collector or Arterial Site Character)

Santolina PC Zone Definitions are intended for and only apply to
the Santolina Master Plan Area.
Accessory Structure - A use that is incidental to and customarily
associated with a specific principal use, located on the same lot
or parcel.
Accessory Dwelling Unit - A separate dwelling unit that can include a kitchen and is contained on the same lot as the structure
of a single-family dwelling or business, and that is subsidiary to the
primary use on the lot.
Community Scale Commercial & Services - A mix of commercial land uses typically serving groups of neighborhoods and providing facilities with a larger service area than Residential Village
Scale Commercial and Services, such as branch banks, larger
grocery stores, medium sized retail facilities, and theaters. Typical
individual business square footage parameters can be defined at
Level B.
Community Scale Eating Establishment with and without Liquor Sales - A structure in which the principal use is the preparation and sale of food and beverages; outdoor seating is permitted.
Community scale establishments are typically larger restaurants
than those found in residential village neighborhoods. Square
footage limits can be defined at Level B.
Drive Up Eating Establishment, Commercial and/or Services
- An establishment accommodating the patron’s automobile from
which the occupants may receive a service or in which products
purchased from the establishment may be consumed.
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Education-Related Development - Interpretive signage, informational kiosk or similar structure limited to 36 feet, intended to
convey information to educate and inform residents and visitors
about the history, heritage and culture of the community and region.

neighborhoods. Square footage limits can be defined at Level B.

Entertainment Activities (Indoor) - Predominantly spectator
uses conducted within an enclosed building. Typical uses include
theaters, concert or music halls, resort facilities or indoor sports
arenas.

Low Impact Development - An approach to land development
that uses various land planning and design practices and technologies to simultaneously conserve and protect natural resource
systems and reduce infrastructure costs.

Entertainment (Outdoor) - Predominantly spectator or recreational uses conducted in open or partially enclosed or screened
facilities. Typical uses include sports arenas, music venues, or resort facilities with golf courses or other amenities.

Mixed-Use Development - Development that mixes land use
types on one site, i.e., combines residential and commercial uses.
Mixed uses can be “vertical” (stacked in multi-story buildings), or
can be “horizontal” (adjacent to each other in separate buildings
or spaces).

Live/Work - A dwelling unit used for both dwelling purposes and
any nonresidential use permitted in the zoning district in which the
unit is located.

Food Cart - A mobile venue that sells food.
Food Cart Pod - A pod is a grouping of food trucks assembled at
an established location (usually a parking lot) on a semi-permanent or regular basis. A pod typically ranges from 2-20 trucks, and
there is often some seating or dining area.
Home Occupation - An occupation carried on in a dwelling unit;
provided that the use is secondary to the use of the dwelling unit
for residential purposes and does not change the character thereof.
Hotel/Hospitality - An establishment that provides, for a fee,
sleeping accommodations and customary lodging services, including maid service, the furnishing and upkeep of furniture and
bed linens, and telephone and desk service. Related ancillary
uses may include but shall not be limited to conference and meeting rooms, restaurants, bars, and recreational facilities.
Large Retail Facility - A large-scale self-service retail store selling food, drugs, household merchandise, clothing, and a variety
of other retail goods; large retail facilities are typically located in
community scale retail centers rather than in residential village

Multi-Family Residential - Two or more units that are leased or
rented within a common building, and are not located on separate
lots.
Residential Village Scale Commercial and Services - A mix
of commercial land uses intended to serve adjacent residential
neighborhoods. Residential Village Commercial and services normally includes establishments that meet the everyday needs of
residents such as restaurants, grocery stores, convenience stores,
dry cleaners, etc. Individual business square footage maximums
can be determined at Level B.
Residential Village Scale Eating Establishment with and without Liquor Sales - A structure in which the principal use is the
preparation and sale of food and beverages; outdoor seating is
permitted. The scale of this establishment is appropriate to adjacent neighborhoods. Square footage maximums can be determined at Level B.
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Residential Village Scale Multi-Family Residential - Dwelling
units that are leased or rented within a common building and are
not located on separate lots. The size and scale should be ap-
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Senior Transitional Living and Care Facilities - An age targeted
facility for “seniors” (typically 55 years and over) that can provide
a continuum of care and living arrangements: from independent
living apartments, assisted care units, nursing care beds, memory
impaired facilities, or facilities for treating other health and living
needs of seniors. Living units can be owned or leased, separate or
attached, with all units under a common management.
Single Family Detached - A detached building designed to be
occupied by one family, or a group of unrelated persons living together as a unit, with facilities designed to accommodate living
and sleeping, including up to two kitchens, including manufactured
homes and or prefabricated, modular or sectional units meeting
the requirements of the Bernalillo County Building Code, designed
to be permanent structures, placed upon permanent foundations
and taxed as real property. Up to 10 dwelling units per acre allowed. Can be served by local, collector or rear alley and can have
a detached unit/accessory unit. Additionally, can be age restricted.
Townhouse - One of a group of two to ten attached dwelling units
divided from each other by common walls, each having a separate
entrance leading directly to the outdoors at ground level, and each
located on its own, individual lot.
Transit Facilities - The property, equipment, and improvements
of whatever nature owned, used, constructed, maintained, controlled, or operated to provide mass transportation for passengers
or to provide for the movement of people.
Transit Oriented Development - Moderate and high-density
housing, office, or retail/commercial uses concentrated in mixeduse developments located along transit routes.
Upper Story Residential - A dwelling unit that is located on the
second and/or higher story above any nonresidential use permitted in the zoning district, but that maintains a separate entrance

from that use.
Urban Agriculture (Urban Farm, Urban Garden) -The practice
of cultivating, processing, and/or distributing food in, or around, a
residential village, town or city.
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propriate to residential village neighborhoods. Unit caps can be
established at Level B.

Utility Facility/Infrastructure - Any privately, publicly, or cooperatively owned line, facility, or system for producing, transmitting,
storing, or distributing communications, power, electricity, light,
heat, gas, oil, renewable energy, transportation, crude products,
water, steam, waste, storm water, or any other similar commodity,
including any fire or police signal system or street lighting system,
which directly or indirectly serves the public.
Vendor Market - An occasional or periodic market held in an open
area or in a structure where groups of individual sellers offer items
for sale to the public.

Summary of Santolina PC Zone Benefits
The Santolina PC Zone is appropriate for Santolina because of
the community’s large size and long development timeframe. The
goals of creating a cohesive master planned community along with
the scale and timeframe involved make upfront site specific individually zoned parcels impractical. Santolina’s focus as a mixeduse community with mixed-densities and design styles requires
flexible performance based standards. The Santolina PC Zone
selects the best and most relevant parts of zoning (land uses, site
character and design) and creates a unified whole.
Additionally, the Santolina PC Zone allows for mix and match flexibility that responds to future market demand and new building
styles. At the same time, it requires a performance and form based
framework for development suitable for its location, context and
character. The Santolina PC Zone can address the evolving needs
of the new economy and the changing demographics of the region,
while creating a unique sense of place and community identity for
Santolina. The added benefit is that it provides a predictable and
easy to use framework for large-scale zoning.
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One of the primary principles that guided the development of the
Santolina Level A Master Plan was a “systems thinking” approach
to infrastructure. A large scale master plan, such as Santolina, has
the ability to utilize the most environmentally and economically
efficient mechanisms available when creating a comprehensive
infrastructure plan to serve the community. Infrastructure can be
appropriately sized to avoid costly future retrofits. State of the art
technologies can be utilized on a system wide basis to provide
significant efficiencies in energy transmission, stormwater and
wastewater management, and water conservation processes.
The Utilities Chapter includes plans for the provision of stormwater
drainage, water, wastewater, dry utilities and solid waste. More
detailed information on water, wastewater and drainage is included
in the Level A Technical Appendices.

Drainage System
As noted earlier, Santolina is envisioned as a vibrant mixed use
master planned community. Santolina will embrace creative and
innovative stormwater management practices to compliment the
vibrant mix of uses and transit alternatives. Drainage solutions
may include naturalist surface drainage systems intertwined with
the community trails, open space and park system.
The Master Plan establishes guidelines for “…a drainage strategy
for management and maintenance of watersheds and floodplains”,
as required by the PCC. The strategy for stormwater management
within Santolina includes:
Protection of undeveloped and developed property from
flooding in 100 year storm events
Sustainable infrastructure approaches for the control,
conveyance, storage and discharge of stormwater
Improve water quality by the use of stormwater retention and
detention facilities (which trap sediment, pollutants and more,
in accordance with the recently promulgated MS4 guidelines

and regulations)
Individual commercial sites (non-single family residential)
will comply with MS4 Permit requirements, as adopted by
the County, including that sites be designed to retain the 90th
percentile storm event
Shallow groundwater recharge and landscape irrigation by
implementing water harvesting techniques on the mesa top
Recreational activities
Multi-purpose water storage
More detailed stormwater management will be reviewed with
subsequent Level B and Level C plans. Such plans will require
approval from the County and other applicable jurisdictions.
Stormwater Management
As with any significant stormwater
management system, the Santolina public
stormwater management system will
include many components and require
long term maintenance and operational
attentions. The components include:
Closed basin ‘retention’ systems, including retention ponds,
water quality and infiltration devices
Stormwater ‘detention’ facilities including detention ponds,
embankments and water quality and infiltration devices
Stormwater conveyance systems including underground
pipes and open channels to move stormwater around and
through the Master Plan Area
Bernalillo County is anticipated to own and operate the public
stormwater infrastructure within closed basin ponding systems
within Santolina. These systems will be sited within public
right-of-way to accommodate public ownership, operation and
maintenance.
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It is anticipated the Albuquerque Metropolitan Arroyo Flood
Control Authority (AMAFCA) will own, operate and maintain the
major drainage channels and detention ponds (or dams) required
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A well designed stormwater management system in, around and
between retention and detention ponds (or dams) will provide
recreational opportunities. WALH will work with the County and/or
AMAFCA to obtain use agreements for those facilities envisioned
as community parkland.
Public stormwater infrastructure generally refers to storm drainage
infrastructure owned and maintained by public agencies, including
the County, AMAFCA or NMDOT. Private stormwater infrastructure
is generally referring to smaller stormwater infrastructure required,
owned and maintained by privately owned sites and facilities,
including commercial development sites, private parks, HOA
facilities, etc.
As with other major systems necessary to service Santolina,
the stormwater system has been designed towards meeting the
2035 Projected Development Plan followed by the Full Buildout.
Private and public ‘site development’ projects will be required
to incorporate “low impact development” (LID) and other green
development practices that improve stormwater quality and harvest
stormwater. These LID improvements will mimic the existing
character of the land in which most of the stormwater remains onsite. These measures will be employed only to an extent that does
not violate Rio Grande Compact agreements.

Water System
The Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority
(ABCWUA) has provided a 40 Year Water Plan to the State of New
Mexico in which the population growth and water needs of the
current and future Bernalillo County/Albuquerque service area are
addressed. The 40-year Plan is updated every five years. However,
the ABCWUA does not specifically identify developments that are
included in the projected water demands.

The ABCWUA has provided a letter dated July 29, 2014, indicating
they have the capability and capacity to serve the Santolina
Master Plan as it develops over its 40-50 year buildout. This letter
is included in the Santolina Water Master Plan Technical Report as
an Appendix to the Level A Master Plan.
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in those basins discharging stormwater to the south and east (to
the river).

The ABCWUA charges a Water Supply Charge to properties
outside of their existing service areas, such as Santolina, to fund
the procurement of additional water rights and other water supply
initiatives. It is anticipated that Santolina, or at least the majority
of the community, will be subject to the Water Supply Charge. The
actual amount of the Water Supply Charge will be determined
at the time services are taken and at the rate described in the
applicable Water and Sewer Rate Ordinance. WALH is committed
to working with the ABCWUA to develop additional/new sources
of water.
The ABCWUA has and continues to make tremendous gains
in water conservation and reductions in the overall demand by
its customers, reducing consumption from 251 gallons/person/
day in 1995 to the current 135 gallons/person/day. Santolina will
comply with all adopted water conservation and usage policies of
the ABCWUA and County. Level B and C plans will provide the
specific enforcement language necessary to support all applicable
water conservation codes.
Santolina anticipates receiving service from ABCWUA for domestic
water service. WALH and the design team have prepared a
conceptual-level Water Master Plan for providing water service
to Santolina. This conceptual plan does not represent the final,
optimized layout ABCWUA water system for the Santolina Plan
Area.
The typical ABCWUA water system is delineated in both pressure
zones and trunk zones. Pressure zones represent ranges of
acceptable service pressures based on ground elevations. The
Master Plan Area spans elevations representing ABCWUA water
pressure Zones 1WR through 8W. See ABCWUA Westside Water
System Pressure Zones (Exhibit 14: Water System Pressure
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Zones). These zones serve customers between elevations 4,975
ft. and 5,945 ft. Currently, the highest area served by existing
infrastructure south of I-40 (excluding the Detention Center) is
Zone 3WR with service from the Franciscan Reservoir.
As noted earlier, the ABCWUA water system is also delineated by
trunk zones, generally extending in an east-west direction. Santolina
is primarily located within the Atrisco trunk zone. See ABCWUA
Westside Water System Trunk Zones (Exhibit 15: Water System
Trunk Zones). It is also within the northernmost extent of the
adjacent Pajarito trunk zone to the south.

Lying just north of Santolina’s Atrisco and Pajarito trunk zones,
the College trunk zone is currently in various stages of study,
design and construction for westward extension, including large
transmission lines, pump stations and reservoirs. Construction of
these water system improvements will be complete in 2014.
Significant excess capacity exists in these College trunk
improvements and this additional capacity could be available for
Santolina on a temporary basis, as approved by the ABCWUA.
This approach is identified in this Master Plan. Ultimately with
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Exhibit 14: Water System Pressure Zones
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the future construction of Atrisco and Pajarito trunk water system
infrastructure, only when needed, Santolina may be closed off from
the College trunk system. This thoughtful and efficient approach
to Santolina water service optimizes the College trunk water
system financial investment, enhances critical system operational
issues (water age, etc.), maximizes the use of existing available
infrastructure and eliminates duplicative systems until needed.
The Santolina Water Master Plan Technical Report has been
developed to support the Level A Master Plan and is available
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Exhibit 15: Water System Trunk Zones

separately from the Master Plan submittal. This technical Water
Master Plan report outlines the analysis and data, and provides a
concept as to how the proposed water system can provide water
service to the Master Plan Area. The final Water Master Plan,
identifying design parameters, phasing and construction details, is
subject to ABCWUA service requirements and agreements.

Wastewater System
As with the domestic water system, Santolina is located within the
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The Master Plan Area is currently undeveloped. Therefore, no
operational sewer systems or utility districts are in place. However,
there are several wastewater systems in close proximity to the
Master Plan Area.
The Tierra West residential community, located at Atrisco
Vista and Central Avenue is served by a 15 inch ABCWUA
wastewater line. The line extends across I-40 serving Cordero
Mesa Business Park and surrounding lands.
A 10-15 inch wastewater line is located along Dennis Chavez
Boulevard to Atrisco Vista. This line provides service to the
recently completed Atrisco Heritage High School.
The Wastewater Master Plan has been designed to serve Santolina
from three primary existing wastewater outfalls:
The majority of the Master Plan Area drains south and
east towards the Dennis Chavez Boulevard/Atrisco Vista
intersection. At this location flows can be directed to an existing
interceptor in Dennis Chavez Boulevard on a temporary basis,
as approved by the ABCWUA, or to a potential future satellite
reclamation plant in the southern portion of the Master Plan
Area.
A small area of Santolina within the northeast drains south
and east into the existing ABCWUA wastewater system.
A small area of Santolina within the southeast can be served
by future extensions of the ABCWUA system in the Gun Club/
Coors area to the east.

Details of the benefits and challenges at each outfall are described
in the Wastewater Master Plan.
As with other major systems necessary to service Santolina, the
Wastewater Master Plan has been designed towards meeting the
2035 Projected Development Plan followed by the Full Buildout.
The Santolina Wastewater (Sanitary Sewer) Master Plan Technical
Report has been developed to support the Level A Master Plan
and is available separately from the Master Plan submittal. This
technical report outlines data that has been studied and details
how to serve the Master Plan Area wastewater flow and treatment
requirements. A serviceability letter, dated July 29, 2014,
identifying wastewater availability to Santolina has been provided
by the ABCWUA and is included in the Santolina Wastewater
Master Plan Technical Report. The final Wastewater Master Plan,
identifying design parameters, phasing and construction details, is
subject to ABCWUA service requirements and agreements.

Dry Utilities
“Dry utilities” is the term used to refer to electric, natural gas, cable
and telecom utility systems. The Dry Utilities Map (Exhibit 22:
Conceptual Dry Utilities: Existing Facilities) illustrates the location
of existing dry utilities and schematic designs for major systems.
Dry utilities will be installed in coordination with the phased
development of Santolina. The dry utilities are typically located
within shared utility corridors than may also function as trails
and open space corridors. Future Level B and Level C plans will
establish the exact size and location of dry utilities.
The planning, design and construction costs for utility transmission
and distribution facilities are not borne by the developer.
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operational area of the ABCWUA, but outside the adopted service
area. Santolina anticipates receiving service from ABCWUA for
sanitary sewer collection and treatment. WALH and the design
team have prepared a conceptual-level Wastewater (Sanitary
Sewer) Master Plan, (Wastewater Master Plan) for providing
wastewater service to Santolina. This conceptual plan does not
represent the final, optimized ABCWUA wastewater system for the
Santolina Plan Area.
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Electric
PNM is the electric service provider for the Albuquerque/Bernalillo
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County area. The utility provider has electric facilities located
in proximity to the Master Plan Area. PNM owns and operates
two transmission lines (a 345kV transmission line and a 115kV
transmission line) paralleling the eastern boundary of Santolina
along the 118th Street. Additionally, the Master Plan Area is bisected
by a 345kV transmission line owned and operated by the El Paso
Electric Company (adjacent to Atrisco Vista ROW).

by PNM and the developer. Based on Santolina’s build-out load
requirements, additional substations will be brought online.

Few electric distribution facilities are currently located in the area.
PNM has an existing overhead 12.47kV distribution line on the
western portion of the Master Plan Area. PNM also has another
overhead 12.47kV distribution line located within Santolina.

The electric distribution system will feed out of the substations
tying the electric users to the substations. Any 12.47kV or 7.2kV
underground facilities, where feasible, will be placed in a joint
trench with natural gas, telecommunications and cable/internet
services.

In order to support Santolina, overhead 115kV transmission
lines located within 75 ft. easements will be required to connect
with new substations located within load centers. Distribution
substation sites will typically occupy parcels of land approximately
1 to 2 acres in size. Transmission-related stations may require 5
to 10 acre sites.
PNM owns a parcel consisting of approximately 148 acres along
the southern boundary of Santolina. The site is considered for
use as a potential future generation station and switching station.
Future transmission corridors connecting with the 148-acre PNM
parcel will be identified in future Level B and C plans.
The location of transmission related station(s) and the routing of
transmission lines required to support Santolina will be determined
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Electric utility transmission development is guided by the Facility
Plan Electric System Transmission and Generation (2010-2020)
adopted by Bernalillo County. Electric distribution development is
guided by PNM’s Electric Service Guide found on PNM’s web site
(www.pnm.com). In order to provide electric service to Santolina,
the proposed electric system may consist of 115kV overhead
transmission lines, structures and distribution substations.
Additionally, distribution facilities using 12.47kV and 7.2kV lines,
structures and equipment may be required.

The PNM distribution system is built and operated as an
interconnected system. The distribution lines of adjacent
substations are interconnected to accommodate transferring load
between substations.

The existing distribution line within Santolina has limited remaining
capacity and will need upgrades to support near-term commercial
growth. Further electric services will need to be brought to
Santolina to continue with buildout. The main distribution system
requires the following easements for the following typical system
facilities:
Distribution Feeder – within a utility easement. PNM will ask for an
additional easement behind the ROW to secure their installation.
Distribution lines require a minimum of 10 feet for an easement.
Switch Cabinets – within utility easement. Each cabinet is
approximately 7’ X 7’ X 4’; and requires at least 23’ X 13’ easement
or clear space for access to the doors. Transformer – Easement
determined by transformer size. Transformers are usually installed
on the front lot line of a given property and require easements for
access and feed.

Gas
New Mexico Gas Company (NMGCO) is the local gas distribution
utility company.
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An existing 20” transmission gas line (600-900psi) runs across
the Master Plan Area along the future Dennis Chavez Boulevard
alignment. There are two (2) existing border stations adjacent to
the 20” transmission gas line. The stations are located near 118th
Street and Shelly Road. An existing 16” very high pressure (VHP)
gas line (175psi) runs west along Central Avenue to Atrisco Vista
and then turns south for approximately 2,500 ft. before ending.
The existing lines are in good condition with significant cathodic
protection maintained throughout the length of the line.

The Master Plan Area is currently split between two CenturyLink
district offices. The Southwest Central Office has jurisdiction of
all territory approximately south of Dennis Chavez Boulevard
and the West Central Office has jurisdiction of the area roughly
north of Dennis Chavez Boulevard. All existing customers outside
of the current municipal limit are served by these district offices.
Telecommunication lines may piggy back on the overhead electric
power poles during the design and expansion of dry utility services
within Santolina.

There is currently no long range plans for infrastructure
improvements for this area. A conceptual natural gas supply
system has been prepared based on the Land Use Plan. The
system includes the following:

XFINITY is considering extending fiber optic service to serve
Santolina. Two extensions would occur. The first is westward from
the Dennis Chavez Boulevard/118th Street intersection for the
southeast portion of Santolina. The second is from 140th Street
and Central Avenue for the northeast area of Santolina. XFINITY
typically follows PNM electrical where possible. The utility will
likely locate services underground within a public utility easement
or public right of way, but as with others, telecommunication
lines may co-locate on the overhead electric power poles where
proposed.

A looped pipe system of 8-12” gas lines will be required. This
looped system will tie into the existing 20” VHP gas lines
at the gas border station near Shelly Road and a possible
future gas border station located near Atrisco Vista. This loop
system will also tie into the existing 16” VHP gas line.
A system of 8-12” looped gas lines may be placed to serve
the northeast portion of the Master Plan Area. This system
will also tie into the existing 16” VHP gas line.
An 8-12” gas line will be installed to service the southeast
portion of Santolina. The line may be looped to future gas
lines in Gun Club Road.
Border stations shall be utilized to reduce pressures from the
20” gas transmission line of 600-900psi to HP gas lines, i.e.,
looped system lines, of 175 psi, then regulator stations will be
utilized to reduce the VHP gas line to a distribution line sized
for 60psi generally.

Telecommunications
CenturyLink (Qwest) and XFINITY (Comcast) provide
telecommunication services (such as television, internet and
voice) in this area.

As with other utilities, the Level A Master Plan provides a framework
for future development. More detailed plans will be provided during
Level B plan review for specific portions of Santolina.

Solid Waste
Santolina will comply with County Solid Waste Management
regulations, as outlined in Chapter 70 of the Bernalillo County
Code. As stated, the County’s reason for providing Solid Waste
Management rules is to preserve and protect the health, safety
and quality of life of county residents. These regulations require
that solid waste collection services be provided by the County
or an authorized contractor. At this time, solid waste collection
services are supplied by private contractors.
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Exhibit 16: Conceptual Water System Master Plan
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Exhibit 17: Conceptual Water System Master Plan, 2035 Projected Development Plan
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Exhibit 18: Conceptual Sanitary Sewer Master Plan
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Exhibit 19: Conceptual Sanitary Sewer Master Plan, 2035 Projected Development Plan
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Exhibit 20: Conceptual Stormwater Management Plan
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Exhibit 21: Conceptual Stormwater Master Plan, 2035 Projected Development Plan

1.

EXISTING / PROPOSED WEST
I-40 DIVERSION
IMPROVEMENTS AS STATED IN
THE WEST I-40 DRAINAGE
MANAGEMENT PLAN (DMP)
UPDATE BY BHI, DECEMBER
2011.

2.

EXISTING DETENTION
FACILITY

3.

EXISTING AMAFCA FACILITY

4.

EXISTING BERNALILLO
COUNTY DRAINAGE FACILITY

5.

EXISTING PRIVATE DRAINAGE
FACILITY

LEGEND

NOTES:

NORTH

1000

0

2000

1.

WITH DEVELOPMENT OF BASINS B AND C, FLOW
ACROSS I40 FROM OFFSITE BASINS A AND B WILL
BE CUT OFF AND RETAINED UPSTREAM OF I40 (IE,
WITHIN THE OFFSITE BASINS RESPECTIVELY)

2.

STORMWATER FACILITIES ARE APPROXIMATE
AND ILLUSTRATIVE, SUBJECT TO CHANGE

3.

THE INTERMEDIATE DETENTION / RETENTION
FACILITIES AND HIGH FLOW CONVEYANCE
FACILITIES ARE ILLUSTRATIVE ONLY. WITH
CREATIVE USE OF OPEN SPACE CORRIDORS AND
PARKS, IT IS ANTICIPATED THAT FUTURE LEVEL
"B" REPORTS WILL MINIMIZE THE NUMBER OF
THESE LARGE FACILITIES

4.

CONVEYANCE FACILITIES (SUCH AS ABOVE
GROUND CHANNELS) WILL BE DESIGNED AS
ENGINEERED NATURAL ARROYOS WITH MULTI
PURPOSE USES.

5.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITIES
LOCATED ON THE SOUTH BOUNDARY ARE
DESIGNED TO DETAIN THE 100-YR 24-HR STORM
WHILE DISCHARGING HISTORIC PEAK FLOW
OFFSITE.
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NOTES:
1.

WITH DEVELOPMENT OF THE MASTER PLAN
AREA, ADDITIONAL UTILITY FACILITIES WILL BE
REQUIRED AND PLANNED

2.

EXISTING DRY UTILITIES FACILITIES ARE
APPROXIMATE AND ILLUSTRATIVE, SUBJECT TO
CHANGE

3.

ONLY A SCHEMATIC FUTURE GAS SYSTEM IS
PROVIDED AT THIS TIME. AN ELECTRIC SYSTEM
SCHEMATIC WILL BE PROVIDED WITH FUTURE
LEVEL 'B; MASTER PLANS.

LEGEND
8-12" GAS LINE
EXISTING SUBSTATION

EXISTING ELECTRIC
TRANSMISSION LINE
EXISTING GAS LINE
GAS BORDER STATION
GAS REGULATOR STATION

NORTH

1000

0

2000

4000

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

Exhibit 22: Conceptual Dry Utilities: Existing Facilities
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6. Transportation

Transportation Planning

Overview

In conformance with the PCC requirements, the transportation
analysis reviewed two projected development phases (2035 and
Full Buildout), along with existing transportation network conditions.
This approach to phasing is appropriate for the Level A approval
given the overwhelming difficulties of precisely projecting when,
where and how much development will occur in any particular year
over the 40-50 year master plan time horizon for 13,800 acres.
Actual development phasing will be impacted by access, market
conditions, utilities and economic incentives offered by the City,
County and/or State to attract business to Bernalillo County and
Santolina.

The Master Plan Area is generally described as a large mesa
framed by two escarpments. The development of a mix of land
uses will be focused on the mesa, preserving the escarpments in
large open space areas to be enjoyed by the region.
The mix of land uses within
Santolina is designed to
provide residents, workers
and visitors a vibrant
community. Key to this is
the transportation system
which forms the structure
and framework for the land
uses on the mesa. The system will provide a safe, functional and
appropriate transportation system to move people and goods into/
out of and throughout Santolina. Due to Santolina’s multi-decade
buildout, the transportation system is designed to be flexible
and implemented in stages. The system will provide adequate,
functional and attractive roadways, trails and transit options linking
residential villages and uses within each phase of Santolina’s
development.
The PCC contains the following Level B submittal requirements:
B. Transportation, 1. A disclosure statement regarding strict
conformance with the Level A Transportation System Plan will
be required, or a substitute traffic analysis, with consequential
findings, recommendations, and proposed amendments to the
Level A Transportation System Plan and Level A Community
Master Plan, must be conducted prior to formal submittal of the
Level B plan.

The Santolina Level A Transportation Master Plan’s future year
travel demand model used the adopted 2035 MTP model as the
foundation to build the 2035 project development phase. This
model includes the two interchanges at 118th Street and Paseo
del Volcan. Future Level B submittals and Level A transportation
updates will address the Santolina roadway network needs as
actual development proposals progress.
Transportation access to and from Santolina is important to the
success of the community. Santolina is currently accessed by a
road network that includes Atrisco Vista, Dennis Chavez Boulevard,
118th Street, Central Avenue and Shelly Drive. Additionally,
Santolina enjoys approximately six miles of exposure along I-40
with access from the Atrisco Vista/West Central interchange.
The 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) outlines several
projects proposed for public funding that will improve access to
Santolina including:
widening Dennis Chavez Boulevard east of Atrisco Vista
widening Atrisco Vista north of I-40
constructing Paseo del Volcan north of I-40
Paseo del Volcan/I-40 interchange
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Exhibit 23: Transportation Master Plan

NOTES:
1.

TRAFFIC SIGNAL AND INTERSECTION SPACING
GENERALLY CONFIRMS WITH NMDOT STATE
ACCESS MANAGEMENT (SAM) MANUAL FOR
URBAN PRINCIPAL AND MINOR ARTERIALS.

2.

ROADWAY FUNCTIONAL CLASS AND ACCESS
MANAGEMENT PLAN ARE APPROXIMATE AND
ILLUSTRATIVE, SUBJECT TO CHANGE.

3.

FUTURE ROADWAY EXTENSIONS AND
INFRASTRUCTURE OUTSIDE SANTOLINA ARE BY
OTHERS (AS REQUIRED BY DEVELOPMENT
PATTERNS).

4.

SIGNAL LOCATION TO BE EVALUATED PENDING
PASEO DEL VOLCAN INTERCHANGE LAYOUT
AND LOOP ALIGNMENT.

LEGEND
MAJOR SIGNALIZED
INTERSECTION

PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL

POTENTIAL FUTURE SIGNALIZED
INTERSECTION

OFFSITE IMPROVEMENTS (BY OTHERS)

EXISTING INTERCHANGE OR
PLANNED INTERCHANGE
NORTH

1000

0

2000

4000
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Santolina will benefit from the community’s proximity to the
existing roadway network described in the Chapter 2 Introduction.
Roadways will be extended into the community as needed to serve
the residential villages and centers. The roadway system within
the Santolina Transportation Master Plan Level A (Transportation
Plan) has been designed and modeled as a multi-modal system
with adequate space for trails, bicycles and transit. The roadway
network, consistent with the system illustrated on the Land Use
Plan is shown in greater detail on the Master Transportation Plan
(Exhibit 23: Transportation Master Plan). All roads illustrated in
the Transportation Plan are principal arterials designed with four
to six travel lanes. The roadways will adhere to the intersection
and driveway spacing as identified in the Santolina Level A
Transportation Master Plan, which generally adhere to the
intersection and driveway spacing as identified in the NMDOT’s
State Access Management Manual (SAMM). Any deviations from
this intersection and driveway spacing criteria will require County
Staff approval, which may be appealed to the County Planning
Commission and/or County Commission. The Santolina access
management plan and intersection spacing policy approved in the
Level A Master Plan will be implemented for all roadways within
the Master Plan Area.
The Master Plan portrays a new arterial roadway, located just
south of the I-40 Frontage Road, within the Town Center, Business
Parks and Industrial & Business Park. The primary purpose of the
roadway is to provide an alternate east-west roadway between
Santolina master plan areas (which is not the NMDOT-owned

Frontage Road) while at
the same time helping
alleviate Santolina-related
traffic congestion on the
existing I-40 Frontage
Road.
Other
benefits
include maintaining the
flexibility of the Frontage
Road to be converted to a one way system in the future,
minimizing the need to expand/widen the existing Frontage Road
and providing additional access opportunities to existing platted
but non-Santolina properties adjacent to the Frontage road.
The Transportation Plan includes the extension of Dennis Chavez
Boulevard, the extension and improvements to Atrisco Vista
Boulevard, constructing Paseo del Volcan as a northern extension
of Dennis Chavez Boulevard and the extension of Gibson
Boulevard west from its current terminus at 118th Street.
Gibson Boulevard will also be extended up the eastern escarpment
onto the mesa. The extension of Gibson Boulevard plays a critical
role not only as a primary access road for the community, but
also as a means to ensure future roadway and I-40 interchange
development critical to Santolina and the region. The extension is
designed to demonstrate to the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) that the local roadway network is fully developed. The
Gibson Boulevard extension will provide residents an alternative
to I-40 for local trips. This is crucial for the FHWA’s review of I-40
Interchange Access Change Requests for the future 118th Street
and Paseo del Volcan interchanges.
A new loop road will create internal circulation through the
residential villages and centers of Santolina, with minor arterials
and collectors branching off from the loop road to create local
access within each residential village. The loop road, along with
the east-west alignments of the new arterial roadway south of
the Frontage Road and Gibson and Dennis Chavez Boulevards,
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Major Street System
As with the other components of the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
a “systems thinking” approach served as the guiding principle
to achieve an efficient and appropriate design for the Santolina
transportation network. The following section and accompanying
maps illustrate the internally and regionally connected Santolina
Level A transportation network. More detailed information on the
Transportation system is included in the Transportation Technical
Appendix.
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Dedication and Construction
As noted earlier, the roadways illustrated on the Transportation
Plan are all 4-6 lane arterial roadways. The necessary right-ofway will be dedicated during the Level B or C review and approval
process. The Level B and C plans will include studies to establish
the refined location and alignment of the roadways identified
within, or required to serve each Level B and C area.
While right-of-way will be dedicated for the ultimate roadways,
construction of permanent roadways, intersections and other
elements will be phased to serve the development.

A Mix of Transportation Opportunities
The vision for Santolina includes a vibrant mixed-use community
that is home to approximately 38,045 homes and 75,000 jobs.
As part of the vision to create a vibrant community, Santolina will
include multi-modal travel, with an emphasis on pedestrian, cycling
and transit facilities. An extensive trails system will be incorporated
into the residential villages to accommodate alternative transit
modes along with recreational needs. These open space areas are
in addition to and will connect with/compliment the approximately
3,200 acres (23% of the Master Plan Area) of allocated open
space identified within Chapter 3 Land Use.
Pedestrian
Santolina’s trails system will provide a
community-wide system of roadside and offroad trails designed to connect residential
villages with amenities, retail and employment
centers as well as the extensive parks and
open space system. The location of all
trails will be further refined during Level B
and C review and approvals. However, the
Transportation Plan incorporates roadside

trails along one side of all collector and higher levels of streets.
Marked at-grade crosswalks will be provided where appropriate.
Connecting to the roadside trails, off-road trails will meander
between and through the residential villages of Santolina linking
to the open space areas identified on the Land Use Plan.
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provides the backbone to develop a gridded roadway network as
future roadways are developed in Level B and C submittals.

The trails system is designed to encourage pedestrian trips
throughout the community. Sidewalks and roadside trails enable
short walking trips to schools, parks and other amenities within
each residential village. Pedestrian access will be encouraged
and further defined in the Level B and C plans for specific areas
of Santolina.
Cycling
Similar to the pedestrian
trails network, Santolina’s
bikeway network will provide
a community-wide system
of on-street, roadside and
off-road trails. Additionally,
adequate bicycle crossings
at major roadways will be
provided. Multi-use roadside
trails are also proposed along
principal arterials. This will enable cyclists to travel outside the
traffic lanes. Santolina’s relatively flat topography and open space
system provides expanded opportunities for bicycle commuting
and recreation. The bicycle network is illustrated on the Pedestrian
and Bikeways Master Plan (Exhibit 24: Pedestrian & Bikeways
Master Plan).
The proposed bicycle network conforms to, and will integrate
with, the MRCOG Long Range Bikeways System Map. The map
envisions extending bikeway facilities on Dennis Chavez, Atrisco
Vista, 118th Street, Gibson Boulevard, Paseo del Volcan and
Central Avenue. This will provide direct access to the extensive
network of existing and proposed bikeways in AMPA, providing
opportunities for long-range cycling and/or commuting.
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COMMUNITY TRAILS
ALL PRINCIPAL ARTERIALS HAVE
ON-STREET BIKE LANES,
SIDEWALK AND MULTI-USE
TRAIL

NOTES:

NORTH

1000

0

2000

4000

1.

ROADS ARE PRELIMINARY AND SHOWN FOR
ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES.

2.

ALL MINOR ARTERIALS AND COLLECTORS
WILL ALSO HAVE ON-STREET BIKE LANES,
SIDEWALK AND MULTI-USE TRAILS.
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Exhibit 24: Pedestrian & Bikeways Master Plan
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NOTES:
1.

TRAFFIC SIGNAL AND INTERSECTION SPACING
GENERALLY CONFIRMS WITH NMDOT STATE
ACCESS MANAGEMENT (SAM) MANUAL FOR
URBAN PRINCIPAL AND MINOR ARTERIALS.

2.

ROADWAY FUNCTIONAL CLASS AND ACCESS
MANAGEMENT PLAN ARE APPROXIMATE AND
ILLUSTRATIVE, SUBJECT TO CHANGE.

3.

FUTURE ROADWAY EXTENSIONS AND
INFRASTRUCTURE OUTSIDE SANTOLINA ARE BY
OTHERS (AS REQUIRED BY DEVELOPMENT
PATTERNS).

4.

SIGNAL LOCATION TO BE EVALUATED PENDING
PASEO DEL VOLCAN INTERCHANGE LAYOUT
AND LOOP ALIGNMENT.

LEGEND
MAJOR SIGNALIZED
INTERSECTION
POTENTIAL FUTURE SIGNALIZED
INTERSECTION

PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL
2035 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT BOUNDARY

EXISTING INTERCHANGE OR
PLANNED INTERCHANGE
NORTH

1000

0

2000

4000
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Exhibit 25: Transportation Master Plan, 2035 Projected Development Plan
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Public bus service within the region is provided by ABQ Ride,
Albuquerque’s public transit provider and the Rio Metro Regional
Transit District (RTD) providing bus service for the areas of
Bernalillo, Sandoval and Valencia counties. ABQ Ride service,
while expanding, is limited to City of Albuquerque residents and
areas outside the City on contract basis. Currently, no transit routes
serve Santolina. As Santolina develops, the available market for
transit ridership is expected to grow, prompting the consideration
of transit service by the County, ABQ Ride and the RTD. WALH will
communicate and coordinate with the County, ABQ Ride and the
RTD throughout the development process to ensure future transit
services are proactively planned, scheduled and operational once
development, population and ridership thresholds are met. Transit
will likely begin with limited commuter routes providing limited
service during peak hours, then develop into fixed routes with
shorter headways, ultimately becoming a High Capacity Transit
System that could include Bus Rapid Transit if the demand for this
type of service is present.

Studies Conducted
A detailed transportation analysis was conducted to determine the
appropriate internal roadway network for Santolina that grows with
the community to accommodate future traffic volumes.
As noted in Chapter 2 Introduction, Santolina will be developed
in a multi-staged approach. 2035 has been set as a milestone for
transportation and infrastructure modeling within the Master Plan
and the region. The Transportation Plan, consistent with all other
reports, identifies the probable development to occur by 2035.
Specific
to
the
Transportation
Plan,
travel demand modeling
for Santolina, the 2035
Projected Development
Plan
utilized
the
existing 2035 MRCOG
regional travel demand
model.
This
model
functions as the primary
transportation planning
tool for AMPA. Testing
models are based on estimates of population and employment
within the proposed land uses. With this data, the MRCOG
travel demand model has been used to estimate the future traffic
volumes, capacity requirements and network impacts associated
within Santolina.
The Full Buildout scenario is a forecast of the population and
employment anticipated at Full Buildout of Santolina. This analysis
is outside the planning horizon for the region, as all forecasts
and studies currently look out to 2035. Therefore, the balance of
AMPA was held at 2035 levels of development for the Full Buildout
scenario. The Full Buildout analysis will be used to ensure the
internal road network is sized properly to accommodate the full
development of Santolina.
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Mass Transit
Transit must be frequent,
fast and reliable to
effectively reduce regional
traffic congestion. The
extensive trails system
within Santolina allows
the location of bus stops
to be within reasonable
walking distances of
residences. Short walks
and
the
convenient
location of bus stops within the community will encourage bus
transit use. Additionally, transit centers are proposed for the Urban
Center, Community Centers and Employment Center.
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A d d i t i o n a l l y,
roadways beyond
the Master Plan
Area have been
included in the
2035 Projected
Development
Plan modeling to
more accurately
evaluate effects to the Master Plan Area. Comparisons with the
pre-Santolina 2035 MTP model results are favorable and show
the benefits of the jobs-housing balance proposed for Santolina.
Traffic volumes on the surrounding roadway network outside
Santolina are generally reduced from the levels shown in the 2035
MTP. Volume reductions occur on I-40, Rio Bravo, 118th Street
(south of Central Avenue) and Paseo del Volcan, as well as many
other roadways. In the locations where traffic increases, it is in
the opposite direction than current peak hours. For example, the
results show an increase in traffic from east-to-west in the morning,
indicating the counter-commute which results from employment
centers in Santolina. This preserves and optimizes the capacity
and utilization of the existing roadways, thereby reducing the need
for future improvements.

The comparisons with the pre-Santolina 2035 MTP also show
approximately 10-20% of the traffic volume on Paseo del Volcan
and Atrisco Vista in Santolina is pass-through traffic, demonstrating
that Santolina improves regional connectivity. Additionally, the mix
of land uses and anticipated job creation with Santolina results
in 15-35% of the traffic being internal to the community, further
reducing impact to the regional roadway network. Lastly, and
significant from a regional perspective, river crossings are reduced
on a regional basis. 2035 Projected Development Plan has been
identified on the Development Plan (Exhibit 25: Transportation
Master Plan, 2035 Projected Development Plan). Future Level
B plans for the 2035 Projected Development Plan will require
verification and certification that the submittals are consistent with
and adhere to the Level A Master Plan. Otherwise, an amended
Level A Master Plan will be required.
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2035 Projected Development Plan
The road network within the 2035 Projected Development Plan has
been established to provide adequate connectivity and capacity to
serve the forecast 2035 level of development. Analysis of 2035
Projected Development Plan Transportation Plan was based on
available population forecasting from UNM/BBER/MRCOG. The
analysis of the 2035 Projected Development Plan road network and
associated development confirms the internal roadway network
illustrated in the Transportation Plan is sufficient to accommodate
the anticipated traffic volumes. Specific levels of service (LOS) at
roadway links are identified within the Transportation Master Plan.
In summary, the internal roadway system will meet the needs of
the 2035 Projected Development Plan internally generated traffic.

Full Buildout
The transportation system planned for Full Buildout consists of
expanding the 2035 Projected Development Plan roadway network
to accommodate remaining development within Santolina. These
additional roadways include completing the internal loop roadway,
additional primary arterials and connections to Shelly Drive.
Traffic volumes have been modeled for the Full Buildout scenario in
the same manner as the 2035 Projected Development Plan forecast.
However, the Full Buildout scenario will require approximately 4050 years to complete. As noted earlier, no adopted long-range
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As would be expected,
internal traffic volumes
within Santolina will
increase
with
Full
Buildout. Accordingly,
the number of traffic
lanes
will
increase
to accommodate the
additional
capacity.
Internal segments of Paseo del Volcan and Dennis Chavez
Boulevard, along with portions of the loop road are forecast to
experience congestion (volume-to-capacity ratio close to 1.0).
Intersections along these roadways will likely experience peak
hour delays similar to current regional intersections.
All key community entering and exiting roadways are projected
to operate with congested conditions. Atrisco Vista and Paseo
del Volcan, from I-40, south to the loop road could be candidates
for possible expansion to eight lanes. However, it is unlikely that
Gibson or Dennis Chavez Boulevards will be widened to eight
lanes through the escarpment due to environmental impacts.
The potential future extension of Gun Club and/or Grant Roads

would provide additional access to the community. Furthermore,
overpass connections across I-40 to the anticipated growth area
north of I-40 and west of Atrisco Vista would provide relief to Atrisco
Vista and Paseo del Volcan. Additionally, it is anticipated that future
roadway congestion will be mitigated by high capacity transit, local
and commuter bus service. Future Level B plans for Full Buildout
will require verification and certification that the submittals are
consistent with and adhere to the Level A Master Plan. Otherwise,
an amended Level A Master Plan will be required.
In summary, the Transportation
Plan achieves the goals of the
Planned Communities Criteria
by providing an emphasis on
walkability and transit, with the
goal of creating a transportation
and circulation system that
allows for transit connections
throughout the community. Additionally the roadway system
supports the approximate 2.0 jobs-housing goal and will help
reduce the demand for river crossings on a regional basis.
The Planned Communities Level A submittal criteria requires
a phased analyses of travel demand and supply, in addition to
consideration of private and public responsibilities for the provision
of transportation infrastructure. Two phases are provided (2035
and Full Buildout) to satisfy the requirements of the PCC.
The Santolina Level A Master Plan future year travel demand
models used the adopted 2035 MTP model. This model includes
the two projected interchanges 118th Street and Paseo del Volcan.
The analysis included these major transportation changes.
Private and public responsibility for on-site improvements are
defined in the development agreement. The development
agreement addresses specific issues related to funding, timing,
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transportation network or forecast socioeconomic projections
are available for this timeframe. Therefore, the Full Buildout
scenario was modeled on the 2035 Projected Development Plan
socioeconomic and roadway network established by MRCOG.
This limitation leads to challenges identifying the source of
future roadway capacity deficiencies, as future roadways and
developments cannot be projected or analyzed at this time. The
Full Buildout transportation model is expected to be modified and
updated throughout the development of Santolina. The model will
be amended, as needed or required, in conjunction with future
Level B master plan submittals. Any future updates to the MTP
beyond the current 2035 planning horizon will also be incorporated
at that time.
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and responsibility for infrastructure and community facilities
including:
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 financing districts
 level of service
 conveyance of infrastructure
 relationship to the County’s Capital Improvement Plan
The agreement is a
companion document to
the Level A Master Plan
and codifies the plan. The
agreement is reviewed by
County staff via the County
Manager’s office and is
heard and approved by the
County Commission at the
same time as the Level A
Master Plan. One of the key
items addressed in the agreement is the Developer’s commitment
to meet the “no net expense” provision of the Comprehensive Plan
and Planned Communities Criteria.
The funding strategy will continue to be further defined in Level
B Plans and development agreements. As a point of reference,
the Planned Communities Criteria Level B submittal requirements
include the following:
Follow through with more detailed infrastructure/
service agreement covering phasing of the village
master plan and its public services/facilities,
and designation of financial, operations, and
management responsibility over time.
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Overview
The physical and environmental
characteristics of the Santolina
property provide the structure
for the Santolina Master
Plan. Baseline studies and
environmental
analysis
of
the existing natural and man-made features were performed to
determine soil conditions, slopes, natural drainage patterns and the
presence of archaeological sites, vegetation and/or wildlife within
and immediately adjacent to Santolina. Environmental analyses
are one of the established pillars of sustainability that informed the
development of the Santolina Master Plan. The process involved
reviewing existing data, plans, maps and GIS information available
from the County and other public sources. The findings represent
important generalized base-line data and serve as the foundation
for the Santolina Level A Master Plan. This data, combined with the
other systems including transportation/access, surrounding land
uses, etc. informed the decisions on where to locate different types
of development and highlighted natural areas for preservation. The
resulting plan features the inclusion of Major Public Open Space
(as identified by the Comprehensive Plan); additional open space
areas based on steep slopes, difficult soils, natural depressions
(playas) and multi-use open space corridors (drainage, water
storage, utilities and trails). This open space network respects
the existing topography and land forms, provides separation from
the surrounding neighborhoods and creates a trails and open
space system that connects future neighborhoods to recreation,
jobs, schools, commercial centers and community amenities.
Additionally, these studies confirmed that from an environmental
perspective, with a focus on preservation of fragile areas, this area
is an ideal location for development.
Significant features have been identified within the Master Plan,
including escarpments and drainageways which have been

designated as open space.
Portions of the designated open
space area also align with adjacent
future Major Public Open Space
areas within the Comprehensive
Plan. WALH will work with the
appropriate public agencies, including but not limited to Bernalillo
County, City of Albuquerque, ABCWUA, AMAFCA and private
conservation groups to negotiate the ownership of these areas as
Major Public Open Space.
Following is a summary of findings related to the assessment of
physical and cultural characteristics within the Master Plan Area.

Landforms/Topography
The Master Plan Area is characterized by
a large mesa, framed by two escarpments.
The mesa area features a series of
dunes overlooking the Rio Puerco Valley,
partially vegetated swales that run parallel
roughly east-west and a group of natural
depressions in the north-central portion of
the community. Gently sloped, finger-like
washes drain most of the mesa southward
to a series of natural depressions in the
Pajarito Grant and on Isleta Pueblo land.
The elevation of the area gradually descends from 6,100 feet at
the top of the western escarpment near the community’s western
boundary to approximately 5,575 feet at the top of the eastern
escarpment, then down to 5,100 feet at the far southeastern
boundary near Gun Club Road. The existing topography is illustrated
on the Topography Exhibit (Exhibit 26: Existing Topography). As
a result, much of Santolina enjoys views toward the Sandia and
Manzano Mountains, the South Valley, the Bosque and the City of
Albuquerque. The Rio Grande bosque is also visible as it winds its
way south while Mount Taylor is visible to the northwest. The most
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Much of the Master Plan Area is flat, with slopes in the 0-5%
range. See the Slope Map, (Exhibit 27: Slope Analysis), for a
graphic location and breakdown of slopes within the Master Plan
Area. The flat areas are highly suitable for development due to
the minimal potential for erosion, significant grading or the use of
retaining walls. The areas with significant slopes are limited to the
area within and along the escarpments. These areas have been
identified on the Land Use Plan and will be designated as open
space or residential village within the Master Plan.

Archeology
In May 2005, a Class I records search and cultural resource
reconnaissance of Santolina was conducted by Cibola Research
Associates (CRA). There have been no changes to the Master Plan
Area since the study was completed. The CRA report is contained
in a separate document (see M. Marshall 2005 Phase I Cultural
Resource Inventory for the prior Zacate Community Master Plan
Area) that was submitted to Bernalillo County with the prior Zacate
Master Plan.
The Class I study involved a review of the New Mexico Cultural
Resources Information System (NMCRIS) files, consultation with
the New Mexico State Register of Cultural Properties (NMRCP)
and the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The review
did not reveal any nominated properties within the Master Plan
Area.
The only cultural property listed on the registers in proximity to the
Master Plan Area is a State-maintained segment of historic Route
66 (HPD No. 1674). This site starts at Atrisco Vista Boulevard and
Central Avenue and runs east along the south frontage road of
I-40.

In an effort to understand the nature, distribution and significance
of cultural resources within Santolina, a brief archaeological
reconnaissance was completed. The reconnaissance included 12
transect miles and resulted in the identification of 14 additional
potential cultural properties. The majority of the area’s significant
cultural resources are located in the Rio Puerco rim and the
Rio Grande Valley rim and slopes of the escarpment areas,
specifically the dune formations and arroyos. An estimated 80% of
the found cultural resources are located within approximately 20%
of the escarpment rim and slopes. To preserve and protect these
resources, the escarpment areas are designated undeveloped
open space within the Master Plan.

Air Quality
Bernalillo County and the Albuquerque region in general, experience
unique meteorological and physiographical conditions. These
conditions affect air quality and are an important consideration in
master planned community development.
Primarily, the conditions reflect the regional geography that
exists in the Rio Grande valley basin, including the proximity of
the parallel mountain ranges. The depressed valley, combined
with raised mountains and high mesas on either side, creates
an opportunity for pollution-capturing stagnant air. The situation
is exacerbated by the temperature inversions, mostly a fall/winter
phenomenon, that predominantly occur in the valley basin. The
mountains tend to minimize wind and storm-related activity from
clearing out the stagnant air. Typically, wind and air movement
increase sufficiently to move airborne pollutants to other vicinities.
Since Santolina is primarily located on the westernmost high
mesas of the Rio Grande valley and upwind of the valley from
the perspective of the prevailing wind patterns, these effects are
reduced. Accordingly, Santolina is better situated for improved air
quality characteristics than most other regional developments.

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

striking views are from along the eastern escarpment slope. One
of the goals of the Master Plan is to preserve and enhance these
unique local and regional views.

4.A.H

The primary airborne pollutants of concern for the Albuquerque
and Bernalillo County region include particulate matter, carbon
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Of great significance, all three pollutants are affected to varying
degrees by the ‘vehicle miles travel’ (VMT) of the transportation
system. Accordingly, because clean air is closely related to the
availability of an efficient transportation system with minimum
congestion and multimodal travel opportunities, Santolina is well
positioned to provide a positive impact to regional air quality. Master
planning efforts have emphasized the need to reduce vehicular
travel and increase walkability, thus reducing air pollution. Humanpowered transportation, including pedestrian, bicycle and trail
opportunities, are critical components of the Santolina multimodal
system. Additionally, Santolina’s emphasis on jobs on the west
side of the river further reduces travel by automobile. All of these
efforts result in reduced VMT, which is both a critical requirement
for improved air quality and a specific requirement of the Planned
Communities Criteria.
Santolina plans for significant mixed use development concepts that
promote reduced travel and VMT. The mixed uses will encourage
use of alternate modes of travel and reduced travel between uses,
allowing people to live and work near shopping, schools and
other facilities that are part of their everyday lives. Compatible
residential subdivision design, with interlocking road systems,
minimized use of cul-de-sacs, transit and trail connections, and
more, will complete the picture for air quality-focused planning.
Landscaping palettes and practices will emphasize the need for
reduced pollen, an air borne pollutant that has tremendous impact
on human health and happiness.

Bernalillo County is in an “attainment area” as defined by the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Areas that
are in “attainment areas” do not have a requirement for impact
assessments on a project by project basis. The Clean Air Act
requires every state to establish a network of air monitoring stations
for criteria pollutants, using criteria set by the EPA for their location
and operation. The monitoring stations in this network are called
the State and Local Air Monitoring Stations (SLAMS). The states
must provide the EPA with an annual summary of results from
each SLAMS. This ensures that the region as a whole continues
to meet air quality attainment standards.
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monoxide and oxides. Particulate matter is most often found in
the level of fugitive dust (typically from construction activities
or unpaved roadways) and woodburning smoke emissions. All
of these pollutants and their sources are regulated by current
policies and restrictions established by the Albuquerque Bernalillo
County Air Quality Board. Santolina will comply with these
regulations. Oxides, specifically nitrogen oxides, are a direct output
from vehicles and are a chief culprit in the air pollution status of
many communities.

Further, the Bernalillo County/Albuquerque region continues
to operate the various programs which helped it gain the ‘EPA
attainment area’ status, including oxygenated fuels program,
woodburning restrictions in the winter, vehicle emissions
inspection, municipal ‘clean fuel’ fleets and more.
In summary, the Santolina Master Plan emphasizes a generally
self-reliant community with significantly lower travel (VMT) and
vehicular emissions, careful attention to fugitive dust and pollen,
and importantly, will comply with all future air quality regulations
that may arise in Bernalillo County.

Soils
The Master Plan Area’s
geologic and soils conditions
pose
no
development
restrictions. All of the soils
have been noted in the Soil
Survey for Bernalillo County
and Parts of Sandoval and
Valencia Counties, New
Mexico as suitable for community development. The soils identified
within the Master Plan Area are illustrated on the Existing Soils
Map (Exhibit 28: Soil Survey).
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Exhibit 27: Slope Analysis
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Applicable LID practices as determined or approved by County
staff and the soil and water conservation district will be provided
in an approved terrain management plan. The plan will, as
appropriate, include:
 scheduling grading and earthmoving operations to expose
the smallest practical area for the shortest possible time,
 soil erosion prevention and control practices,
 construction control methods,
 long-term treatment of disturbed areas through vegetative
and other means,
 balancing cut-and-fill grading plans
 development clustering
An approved soils and terrain management plan for the entire
Level A development will be provided concurrently with the first
Level B plan submittal.

Vegetation
Within Santolina a range of
vegetative groundcovers exist,
primarily grasses, wildflowers,
cacti and brush. Several varieties
of native grasses are found
within the area, including mesa
dropseed, Indian ricegrass,
giant dropseed, spike dropseed,
black grama, blue grama, sand
dropseed, bush muhly, sacaton and galleta. Brush include sand
sagebrush, broom snakeweed, four-wing saltbrush, yucca, cholla,
prickly pear, mormon tea and winterfat. Wildflower species include

chamisa, purple astor, butterfly weed, paperflower, gum weed,
globe mallow, bush penstamen and desert zinnia.

Wildlife
Greater diversity of wildlife is found within the escarpment areas
framing the community. Wildlife found in Santolina and its vicinity
are common to the Southwest Mesa grasslands and include
scaled quail, mourning dove, jackrabbits, cottontail, rats, prairie
dogs, deer mouse and a variety of reptiles and invertebrates. No
listed or endangered species have been identified in Santolina.

Existing Drainage
Santolina features an extensive network of drainage basins that
convey stormwater across the property. The location, size and
water distribution of the basins is indicated on the Stormwater
Management Plan – Existing Conditions (Exhibit 20: Conceptual
Stormwater Management Plan).
Large portions of Santolina are comprised of closed basins.
These are drainage systems that are fully contained within the
mesa top and do not discharge to the Rio Grande. These basins
retain all stormwater runoff within their existing, large natural land
depressions. Furthermore, the natural depressions within these
closed basins have sufficient existing volume to fully capture the
large storm events of the study (100-year, 10-day event). In most
cases, significantly more volume is available in these depressions
than the volume generated in the design storm event. The closed
drainage basins can be considered as basins that do not drain to
the Rio Grande. There is a unique opportunity to capture 100%
of the mesa top stormwater through rainwater harvesting. This
would provide Santolina an additional water source for irrigation of
community landscape and open space. Detailed information about
a potential mesa top, rain water harvesting plan will be further
refined in Level B plans. These areas, combined with open space
where appropriate, could be potentially used and expanded for
multi-purpose water storage.
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However, many of the soils are eolian-deposited, i.e., wind-blown,
and are therefore sensitive to disturbance and prone to erosion by
wind or water. To minimize wind and stormwater erosion during
community development, Santolina’s buildout will comply with all
applicable Bernalillo County grading and drainage standards.

4.A.H
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Some offsite drainage from the north will be diverted east into
the I-40 conveyance system established within the West I-40
Drainage Management Plan Update. The remaining flow south
of the diversion will follow historic paths to discharge into the
Westgate Dam. Flows not contained within the diversion are part
of closed basin systems and will be captured on-site.
As noted above several basins drain east down the eastern
escarpment. These basins drain into several arroyo systems
identified as FEMA floodplains, see Existing Floodplains (Exhibit
29: Existing Floodplains). Formal floodplain modification approvals
must be sought from FEMA and approved by the County prior
to development in the drainage basins that affect these limited
floodplains.

Middle Rio Grande Regional Water Plan
The Middle Rio Grande Regional Water Plan (MRGRWP) is
intended to provide support for policies, programs and projects
that meet the overall water conservation goal, which is embodied
in the mission statement: “Balance water use with renewable
supply”.
Some of the goals of the MRGRWP are listed below:
- Preserve Water for the Region’s Agricultural, Cultural and
Historical Values

- Preserve Water for Economic and Urban Vitality
- Preserve Water for the Qualities of Life Valued by Residents in
the Region
- Conserve Water
Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

The remainder of the Master
Plan Area drains offsite. A small
portion drains west to the Rio
Puerco watershed. Four basins
free discharge south onto the
adjacent Pajarito Grant lands,
while the remaining drain down
the eastern escarpment into
public drainage facilities.

Santolina will further these goals by providing the appropriate
location for urbanized mixed use development that will attain
the most current water conservation goals. Santolina will take
development pressure off of the region’s established agricultural
areas, which also preserves water for the qualities of life valued by
residents in the Region. If growth is not planned in an appropriate
location and manner, the trend for low density residential
development (1-2 DU/acre) that has begun to replace established
farm land in places like the South Valley will continue.
Examples of the most relevant ways that Santolina will further the
MRGRWP specific recommendations are outlined below:
- Outdoor Conservation Programs: lawns and community
landscaping will incorporate xeriscaping to the greatest extent
possible.
- Rainwater Harvesting: some areas of Santolina will capture
100% (no river return requirement) of rainwater. Other areas will
capture most or all stormwater (not required for the Rio Grande
Compact), onsite or in nearby drainage and/or storage facilities
to harvest and reuse for irrigation within the community.
- Water Conservation Regulations: Santolina will notify and
encourage builders to comply with or exceed the water
conservation and stormwater management regulations of
Bernalillo County and the ABCWUA.
- Wastewater Reuse: as a master planned development, Santolina
has the opportunity to work with the ABCWUA to institute
greywater (and potentially blackwater in the future) re-use
systems during infrastructure construction to provide irrigation in
development areas, thus avoiding costly retrofits.
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Exhibit 29: Existing Floodplains
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- Storm Water Management Plan: Santolina has prepared a
stormwater management plan to control run off through the
use of swales, rainwater harvesting and retention structures to
enhance infiltration and recharge, minimize erosion and reduce
pollution of surface and ground water. Individual sites will be
designed to retain the 90th percentile storm event.
- Protect Water from Contamination: measures, including
stormwater management and dust control, will be implemented
to protect the region’s water from contamination and ensure
compliance with federal, tribal, state and local standards for
water quality.
The Santolina Level A Master Plan recognizes and supports the
goals and recommendations of the MRGRWP. The development
model of a master planned area, like Santolina, is part of the
strategy for sustainable regional water use for the future. Santolina
provides a plan to accommodate population growth in a manner
that makes use of efficient infrastructure systems and requires all
new development to follow the most current water conservation
requirements.
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Overview
As the future home to 38,045 residential units, employment,
commercial and education centers, Santolina will function as a
small city unto itself. As such, the community will feature a variety
of public services and facilities appropriate to serve residents
of Santolina and the Westside. A Public Facilities Plan (Exhibit
31: Santolina Public Facilities Plan) illustrates potential future
locations for schools, parks, community centers, library, public
safety and civic centers within Santolina. Given the community’s
40-50 year buildout, this plan is conceptual in nature and will
be revised throughout the community’s development as sites
are located based on market demand and negotiations with
appropriate governing agencies. Public services and facilities
including parks and open space will be developed in phases
that track with development, as discussed and illustrated in the
Phasing section of Chapter 3 Land Use. The following sections
outline the anticipated public facilities within Santolina.

No Net Expense
The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned communities
shall not be a net expense to the County. The “no net expense”
policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a responsible
balance of infrastructure costs, including construction, operation
and maintenance, shared between the public and private sectors.
The “no net expense” test can be satisfied if the County’s on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures reasonably
allocated to the Project have been, or will be, off-set by revenues
and/or benefits from the Project.
WALH engaged David Taussig & Associates to prepare Fiscal and
Economic Impact Studies for Santolina both dated August 22, 2013
(“Impact Study”), which is included in the Santolina Level A Master
Plan as Technical Appendices. The purpose of the Impact Study is

to provide a detailed summary of the projected fiscal and economic
impacts to the County as a result of the development of Santolina.
The Impact Study concludes that the County will receive significant
positive fiscal and economic impact as a result of the development
of the project. The Bernalillo County Economic Development
Department conducted a third party peer review and approved the
methodology used in the Impact Study to reach this conclusion
and agree that the County’s expenditures reasonably allocated to
the project will be off-set by revenues and/or benefits from the
project. The positive fiscal and economic benefits generated from
Santolina will be expended on and within the project for items that
benefit the project as determined by Bernalillo County.

Schools
The number and types of schools required to serve Santolina
have been estimated for 2035 and Full Buildout using MRCOG’s
forecast for numbers of children of various age groups. The School
Projection Table, (Exhibit 30: School Projections), is an estimate of
the quantity and types of schools required to serve the community
based on current APS standards. These projections are subject to
change as service models change. Future studies at Level B will
be necessary to estimate specific school requirements.
Identified school sites on the Public Facilities Plan (Exhibit 31:
Santolina Public Facilities Plan) are conceptual and subject to
relocation or removal from the plan based on needs at the time.
Specific school sites will be identified and development timed to
meet school and community educational needs during development
Exhibit 30: School Projections
Schools

Elementary

Middle

High

Required in 2035*

3.6

1.3

0.8

Required at Full Build**

9.64

3.54

2.01

Average Population per School

9,404

25,617

45,025
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*Based on a 2035 projected population of 34,132
**Based on a full build population of 93,300
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Exhibit 31: Santolina Public Facilities Plan
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Development of parks and open space will keep pace with
development to ensure residents are provided access to trails,
parks and open space throughout Santolina’s buildout. These
parks will fill a variety of community needs including passive areas,
trails, open space, playgrounds and recreation fields.

Parks
The Santolina public park and open space system will be designed
in coordination with the Bernalillo County Parks and Recreation
Department. The goal is to provide a variety of parks including
neighborhood parks, community parks, regional parks and open

Exhibit 32: Santolina Parks, Open Space and Public Facilities

As noted in Chapter 3 Land Use, the Master Plan presents
approximately 3,200 acres of permanent open space. While the
3,200 acres meets the open space requirements for the entire
project, it is anticipated additional open space will be identified and
dedicated for community trails and parks during the subsequent
Level B and C approval process. These open space areas will be
incorporated into the residential villages, urban center and other
land use areas to accommodate recreational needs, as well as
providing surface drainage, pedestrian access and links between
land use areas and the escarpments.

BernalilloCountyParkStandards
ProjectedPopulationatFullBuild:93,300
ProjectedPopulationat2035:34,132

Park/OpenSpace/Recreation
Type
NeighborhoodPark*
CommunityPark*
RegionalPark
MajorPublicOpenSpace
OpenSpace(publicandprivate)
CommunityCenter
SwimmingPool

SantolinaAcreage
Facilitiesat
FacilitiesatFull
2035
Buildout
34acres
93acres
85acres
233acres
0acres
466acres
411acres
940acres
415acres
1,797acres
2facilities
6facilities
2facilities
5facilities

SantolinaLevelofService

ProvidedatLevelB*
ProvidedatLevelB*
5acres/1,000people
10acres/1,000people
19acres/1,000people
ProvidedatLevelB*
ProvidedatLevelB*
*NeighborhoodandCommunityParks,CommunityCentersandSwimmingPoolsareconceptually
locatedatLevelA.

The goal for parks, recreation facilities and
open space within Santolina is to create a
network of trails, open space and parks that
operate at different scales to accommodate
a variety of uses, activities and purposes
including passive and active recreation,
water storage and drainage facilities. The
intent of the Santolina open space, trails
and parks network is to provide trails and
bikeways connecting these facilities with
schools, community centers and libraries.
In order to meet Bernalillo County park and
open space planning policies and to create
connections to the existing community,
wherever possible the Santolina system
will also connect to other public open space
and facilities outside of the Master Plan
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space areas. Parks will be included in each phase so that they will
keep pace as Santolina develops. The location and provision of
regional park and open space was determined by an analysis of
Santolina’s topography and natural defining features.

of Santolina. WALH has
established a good working
relationship with APS. The
company is committed to
continuing to work with
all schools to ensure the
proper school type, size and
locations are provided within
Santolina to meet education
needs as the community
develops.

98
Packet Pg. 527

Chapter 8: Government and Public Services
4.A.H
fields that are used by youth and adult sports teams, swimming
pools or splash pads, dog parks, etc. These parks are often colocated with Community or Multi-Generational Centers. Community
parks are typically publically owned. Future Santolina Level B
plans will further determine the location, scale and components of
community parks.

Neighborhood Park
Neighborhood parks
are small parks that
are typically between
half an acre and
five
acres.
They
generally serve the
neighborhoods that
are located within a
half mile of the park
and feature facilities such as playgrounds, picnic tables and small
informal sports fields. These parks may be publically or privately
owned. When publically owned, they will typically be privately
constructed and dedicated to the County. Whereas, when they are
privately owned, they are typically maintained by a Homeowners
Association or other private entity. Future Santolina Level B plans
will further determine the location, scale and components of
neighborhood parks.

Regional Park
Regional parks are typically over 20
acres, serving Bernalillo County’s
Westside and often the County as a
whole. Regional parks are typically
more formally programmed and can
include facilities such as sports fields,
swimming pools or splash pads,
destination playgrounds, horseback
riding facilities, water features,
etc. Similar to neighborhood and
community parks, regional parks are
typically publicly owned. Regional
parks in Santolina will often serve
multiple functions of passive and
active recreation, water storage and
drainage facilities. These multiple purposes complement each
other by providing an amenity to the community as well as an
appropriate location where stormwater can be captured for re-use.
Regional parks have been identified on the Land Use and Public
Facilities Plans. Future Santolina Level B plans will further define
the details of these areas.

Community Park
Community parks are typically
between five and 20 acres
and serve a larger area than
neighborhood parks. These
parks typically contain more
formalized programming and
can include formal sports

Community Centers and/or Multi-Generational Centers
Community centers and multi-generational centers are used to
host a variety of community organizations, educational activities,
events, sports leagues and meetings. The current approach to
these types of centers is to include programming for the continuum
of life’s ages and stages. Community Centers are typically
publically owned and Santolina will work with Bernalillo County
Parks and Recreation Department in the development of centers

Park Types
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Area. These amenities will work together to provide a quality of
life amenity for future residents of Santolina, the Westside and
Bernalillo County. The Public Facilities Plan (Exhibit 31: Santolina
Public Facilities Plan) shows the anticipated number of parks and
community facilities. As a part of future Level B Plans, the amount
of park and open space acreage by type, within the total 3,203
allotted acreage provided with this Level A Plan, may change to
meet the needs of the County and the community.
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Aquatic Recreation
Aquatic recreation has
been identified as an
important recreational
element by Bernalillo
County and as such, a
County Aquatics Master
Plan is currently being
developed. Santolina
will work with Bernalillo
County
Parks
and
Recreation Department
in the development of future Level B plans to ensure that Santolina
is well served with opportunities for water play and recreation.

Ceja, or sometimes the east and west escarpments. The Major
Public Open Space areas have been mapped on the Land Use
and Public Facilities Plans according to the Westside Major Public
Open Space map located in the City of Albuquerque Major Public
Open Space Facility Plan.
The second type of open space identified within the Plan Area is
open space. These areas primarily consist of the steep slopes of
the escarpment and multi-use trail/utility/drainage corridors which
complement the areas that have been identified as Major Public
Open Space. The escarpment areas provide the environmental
foundation for the identity of the Plan Area. The permissive uses
in both the Major Public Open Space and open space areas are
defined in the Open Space District of the Santolina PC Zone
(Chapter 4 Santolina PC Zone). They include trails, recreational
and educational facilities, visitors center, utility facilities and
corridors, water storage and drainage facilities, access easements
and roadway and/or transit right-of-way.

Open Space Types
Trails
There are two types
of open space within
the Plan Area, Major
Public Open Space
and
open
space.
Major Public Open
Space, as identified
on the Land Use
and Public Facilities
Plans, is the area that
corresponds with the
locations identified in
the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan, the City
of Albuquerque Major Public Open Space Facility Plan (jointly
adopted by the City and County), the Bernalillo County Parks,
Open Space, and Trails Master Plan and the Southwest Area Plan.
These areas, as identified on the plans, are typically referred to as
the Eastern Ceja and the Western Ceja and/or the Rio Puerco

Trail corridors are identified
on the Santolina Land Use
and Public Facilities Plans.
These corridors will serve
multiple purposes within the
Plan Area. They are located
to connect the land use
areas of the plan and provide
residents the opportunity
to access different areas
of the community through
alternative, non-motorized modes of transportation. While the
trails are designed to connect destination points such as the
Urban Center, Town Center and residential villages, they also
serve as recreational destination areas in themselves, providing
excellent opportunities for jogging, dog walking and bicycling.
The trail corridors also provide permeable areas that will capture
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in future Level B plans to ensure the programming and facilities
provide well-rounded recreational opportunities for the community.

4.A.H
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Parks Funding Strategy
The Level A Planned Communities
Criteria requires a concept plan and
strategy for funding. The Level A Parks
Concept Plan is provided on page 97
(Exhibit 31: Santolina Public Facilities
Plan). The development agreement
provides the funding strategy and
clearly defines that parks, trails and
open space facilities that solely benefit
Santolina will be the responsibility
of the developer for the design and
construction of the facility. For projects
that are regional in nature, it is required
that Santolina pay its proportional
share of the costs for those facilities.
Major Public Open Space is identified
in the Comprehensive Plan as being a community-wide benefit,
and as such, the cost for acquisition and development would be
provided by the City and/or County (which is consistent with the
other Major Public Open Space areas that have been acquired
and developed in the community).

Public Services Facilities
It is anticipated that Bernalillo County may wish to locate one or
more libraries, community centers and/or County offices within
Santolina. Additionally, state and federal facilities may be located
in Santolina to serve the community. These facilities will provide
residents, employees and visitors convenient access to civic
services and serve as a resource for this region of the County.

WALH is committed to working with the Bernalillo County Sherriff’s
Office and the Bernalillo County Fire Department in order to
ensure that police and fire stations are appropriately located within
the Plan Area. This coordination will also ensure that facilities are
provided at a rate that keeps pace with development and are in
accordance with National, State and County Standards. Street
design will be articulated in future Level B and C plans and will
allow safe and efficient access for police and fire services. As land
use determines the need for public safety facilities and service
areas, the specific locations, size and type of facilities will be
identified and defined in Level B and C plans.
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and improve stormwater as well as serving as utility corridors and
water storage areas.

Government
and
public
facilities are not specifically
identified or located on the
Land Use Plan. Such uses
will be site specific and time
driven to meet public agency
and educational needs within
the community. The uses
typically complement most
land uses, including residential. As such, government and public
facilities are allowable uses within all land uses identified within
Chapter 3 Land Use.
The Planned Communities Level A submittal criteria for Government
and Public Services requires a strategy for funding infrastructure
and demonstrated financial feasibility or proposed phases. As
is explained below, this requirement is addressed through the
adherence to the Planned Communities Criteria and the Level A
Development Agreement.

Government and Public Services Funding
The Planned Communities Criteria provides a built in framework
for phasing. Once a Level A Master Plan is adopted, the next step
is the preparation of a Level B plan that will correspond to the
first phase of Santolina, followed by subsequent Level B plans
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The Santolina Fiscal and Economic Studies, which are included
as Technical Appendices, discuss anticipated costs and revenues,
establish that the Santolina Level A Master Plan meets the “no net
expense” requirement and demonstrate the financial feasibility of
the project.
The Santolina Level A Development Agreement, companion
document to the Level A Master Plan, is a contract between
WALH and Bernalillo County that defines the specific financial
requirements for the provision of infrastructure and public services
within Santolina. The development agreement is reviewed by
County staff via the County Manager’s office and is heard and
approved by the County Commission at the same time as the
Level A Master Plan.
The “no net expense” provisions of the PCC are implemented
through the Level A development agreement that is negotiated

with the Bernalillo County Manager’s Office and approved by
the Bernalillo County Commission. The Level A development
agreement addresses both capital expenditures, i.e., the money
needed to build infrastructure, and the operation and maintenance
expenses, i.e., the money needed to operate and maintain such
infrastructure.
The Level A approvals, including the development agreement,
ensure “no net expense” to the County. The fiscal analysis
addresses the ongoing operation and maintenance needs of the
County over time and shows that a significant surplus of revenues
and benefits are generated by Santolina.

Government and Public Services Network
One of the underlying principles
that informed the Santolina Level
A Master Plan is that a systems
approach to planning produces
sustainable development. Each
of the separate elements that are
described above (parks, Major
Public Open Space, open space,
trail corridors, schools and public
service facilities) has been designed to create a network that
can be easily accessed by multi-modal transportation options.
The intention of the plan is to connect all of these elements
into a system that supports the educational, social, civic and
recreational needs of the community. In order to fully integrate
water conservation and stormwater harvesting into the Plan Area,
water harvesting, drainage retention and detention at appropriate
scales are permissive uses within all types of parks and recreation
facilities. Major Public Open Space, open space and regional
parks are located on the Land Use Plan. Schools, community
and neighborhood parks, libraries, multi-generational centers, law
enforcement and fire stations are conceptually located on the Public
Facilities Plan and will be further defined in future Level B plans. The
intent of the Santolina Government and Public Services network is
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for additional project
phases, as needed.
Each Level B plan is
required to include a
more detailed land
use
breakdown,
more specific zoning
language, and updated
infrastructure plans that
address timing, funding
and responsibility. Each
Level B plan is reviewed by staff and other agencies, presented
to the Planning Commission and approved by the County
Commission. If a Level B requires an amendment(s) to the Level
A plan, they will be processed concurrent with Level B plans.
This process ensures that the County, as part of their review,
can verify that the phases (Level B plans) are consistent with the
overall framework of the Level A plan, provide a funding strategy
and outline the implementation of necessary infrastructure and
community facilities.

4.A.H
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to provide connections between
schools and parks, schools and
neighborhoods, fire stations
and neighborhoods, and so
on. The provision of these
kinds of physical connections
creates the structure for a
well-rounded community that
not only meets the physical
needs of its residents but also provides for the social and spiritual
connections (both to each other and to the place itself), that are an
immeasurable aspect of quality of life.
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To: Commissioner Debbie O’Malley, Chair and Members,
Board of County Commissioners of Bernalillo County
One Civic Plaza NW
Albuquerque, NM 87102
August 7, 2017

Dear Commissioners:

The August 15th Bernalillo County Commission (BCC) special zoning meeting represents a
once in a lifetime opportunity for you to make a major positive contribution to our
Community by considering an alternative to the current proposed Santolina development.
The alternative we are proposing is a “land swap” that could represent a positive outcome
for all parties, including the citizens of Bernalillo County, Albuquerque and the Middle Rio
Grande Region as well as the Santolina investors and developers and the rest of the State.
This alternative has been presented to both the BCC and the County Planning Commission
on several occasions with recommendations that the County take appropriate steps to
further explore its potential.

Major features of this land swap alternative could include:
• Swapping the current Santolina site for a package of infill parcels of land
within the County and the City, a portion of which could be designated for
affordable housing
• Preserving the current Santolina site as permanent open space
• Creation of a large solar array at the former Santolina site that would provide
electric power for Bernalillo County & Albuquerque, possibly via a citizenowned electric utility.

This is a substantially better idea because it would create a truly win/win
opportunity for all parties by:
• Reducing land & infrastructure development costs,
• Allowing investment in existing infrastructure,
• Increasing economic development within the County & the City,
• Enhancing long-term Community viability & resilience,
• Reducing disinvestment in economically depressed areas of the County,
• Stimulating distribution of affordable housing,
• Creating significant transit oriented development (TOD) opportunities,
• Protecting the fragile West Mesa,
• Producing low cost, clean energy for County & City residents,
• Helping create a more attractive urban design for millennials & others who
are currently migrating to other cities,
• Aligning current County & City urban planning objectives with contemporary
21st Century urban planning principles,
1
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RE: A “Win/Win” alternative to the current Santolina proposal

Packet Pg. 534

4.A.I

•
•
•

Precluding extended, expensive litigation,
Giving Santolina investors an opportunity to more quickly liquidate a large,
currently non-performing financial asset, and
Creating substantial “good will” toward the Santolina developers as a result
of their substantial contribution to the economic development and long-term
viability & resilience of our Community.

We believe this alternative represents a realistic, practical and exciting potential for our
Community that could make a significant long-term contribution to the economy and the
quality of life in Bernalillo County and the surrounding Region.

The attached document contains a more detailed description of the land swap idea, along
with discussion of our Community’s key physical & cultural assets and how they could be
significantly developed within the context of a contemporary high desert urban design
stimulated via the proposed land swap.

The land swap and related planning & design ideas presented in the attached document
present the Bernalillo County Commission with a once in a lifetime opportunity to
significantly & positively impact the Region’s current economic challenges, while properly
balancing & prioritizing public & private interests.
Thank you for seriously considering this remarkable opportunity.

Sincerely,

Paul Lusk

UNM Emeritus Professor of Architecture & Planning,
Former Principle Planner, County of Bernalillo & City of Albuquerque
Principle Author of the first A/BC Comprehensive Plan

David E. Vogel

Economic & Community Development Specialist,
Former International & Domestic Strategic & Management Systems Consultant
Founding CEO of the Lovelace Health Plan
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We recommend that the Bernalillo County Commission take whatever steps
necessary to cause further exploration of the land swap concept as an alternative to
the proposed Santolina development.

Julia A. Stephens

Community Development & Planning Consultant
Health and social resources specialist
Founding Board Member and Former Executive Director, Rio Grande Community Development Corporation

ATTACHMENT:
“The Santolina Land Swap Potential: Optimizing Public & Private Interests”
2
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THE SANTOLINA LAND-SWAP POTENTIAL:
Optimizing Public & Private Interests
By Paul Lusk, David E. Vogel & Julia A. Stephens

I. INTRODUCTION
This document has been prepared for the purpose of presenting the rationale for a “land
swap” among Bernalillo County, the City of Albuquerque and the Santolina developer &
investors. The proposed land swap could be a major win/win for all parties, including the
citizens of the Region & the rest of the State.
The information contained herein is intended to help Bernalillo County & Albuquerque
citizens & community leaders gain greater understanding about this once in a lifetime
opportunity that lies before them right now as they make certain major planning
decisions about the future of our Community.
This document includes the following sections:
•

•
•
•

21ST CENTURY HIGH DESERT URBAN PLANNING & DESIGN
PRINCIPLES: Improving the future viability & resilience of our Community
& Maximizing existing Community assets
CURRENT PLANNING EFFORTS: What are they and how might they be
directed toward a more beneficial outcome?

MOVING TOWARD LONG-TERM COMMUNITY VIABILITY & RESILIENCE:
The possibilities inherent in a City/County/Santolina land swap
RECOMMENDATION & POSSIBLE NEXT STEPS
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“It is urgent that Albuquerque & Bernalillo County develop and embrace a vision for the
metro area that truly aspires to be a unique & great place to live while fully meeting the
inherent climate, water & other unique challenges & opportunities when designing &
building in the high desert.” – Paul Lusk

II. 21st CENTURY HIGH DESERT URBAN PLANNING & DESIGN
PRINCIPLES: Improving the future viability & resilience of our
Community & Maximizing existing Community assets
Albuquerque & Bernalillo County possess certain unique & highly valuable assets that are
currently woefully undervalued and at risk of being lost forever. These include our:
1
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Unique acequia cultural assets, (See Attachment A)
Extensive but shrinking agricultural assets, and
Extremely valuable and rapidly disappearing sustainable & resilient “urban”
design assets that are based in Native American & early Hispanic village
high desert community planning & design principles that have evolved
along the Rio Grande over centuries. (See Attachment B)

All of these community assets are in jeopardy of being squandered, unless the leaders of
our Community understand that the long-term viability of Albuquerque, Bernalillo County
and the Middle Rio Grande Region as a community is at risk. Focused & deliberate steps
need to be taken now to guide our Community’s urban design in a more functional &
economically sound direction. The Bernalillo County Commission will have the
opportunity to provide significant leadership in this regard on August 15th.

It is important to note that an estimated 80% of the world’s population will soon be living
in major metropolitan areas. In order to survive as long-term viable communities in the
21st Century, each of these metropolitan areas will need to have a sound economic base
and commitment to certain essential contemporary urban planning principles that
include, for example, a plan for addressing a broad range of rapidly evolving economic,
cultural & demographic trends, and development of a realistic & effective “resilience plan”
that will help mitigate the impact of climate change.
Albuquerque and Bernalillo County are no exception. There are no “survival guarantees”
for cities in the coming decades. Rust belt cities painfully learned this lesson in the mid
20th Century. Some of them failed as viable cities and have never recovered. The
challenges facing the Albuquerque metropolitan area are no less threatening, as we are
already seeing in:
•

•
•

Daunting water issues, including major pending water litigation (See
Attachment Q),
A steady out-migration of millennials & others (See Attachment C) ,and
Increasingly acute State and local economic issues. (See Attachment T)

Addressing these issues is becoming increasingly urgent but certainly lie within our grasp.
However, it is impossible to conceive of how we will do that by pursuing the same or
similar urban planning strategies that have played a significant role in bringing us to the
challenging and increasingly acute situation in which we currently find ourselves.
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•
•
•

A quick review of certain historic urban design trends is helpful in understanding how &
why Albuquerque grew in the highly dispersed, and expensive to service & maintain, way
that it did, especially during the last half of the 20th Century.

Basic organizing principals of both Native American and early “Law-of-the-Indies”
Hispanic development, whether as a ceremonial/dance space or as a cultural/civic plaza,
was centered on a “space” that was the center and focus of “community”, versus an object
such as a building or a cluster of high-rises.
2
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These cultural resources are one of the greatest attractions and primary reasons for
tourists visiting the Albuquerque region. Incorporating these basic, high desert ecological
principles into our continued growth pattern could enhance this attraction, both for
visitors and for locals who may decide to stay in Albuquerque.

In the late 20th Century, “New Urbanism” was the next major development pattern
imposed on Albuquerque. It included a tighter grid and long diagonal streets, all
converging on one large central plaza, (e.g. Peter Calthorp's “Mesa del Sol” pattern—a
very pure example). Although this particular development may have potential, to date it
has failed to come even close to realizing its original growth projections, at least partially
due to the Region’s lagging economy, out-migration and the concomitant lack of demand
for more housing and commercial space.

Unfortunately, the pattern that the Santolina Master Plan would force upon the long,
longitudinal dunes on the top of the West Mesa doesn’t even qualify as a “New Urbanism”
development. The Santolina Master Plan shows four separated, primarily single-use
subdivisions, around an undefined urban center. It also shows a large, adjacent drive-towork “industrial area”, as well as a separated “business park” and another
separated “town center” area next to I-40. (See Attachment D)

This two-dimensional design then is superimposed on a three-dimensional, undulating,
dune-based landscape without regard to, or even evident recognition of,
the exorbitant costs of grading out the landscape to provide drainage for this design.

Because of the profound and long-term impact of urban design mistakes such as this, and
that were tried and failed in the 20th Century, it is urgent that Albuquerque & Bernalillo
County instead develop and embrace a vision for the metro area that truly aspires to be a
unique & great place to live, while simultaneously being truly conscious of the inherent
climate, water, economic & other unique challenges & opportunities when designing &
building in the high desert. (See Attachments A & B)

Albuquerque & Bernalillo County could together establish themselves as leaders among
metropolitan areas, particularly in the Southwest, for their approach to water
conservation and sustainable living. Our rich acequia heritage and center-space
development forms have been bestowed on us by generations of knowledge regarding the
prudent use and management of our precious and increasingly valuable resources.
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Early Anglo development, which spread West during the “manifest destiny” period was
mostly based on the “Jeffersonian grid”, reflecting the principles of equality as expressed
in the new U.S. Constitution, and setting much of the early urban design pattern in
Albuquerque as well as across much of America.

For example, why not develop our historic acequia heritage & culture, our extensive food
production potential & agricultural assets as a featured agro-tourism destination and a
major component of our economy and our identity as a mid-size American community?
3
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Featuring these components as centerpieces of our Community and our economic
development could also build on and enhance our water conservation focus, another
potential major feature of our Community, and one that could clearly set us apart as a
unique and progressive place to live.

III. CURRENT PLANNING EFFORTS: What are they and how might they
be directed toward a more beneficial outcome?
Although “development areas” are basic components of urban design, the recently
updated A/BC Comprehensive Plan unfortunately tends to mask the creation of what is
essentially more-of-the-same historic, destructive, primarily lateral, low density urban
sprawl expansion that has come at an extraordinarily high cost, and has become an
unsustainable economic millstone, that Bernalillo County, Albuquerque and the
surrounding Region can no longer afford. (See “References” 1-12)
According to one urban design researcher, sprawl development costs the public more
than twice as much as compact development, as illustrated in the graphic below 12:

4
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Additionally, the fundamental principles of historic Native American and early Hispanic
development patterns, when adapted to modern, high desert environments, could become
highly valuable & unique community assets. When applied appropriately in multiple and
diverse manifestations, these urban design assets would make Albuquerque a genuinely
special, culturally grounded, 21st century, millennial-attracting, creative place to live.
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Westward expansion of suburban development in Albuquerque was inevitable, some
believed even ordained. (See Attachment B, H & Q) However, extreme physical restraints
such as:
• Aeolian sand conditions,
• Lack of potable water under the entire West Mesa,
• Physical capacity and cost of pumping from the Middle Rio Grande aquifer, plus
San Juan/Chama supplements,
• The cost of services such as I-40 interchanges & expansion of roads serving, but
outside of, the Santolina boundaries, and
• The arsenic treatment for water in the Don, College and adjacent well-fields

These restraints make parts of this area such as the proposed Santolina development site,
particularly challenging, costly to develop and inappropriate as a target for Albuquerque’s
growth. (See Attachment J) These issues and their related cost are not even included in
David Taussig & Associates’ fiscal analysis (8.22.13) of the Santolina Master Plan.

There is significant risk of default with the Santolina development due to the lack of “fit”
of the design to the land. Indeed, the physical problems plaguing the Santolina project
will greatly increase development and maintenance costs, and as a consequence,
reduce marketability, causing the development to malinger for a very long time. It is
possible that the great boon of revenues envisioned to be pouring into Bernalillo County
coffers may instead become a very large gap between the cost of infrastructure &
maintenance, debt service and revenue. The proposed Santolina development is not
viable, nor is it needed, and will cause irreparable long-term harm to the Community. (See
Attachments G, M & N)
The current A/BC Comp Plan is helpful in providing a framework to inform and display a
pattern of available vacant and underused land -- including land in both City and County
jurisdictions –- that are within the boundaries of the currently adopted Comprehensive
Plan’s “Development Areas”. These areas are already served or committed to be served
with utilities, and thus are places where a distribution of "21st century, ecologically,
culturally and historically relevant development" could be located. (See Attachment E)

These principles also should be applied to the pending West Mesa “String of Pearls”
developments that stretch north to U.S. 550 in Sandoval County. Development in these
areas would not be precluded, but instead, could provide capacity for regionally relevant,
major urban facilities such as expansion of the Double Eagle II airport, rather than a series
of suburban sprawl, drive to work, single family dwellings. (See Attachment F)
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Attachment B outlines alternative, positive & constructive approaches for development
on the West Mesa development, including the current proposed Santolina development
site. The design principles inherent in these approaches would substantially support and
improve the prospects for meeting the long-term needs of the area citizens, at far lower
cost and far greater public benefit. (e.g. Solar PV energy generating arrays, employment
hubs, rail off loading/distribution centers, etc.)
5
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And of course, realizing this potential can happen only if our Community, and its leaders,
(e.g. the Bernalillo County Commission, Albuquerque political leaders, etc.), recognize the
potential and take the necessary steps now to begin manifesting it through thoughtful,
informed and visionary urban planning & design, accompanied by the proper balancing &
prioritizing of public & private interests. (See Attachment E)

As proposed, the Santolina development is not viable, nor is it needed and, if implemented
as presently configured, will cause irreparable long-term harm to the Community.
IV. MOVING TOWARD LONG-TERM COMMUNITY VIABILITY & RESILIENCE: The
possibilities inherent in a City/County/Santolina land swap
Attachments B, C. P, R & S describe the rationale & features of the proposed land swap in
more detail. In addition, numerous assessments & recommendations regarding the
Santolina development have been made by the authors of this paper at various Bernalillo
County Commission and County Planning Commission meetings over the last 3 years.

These efforts come from a deep commitment to this Community, and its leaders, and an
interest in helping the BCC, the CPC and the rest of the Community become more acutely
aware of certain key urban design issues, especially the impact of the proposed Santolina
development, in addition to the remarkable prospects & potential the land swap idea
represents.
To summarize, the major features of the proposed land swap alternative include:
• Swapping the current Santolina site for a package of infill parcels of land
within the County and the City, a portion of which could be designated for
affordable housing,
• Preserving the current Santolina site as permanent open space, and
• Creation of a large solar array at the former Santolina site that would
provide electric power for Bernalillo County & Albuquerque, possibly via a
citizen-owned electric utility.
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The prospects for applying these design principles to the Middle Rio Grande Region are
described in the attached series of “Public Comments” made to the Bernalillo County
Commission and the County Planning Commission over the last several years. The cultural
and physical assets outlined in this paper should play a significant role in the
development of a sustainable & resilient 21st Century economy for Bernalillo County and
the Middle Rio Grande Region. However, this is possible only IF we recognize, value,
protect, and effectively develop, these remarkable & unique assets and maximize their
value by integrating them into our Community’s long-term urban design.

This is a substantially better idea because it would create a mutually beneficial
opportunity for all parties by:
• Reducing land & infrastructure development costs,
• Allowing investment in existing infrastructure,
• Increasing economic development within the County & the City,
6
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Enhancing long-term Community viability & resilience,
Reducing disinvestment in economically depressed areas of the County,
Stimulating distribution of affordable housing,
Creating significant transit oriented development (TOD) opportunities,
Protecting the fragile West Mesa,
Producing low cost, clean energy for County & City residents,
Helping create a more attractive urban design for millennials & others who
are currently migrating to other cities,
Aligning current County & City urban planning objectives with
contemporary 21st Century urban planning principles,
Precluding extended, expensive litigation,
Giving Santolina investors an opportunity to more quickly liquidate a large,
currently non-performing financial asset, and
Creating substantial “good will” toward the Santolina developers as a result
of their substantial contribution to the economic development and longterm viability & resilience of our Community.

Finally, the cost of the proposed land-swap, if undertaken before re-granting the PC
zone, would be far less than the long-term cost of the public infrastructure, maintenance
of piped utilities in unstable soils and the debt service on the TIDDs. Further, denial of
the PC zone change by the District Court, and the unprecedented inclusion of keeping the
taxes at the “A-1 Greenbelt grazing level”, as stipulated in the current Santolina Master
Plan, would make this an opportune time to enter into such a land swap.
V. RECOMMENDATION & POSSIBLE NEXT STEPS:

It is recommended that the Bernalillo County Commission take whatever steps
necessary to cause further exploration of the land swap concept as an alternative to
the proposed Santolina development and that they delay further approvals of the
Santolina proposal until this preliminary assessment can be completed.
The land swap alternative represents a realistic, practical and exciting potential for our
Community that could make a significant long-term contribution to the economy and the
quality of life in Bernalillo County and the surrounding Region.

7
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ATTACHMENTS: (In chronological order)
A) “Establishing & Integrating Bernalillo County’s Acequia-based Cultural &
Agricultural Bosque Assets into the Economic Fiber & Identity of the Greater
Community” by David E Vogel
B) “The Proposed Santolina Land Swap” (Re: Exceeding Water Capacity, COA
Disengagement, Prospects for Large PV Array) by Paul Lusk
C) July 21, 2016 “The Santolina/Infill Land Swap Proposal: Public Comment to the
Bernalillo County Planning Commission” (CPC) (Re: Overly Optimistic Projections,
Disinvestment in Econ. Depressed Communities, Project Not Needed, Land Swap
Alternative) by David E. Vogel
D) March 22, 2014 Public Comment to the CPC (Re: Land Use, Density, Transportaion,
Water Supply, Drainage Strategy & Viable Alternatives to SW Mesa Development)
by Paul Lusk
E) May 18, 2014 “Private and Public Rights in Property, Zoning and the Creation of
Value: General Case and Application to the proposed Santolina Master Plan” by
Paul Lusk,
F) July 21, 2014 Public Comment to the CPC (Re: Planned Communities Criteria:
Policy Element, Requirements) by Paul Lusk
G) September 22, 2014 Public Comment to the CPC (Re: “No Net Expense”,
Planning/Review Process, Density & W. Mesa Development) by Paul Lusk
H) November 10, 2014 Public Comment to the CPC (Re: Cost of Sprawl, Water,
Transportation, Impact Fees, Agricultural Tax Status * Carrying Costs) by Paul Lusk
I) December 2, 2014 Public Comment to the CPC (Re: Lateral Expansion & Density,
Core Infrastructure, Water, Community Priorities) by David E. Vogel
J) December 3, 2014 Public Comment to the CPC (Re: Strategic Long-term Planning,
Lateral Expansion & Density, Geologic Constraints & Non-Sustainability) by Paul
Lusk
K) January 9, 2015 Open Letter to the Bernalillo County Commission (BCC) (Re:
Resource Dilution, Quality of Life Erosion, Core Infrastructure Neglect, Cost of
Sprawl & Community Priorities) by David E. Vogel
L) February 9, 2015 “BernCo Should Reject Santolina Master Plan”, New Mexico
Political Report by David E. Vogel
M) March 4, 2015 “An Open Letter to Bernalillo County Commissioners Re Santolina”
(Re: Sprawl & Economic Decline, Out-migration, Public vs. Private Interests, Waterrelated Growth Limits ) by David E. Vogel
N) March 26, 2015 Public Comment to the BCC (Re: Archaic vs. Contemporary
Planning Principles, Sustainability & Resilience, Systems-Based Planning,
Cannibalization of Core Resources, “No Net Expense” to Who?) by David E. Vogel
O) February 23, 2016 Public Comment to the CPC (Re: Similar Comment as “N”
Above) by David E. Vogel
P) June 23, 2016 Public Comment to the CPC (Re: Similar Comment as in “C” Above)
by David E. Vogel
Q) June 5, 2017 “Santolina’s Water Use is a Ticking Time Bomb”,(Re: Price of Water
Resource Ignorance, Obfuscation & Ignoring of Key Water Rules & Regs) By Norm
Gaum
R) June 7, 2017 “Santolina? Or a Better Idea” (Re: Land Swap is A Smarter Alternative,
Large PV Array & Citizen-Owned Electric Utility Prospect) by David E. Vogel
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file:///Users/davidvogel/Documents/HIA%20STEERING%20COMMITTEE/The%20Fiscal%20Con
servative's%20Case%20Against%20Sprawl%20-%20CityLab.webarchive

12) “Sprawl Costs the Public More than Twice as much as Compact Development” by
Angie Schmitt http://usa.streetsblog.org/2015/03/05/sprawl-costs-the-public-more-thantwice-as-much-as-compact-development/

ABOUT THE AUTHORS:
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S) June 7, 2017 Public Comment to the CPC (Re: Obligation of the County Commission
& the CPC to Represent the Public’s Best Interests) by David E. Vogel
T) “The New Mexico Economy” (Re: Economic Vulnerability, No Community Viability
Guarantees) by David E. Vogel

Paul Lusk is Professor Emeritus at the University of New Mexico School of Architecture &

Planning. He was Principle Planner for the City of Albuquerque & Bernalillo County and Principle
Author of the first Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan. His 50 years of urban
planning & design practice has involved Architecture, Urban Design and Community Planning
in Philadelphia and Boston, including development of the Master Plan for the Boston Metropolitan
Area. Prof. Lusk is co-editor of Building to Endure: Design Lessons of Arid Lands, a definitive
work that addresses the impact of climate change, excessive uses of water, energy, and other
resources on patterns of human settlement and the resultant implications for county & municipal
leaders, urban planners and designers of the built environment.

9

Packet Pg. 544

4.A.I

Julia A. Stephens’ work has focused on the development of economic, energy, health and social
resources in New Mexico rural & urban communities for 50 years. She has extensive planning &
operational experience as both a CEO and as a consultant, having worked with the University of
New Mexico Health Sciences Center and serving as co-founder & Executive Director at the Rio
Grande Community Development Corp. She remains currently involved in the Middle Rio Grande
Region as a community planner, consultant and volunteer.

10
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David E. Vogel is a former strategic planning & management systems consultant who has lived
in New Mexico since 1971. His research & large-scale organizational systems analyses &
professional guidance have been employed by leading domestic & international organizations.
Vogel was the founding CEO of the Lovelace Health Plan. Since 1999, Vogel has been working full
time as a pro bono economic & community development specialist.
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ATTACHMENT A

ESTABLISHING AND INTEGRATING BERNALILLO COUNTY’S ACEQUIA-BASED
CULTURAL & AGRICULTURAL BOSQUE ASSETS INTO THE ECONOMIC FIBER &
IDENTITY OF THE GREATER COMMUNITY

(NOTE: This paper was prompted by a presentation by Edward McMahon from the Urban Land
Institute, Washington, DC, given at a ULI-New Mexico lunch meeting on April 16, 2015. The intention
of this paper is to serve as a “think piece” to stimulate conversation within the Bernalillo County &
Albuquerque community regarding whether or not the ideas contained herein are worth pursuing
and if so, where the leadership might come from to move these ideas forward.)

THE OPPORTUNITY & POSSIBILITIES:
A potentially dynamic, but rapidly diminishing, opportunity currently exists for Bernalillo
County & Albuquerque to coalesce around the development and promotion of the unique
and woefully undervalued & under-recognized assets that lie in our midst, i.e. our rich
bosque & acequia-based agricultural heritage.

A key “community vision” question worth asking is: What if we were to recognize & honor
the value of these incredible assets by creating a major initiative that would focus on the
preservation and economic development of these currently threatened and highly
valuable assets? What if Bernalillo County and Albuquerque were to collaborate in
building a unique identity and an economic development strategy that would be like no
other metropolitan area in the U.S.?

If this idea were to be embraced there is an exciting array of ways it could be proactively
pursued. One strategy could be to include farming, agriculture & rural values, natural
resource protection and healthy, sustainable living education as foundational
underpinnings of our urban community economic development strategy and our overall
community education & planning.
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by David E. Vogel

It would be a terrible waste of these irreplaceable natural and cultural community assets
if we were to lose them by unwittingly transferring increasing amounts of irrigated land
into housing and other urban development. Allowing this to happen would destroy a
potential key component of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County’s economic future.
11
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Conversely, if we are cognizant of the incredible potential value of these assets we will
take whatever action necessary to protect them while developing a dynamic & meaningful
role for them in our evolving economy and in our identity as a community.
- Water conservation,
- Urban edge food belts & green belts,
- Food parks,
- Agricultural preservation districts,
- Small farming,
- Farm to table food sourcing businesses,
- Education of urban children, adults & seniors about where their food comes
from and healthy & sustainable living,
- Development of programming & businesses around the concept of “the taste of
Albuquerque” and similar notions,
- Development of agricultural/Acequia tourism, etc.?

Albuquerque & Bernalillo County could together establish themselves as leaders among
metropolitan areas for their approach to water conservation and sustainable living. Our
rich acequia heritage has bestowed on us generations of knowledge regarding the
prudent use and management of this precious and increasingly valuable resource. Why
not make this a major ingredient of our overall identity and economy?

Featuring these agricultural and food production components of our community and our
economy could build on and enhance our water conservation focus. For example, we’ve all
experienced enthusiasm by folks from around the country and the world regarding New
Mexico chili. That could be just the “tip of the iceberg” in terms of ideas that are possible
to develop around establishing Albuquerque as a destination, leading edge 21st Century
mid-sized city that features & promotes a dynamic and economically successful
relationship between urban and rural/agriculture-based living, water conservation, food
sourcing and related concepts.

Hence, food production and our agricultural assets, along with our historical acequia
heritage & culture could become a centerpiece of Albuquerque & Bernalillo County’s
economic development and a unique component of our identity as a community.
Agricultural tourism could then become a real economic development prospect for our
community.
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For example, what if a strategy were to be developed that would build key components of
our community’s identity & economy around:

The current efforts to update the City/County Comprehensive Plan represent a perfect &
timely opportunity for us to pursue this conversation and integrate these ideas in the new
Plan.
A true agricultural/urban collaboration, the kind of collaboration Ed Mc Mahon was
advocating at his inspiring April 16th ULI lunch presentation, could put Albuquerque “on
the map” as a community that has created a unique 21st Century concept of rural/urban
integration combined with healthy, sustainable living values. The remarkable potential
that lies within this approach is real and totally doable, especially via the kind of smart
land use planning that is advocated by current leading edge urban planners.
12
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The term “urban,” as it applies to Albuquerque certainly includes these assets if we are
engaged in true “systems thinking”, another recommendation Mr. McMahon was making
loud and clear in his presentation. This agricultural land is every bit as valuable to our
community as the land in downtown Albuquerque which Mr. McMahon noted is another
critical asset and potential source of pride and community identity.

Why not engage our agricultural neighbors in this conversation, solicit their ideas and ask
how they might contribute to developing this potentially key component of Albuquerque
& Bernalillo County’s future identity and economic development? Convening a group of
visionary & action-oriented leaders from the City & County who embrace a vision along
these lines, and inviting them to collaborate in planning for our collective future, has huge
potential value that is worth pursuing.

By not actively engaging the community in this conversation and not pursuing this
opportunity we risk ignoring and further devaluing these valuable assets and the “capital”
that lies therein.

We have a rare, once in a lifetime opportunity to step “outside the box” and make our
mark as a community in land use planning by pursuing these ideas. An initiative along
these lines would clearly demonstrate our commitment to leading Albuquerque and
Bernalillo County into the future as a leading edge, sustainable 21st Century community.

REFERENCES:

1. Rio Grand Cuisine: “What defines local food and the culture of cuisine in New
Mexico?”: http://www.riograndecuisine.com

2. “The Bike to Farms Trail: The Paseo del Bosque as an Agritourist Destination”:
http://www.riograndecuisine.com/biketofarmstrail/
3. Los Poblanos Historic Inn & Organic Farm: http://www.lospoblanos.com
4. Old Town Farm (Albuquerque): http://oldtownfarm.com &
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=l-YxtMoXv1U
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A proactive initiative along these lines could become a key component the City/County
Comprehensive Plan. It seems logical that these highly valuable assets should be an
integral part of the “land” that is referenced by organizations such as the Urban Land
Institute of New Mexico.

5. Valle de Oro National Wildlife Refuge (Bernalillo County):
http://www.fws.gov/refuge/valle_de_oro/ &
http://friendsofvalledeoro.wildapricot.org/Events

13
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ATTACHMENT B
THE PROPOSED SANTOLINA LAND SWAP
A project affecting the long-term growth and, especially, the economic and ecological
viability of the entire Albuquerque Metro area, is the proposed 90,000-population,
13,000-acre development called ‘Santolina’. Although the County is the lead Public
agency for this project rather than the City, the process of hearings that have been held,
have been dominated primarily by representatives of the Santolina investors and
developer, with little evidence of objective and scientific consideration of the long-term
consequences. In addition, it seems that input by local citizens, water resource experts,
and community groups, again is not being heard. Most concerning however, has been a
very troublesome silence and lack of engagement on the part of the City of Albuquerque’s
leadership regarding a Project of this magnitude -- one that will have profound impact on
the City’s economy, its infrastructure, and its citizens --especially if there is a default on
any of the proposed 40 taxpayer-funded TIDDs (Tax-Increment Development Districts).
What is being proposed in the Santolina project is a lateral expansion of the Metropolitan
area onto an ancient mesa without potable-water, and with a projected population larger
than present Rio Rancho. The proposed Santolina development would also have a
projected water demand that would far exceed the physical availability of water (wet
water, not water rights) in the Rio Grande basin. All of this is presently in process of
review by the County. This development is proposed to be funded by multi-millions of
dollars of taxpayer-supported TIDDs, the cost of which would be fronted by all of
Albuquerque, as well as North and South Valley taxpayers, far into the future.
The physical development of this area, based on the present Level A Master Plan
arrangement, which is essentially a 1950’s era Phoenix-style suburban sprawl
development, would require substantial grading-out, at considerable cost, to create
dendritic drainage of the large, 10-thousand-year-old E/W longitudinal dunes. The
consequent difficulty of subsequent leveling and compacting of this these ancient, finegrained, wind-deposited sands would result in extensive, unstable soil conditions with
great potential for wind-carried sand depositing on the eastside escarpment and into the
South Valley.
It is not that development is impossible on this high, windy mesa. Rather, it is that such
development must be integrated into the landform and, to be truly economically and
ecologically viable, it also must devise other ecologically appropriate building
performances fitting the site and congruent with 21st Century urban planning principles.
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By Paul Lusk, UNM Professor Emeritus

Also, because the site has some very serious problems, such as, extreme soil conditions,
the need for water to be pumped from elsewhere and the reliance on taxpayer supported
financing, it has a very high likelihood of failure.

In my view, the ‘highest and best’ use of the miles-long, 10-15 foot high E/W dunes would
be as a very large solar powered, photovoltaic field, perhaps in collaboration with PNM, or
perhaps as a citizen-owned electric utility, along the lines of the recent agreement with
14
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If this sounds like a wild and impossible idea, please note the following link:
http://www.gallupnm.gov/DocumentCenter/View/1023 . Our progressive neighbor to
the west, the City of Gallup, in November 2015, put out a RFP for a 10 Megawatt solar
photovoltaic generation facility within the city limits of Gallup, to serve municipal
electricity for their City. This information has been submitted to City of Albuquerque
representatives for their consideration in December of 2015.

Development for the area on top of the West Mesa does not need to be an either/or
situation. Some development on the West Mesa is, and can be, appropriate. The West
Mesa is not a uniformly undevelopable area. The large, highly erodible, longitudinal sand
dunes don’t cover the entire area. The 1 to 4-mile-long, Sahara-type, wave-formation
dunes are concentrated, mostly, in the proposed “Santolina Master Plan” area, and then
extend nearly a mile north of I-40. Much of the remaining area could be suitable for largescale, metro-area-serving-uses, such as the existing Double Eagle II airport, and similar,
large-scale, low-water-demand, appropriately remote uses. Sadly, as in the case of the
Edith/Comanche Waste Transfer Station, citizens have contributed thousands of dollars
in legal fees and court costs, spent an extraordinarily huge amount of time, effort and
citizens scarce financial resources to address a project’s non-compliance with adopted
ordinance requirements. And still the citizens’ voices are seemingly not being heard.

Planning for the future is not “prediction”. It is assessing the trajectory of changing events
and anticipating their convergence. For example, by the middle of the 21st century, space
travel may be frequent if not common at major spaceports. For mid-scale cities such as
Albuquerque, intercity travel may use vertical takeoff, long parabolic-arc flight paths,
rather than the fossil-fuel-using, contrail-leaving planes of today. Prudent planning would
suggest obtaining and protecting the areas adjacent to the existing West Mesa Airport for
this, and other, future Metro-wide needs. Squandering these areas now, for mid-20th
century suburban-type sprawl, including seven proposed Santolina clones stretching
north through Rio Rancho, would simply serve short-term, private development
objectives, rather than pursuing a 21st Century urban design that could significantly
better serve the public’s best interests via improving the quality of life in Bernalillo
County and the community’s well-being.
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the Facebook data-center development west of Los Lunas. Such an array could provide
significantly more than all the electricity used by all of the existing residences in the City
of Albuquerque. This also would cost far less than the amount of publicly financed
infrastructure, and the tax increases required in order to cover the long-term costs of the
TIDDs, as well as the long-term maintenance of built infrastructure by public works.
Further, the structural supports and low-level panels of a large PV array such as this could
help reduce the very high wind-erosion rates on these ancient dunes.

Quite separate from the above comments, I and other community planning and
urban design experts believe there is a better alternative. It is based on sound,
contemporary urban planning principles and would be a far more economically valuable
arrangement than the Santolina project as currently proposed. Simultaneously, it would
give Santolina investors & WALH an opportunity to move forward with a substantial
development effort. It also would give Bernalillo County an opportunity to create a much
15
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The alternative to the proposed Santolina development is a land swap among Bernalillo
County, the City of Albuquerque and the Santolina investors land developer. This
approach would benefit all parties. The land swap would involve the County and the City
offering the Santolina investors & WALH an package of selected parcels of land for infill
within the City & County that already are served with, or have committed utilities, along
with appropriate economic incentives, in exchange for the current Santolina site. The
current proposed Santolina development site could then be preserved in perpetuity as
open space, including the potential for Double Eagle II expansion, energy production, or
other large-scale, region-serving public uses.

Finally, with respect to equity in such a trade, the Santolina Master Plan, as adopted,
states on Page 21 that: “Property tax rates shall recognize the use of the land as
agricultural until such time as a Level ‘C’ Plan has been approved and vertical
development occurs on an individual final plated parcel or tract.” The Santolina Master
Plan goes on to say: “The adoption of the Master Plan or subsequent Level ‘B’ or ‘C ‘plan
approvals shall not be considered as a change in land use or agricultural status of the
property for tax purposes.”

This area has been in “Greenbelt Grazing” tax status for more than 50-years. It is still
zoned A-1 and is taxed at the Greenbelt Grazing rate of $3.66 per acre/per year. Although
the Santolina development group has sought PC (Planned Community) zoning, the tax
status as adopted in the Master Plan should govern any land trade. Given this tax status
and the consequent assigned value of the land by the Assessor’s Office, an equitable trade
for available and accessible utility-served or committed land within the boundaries of the
already-adopted service areas in the Comprehensive Plan should not be difficult to
achieve.
It is my professional opinion that the land swap proposed above could be a major win,
both economically and environmentally, for all parties. It holds the prospect of
stimulating significant economic development within the County, at far lower cost, lower
risk, and with far greater economic return. The County and the Santolina investors &
developer should explore this substantially superior urban development option now,
before any further action is taken to move the current Santolina proposal forward.

16
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more reliable revenue stream, as well as a major County asset by creating over 13,000
acres of open space on the West Mesa. This could avoid a potentially devastating longterm economic burden to all future Bernalillo County and Albuquerque citizens, if current
market conditions & trends continue, or even worse, if market conditions significantly
erode, while potentially serving as a major energy-producing resource for the Metro area
as described above.
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ATTACHMENT C
THE SANTOLINA/INFILL LANDSWAP PROPOSAL
COMMENTS TO THE BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
By David E. Vogel
July 21, 2016

My name is David Vogel. I live at 601 Aliso Drive in Albuquerque, 87108. I have been a
resident of Bernalillo County for 45 years. I am a professional planner and am currently
engaged in several local pro bono community & economic development projects.

I appeared at the June 23, 2016 CPC hearing and verbally provided my comments to you
at that time. I had also brought written copies of my comments for distribution to each of
you during the hearing, but apparently written comments are not allowed to be
distributed during the hearing. Therefore, I am submitting my updated comments to you
herein in advance of the July 21st hearing hoping that you will have an opportunity to
review them prior to the Hearing.

I am asking you to deny approval of the proposed Santolina development for the following
reasons:

1. The Santolina Proposal is based on an obsolete and archaic planning
model from the mid-20th Century that is dependent on the automobile---a design that is
no longer relevant or appropriate in the 21st Century and contradicts almost all
contemporary urban planning principles that call for infill development vs. continued
urban sprawl.

2. The Santolina development will not be built or maintained at “No Net
Expense” to the County or to adjacent municipalities as required by the “Planned
Communities Criterea”. Not only will there inevitably be substantial “net expense” to the
County, adjacent jurisdictions will also incur substantial “net expense” as well. It is
incumbent on the County Planning Commission and the County Commission to take ALL
of these future net expenses into consideration when contemplating approval of the
Santolina proposal.
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Chairman Chavez & Commissioners:

3. Radically speculative land use & planning strategies not based on economic
reality promote sprawl development & exacerbate private and public sector
disinvestment in economically depressed communities. It is clear that the projections
used by WAHL are “radically speculative” based on current trends. For example:
•

WAHL’S PROJECTED BERNALILLO COUNTY POPULATION GROWTH BY 2040:
312,000*

•

WAHL’S PROJECTED BERNALILLO COUNTY POPULATION GROWTH PER YEAR
FOR NEXT 24 CONSECUTIVE YEARS: 13,000/yr
17
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•

ACTUAL BERNALILLO COUNTY NET GROWTH LAST 10 YEARS: 1,500/yr*

•

COMPARISON OF THE LAST 10 YEARS’ GROWTH TO WAHL’S
PROJECTION: 9.6% of assumption

4. The Santolina development is simply not needed. There are already 3 failed
“planned communities” in the Albuquerque metropolitan area. Why would we
intentionally create a 4th one?
5. Suburban development costs the public more than double the cost of more
compact urban development & infill.

Attachment: Opposition to Santolina for 8_15_17 BCC (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

* SOURCE: Albuquerque Economic Development statistics used by WAHL

SOURCE: Angie Schmitt, Streetsblog Network, March 5, 2015

EXAMPLES:
STORM & WASTEWATER: $613 vs. $147

18
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FIRE: $406 vs. $177
POLICE: $360 vs. $192
GOVERNANCE: $297 vs. $158
ROADS: $280 vs. $26
PARKS: $129 vs. $69
SCHOOL BUSING: $87 vs. $13

CURRENT VACANT & BUILDABLE LAND
BERNALILLO COUNTY & ALBUQUERQUE

SOURCE: ABQ/BernCo Comprehensive Plan Update

7. There is a better alternative, based on contemporary urban planning
principles, which would be far superior to the current Santolina proposal. Simultaneously
it would give WAHL and Barclays Bank an opportunity to move forward with a substantial
development effort. It would also give Bernalillo County an opportunity to create a major
County asset by creating over 13,000 acres of open space on the West Mesa.
The alternative is a land swap between Bernalillo County & the City of Albuquerque and
WAHL & Barclays Bank, an approach that would benefit all parties. The land swap would
involve the County & the City offering WAHL & Barclays Bank selected parcels of land for
infill within the City & County, along with appropriate economic incentives, in exchange
for the current Santolina site which could then be preserved in perpetuity as open space.
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6. There is an abundance of vacant land in Bernalillo County & Albuquerque--more than enough to meet the housing needs of 90,000 people.

This approach could be a major win/win for all parties and should be explored as
soon as possible.
I am urging you to recommend exploration of various land swap structures as an
alternative to the current proposed Santolina development Plan and as a means of
protecting the fragile West Mesa while stimulating economic development within the
County.
19
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Thank you for the opportunity to offer my comments, and thank you all for your service to
our community.

20

Packet Pg. 555

4.A.I

ATTACHMENT D

From: Paul Lusk
former Principal Planner, County of Bernalillo and City of Albuquerque (combined), 196878
Emeritus Professor of Architecture and Planning, School of Arch. and Plng., UNM, 19762002
RE:

Proposed Santolina Master Plan and Level A Plan submission,
Review of Land Use, Density, Transportation, Water Supply, Drainage Strategy

Overview
The Santolina Master Plan, Level A Plan, should be denied. It does not fit the land, the
cultural setting, or the changing times. Despite the fluent planning language of the text, it
would be, essentially, a very large suburban development, with predominantly traditional
land use areas, separated from the City of Albuquerque, but dependent upon a significant
extension of utility systems and services from the existing Metropolitan Area. Unless or
until an appropriate-scaled, ecologically and economically superior alternative is
presented, it should not be approved.

The Santolina Plan document, in more than one location, states that it is needed due to the
lack of developable space in the adopted Development Areas east of the West Mesa. This
is not true.
A detailed study (200’ scale aerials, plus field reconnaissance) undertaken during the
development of the Comprehensive Plan showed sufficient capacity (at similar to adjacent
densities) for a population over one million within the adopted, utility-served or
committed Development Areas. Even with the population growth since, there would be
capacity for 3 to 4 times the projected build-out population of Santolina. We “got space.”
We may not have water.
It would appear that a motive for the Santolina Plan may well be expressed in the last
paragraph on page 17: “Property tax rates shall recognize the use of the land as
agricultural until such time as a Level C Plan … has been approved and vertical
development occurs on an individual final plated parcel or tract. The adoption of the
Master Plan or subsequent Level B or C plan approvals shall not be considered as a
change in land use or agricultural status of the property for tax purposes.“ What that says
is: grant the high-density PC zone now; keep the Greenbelt Grazing tax status until
construction would begin. This area has been in Greenbelt Grazing tax status for over 40
years. This long period of tax forbearance, without any payback requirement, does not
seem equitable to present or future taxpayers.
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To: Joe Chavez, Chair and members
3/22/2014
Bernalillo County Planning Commission

Further, the requirement in the CompPlan (Sect. II-11, Policy a), that “planned
communities shall not be a net expense to local governments”, is in the plural. The
21
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This development, as presently proposed, is not needed; sufficient capacity for growth,
including the proposed industrial performances identified, exists in the utility-served and
committed Development Areas of the Comprehensive Plan. The development also
incorrectly claims excessive density; it would be located on a highly erodible area of large
sand dunes; it proposes an exorbitant level of water use; and would increase aquifer
depletion in the Rio Grande Basin. The document also does not present a carrying
capacity analysis.

For Albuquerque and the surrounding metropolitan area to ‘live long and prosper’ in the 21st
century, our citizens must make careful and smart decisions about growth and change
involving land use, transportation, water supply, drainage and their related infrastructure
systems. Accordingly, our political representatives, as well as professional staff, the building
community and, indeed, all members of our community must look at the changing conditions of
this new century and respond in a way that looks at the greatest benefit to the entire
community, not just one part at a time.
Review of Land Use, Density, Water and Transportation

Land Use
The proposed Santolina Master Plan and the Level ‘A’ Plan, as submitted Aug. 21, 2013,
however, appears to represent what was called (back in the 20th century) a ‘wallpaper design’.
It is, essentially, a 2-dimensional diagram of colored areas and lines referencing roads, with
very little relationship to the land that it would cover, or to the special culture and unique place
in which it is located. It could be anywhere. The written portions of the Plan are very smooth
and, although some good, contemporary buzzwords are used multiple times in the text
descriptions, such as ’sustainable, multiuse areas, sense of place, vibrant,’ etc., there is little
evidence in the large, separated, single-use, colored areas of the maps or text that these words
are actually ‘grounded’ in this place or in this time.
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positive cost/benefit figures in the Fiscal Impact Report (DTA, Exhibits A & B), however,
show only costs and benefits to Bernalillo County, and is based on the ultimate build-out
(as of 2060) projections. They also appear not to include external, induced costs, such as
State funding for I-40 Interchanges and major arterials, the Water Use Authority’s
additional costs for trunk and reservoir capacity outside of the project boundaries, or the
City of Albuquerque’s increased costs for widening of connecting arterials, and for the
many additional departmental costs for additional services. These would be paid for,
largely, by the same taxpayers -- and would be a tax burden for many years before the
projected revenues would be realized.

For example, this entire area, with the exception of some headway-eroding arroyos on the
eastern edge, is characterized by very lightly vegetated, longitudinal sand dunes. They are
from 5 to 15 feet high, with many over a mile long (“Map showing present and potential
sources of blowing sand in the La Mesita Negra SE Quadrangle, Bernalillo County, New Mexico”,
USGS Library Call Number: M(200) MF no. 600, Centennial Library, UNM). They are Saharalike, wave-formation dunes laid down more than 10,000 years ago by strong N/S winds. If
disturbed, they are highly subject to wind erosion by the present era’s predominantly westerly
winds. The evidence of up-slope, west-edge dune depositing, the down-slope, lightly-vegetated,
22
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The relevance here is that this area is NOT the NE Heights. The long, westerly slope of the NE
Heights, and much of the SE Heights, are underlain by larger-grain, predominantly waterdeposited sand-and-gravel-based soils from the more rapid erosion of the face of the Sandias.
The Heights also have a high-yielding aquifer beneath and are well suited for urban
development. To seek to replicate this density of development on this ancient, very-finegrained, wind-deposited peneplain (and with a low-yielding, poor-quality, and very deep
aquifer beneath) would be an exorbitantly expensive and environmentally risky effort. One
reason for this is that to achieve such density on this portion of the West Mesa would require
leveling and grading-out thousands of acres of sand dunes. This would be needed to achieve
the dendritic drainage pattern, as used in the Heights, for the densities proposed in the
Santolina Plan. This would add significantly to lot-development cost as well as require an
inordinate amount of soil amendments (and water) to minimize soil loss and blowing sand.
Pumping from the Rio Grande aquifer for such a project is discussed below in the comments on
‘Water’.

Density
The 13,700-acre Santolina Master Plan proposes an ultimate build-out of 37,930 dwelling units
with a population of ~ 95,000 people. This would be larger than the present City of Santa Fe
(2012 pop. 69,204). The A/BC Comprehensive Plan, however, requires a ‘carrying capacity
analysis’ of each planned community area (Section II, pg. 12, Policy b). We found no mention of
this requirement, or evidence from the maps and text of the Level A document, that the
‘carrying capacity’ for a development of this magnitude in this location was considered, or
could be met.

There also is a serious problem with the assumptions about allowable density in the
development proposal and, indeed, in the (now) text of the Comprehensive Plan. In the
original A/BC CompPlan, as adopted in 1975, the five development areas were defined by a
range of allowable residential densities (1-3 du/ac within the Semi-Urban, 3-6 du/ac within
Developing Urban, etc.). In the process of review and up-dating of CompPlan in 1985-87, there
was vigorous discussion within the appointed ‘study group’ as to whether this definition of
residential density was meant to be ‘net residential’ (buildable house lots), or ‘gross residential’
density (includes streets, neighborhood parks, etc.). The faction favoring ‘gross residential’
prevailed. In practice, this would allow a ~25-30% bonus increase in density. It is also a lot
easier to plot and calculate. Evidently, though, this determination, when it was printed in the
1988 version of the CompPlan, was written as ‘Gross Density’ .. the word ‘residential’ was
perhaps assumed, but left out. This was an error.

Attachment: Opposition to Santolina for 8_15_17 BCC (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

east-slope sand dunes, as well as the crests of the many longitudinal dunes between, are
graphically shown on the referenced USGS map. (They also can be seen as the long, grey,
nearly E/W shadow lines on the aerial photo in Exhibit 2, pg. 14, of the Santolina M.P.
proposal.)

The 2002 and 2012 versions of the Comprehensive Plan, apparently, have carried forward this
mistake, allowing misinterpretation, or opportunistic or intentional exploitation of this error.
The common sense evidence of this is, for example, if a developer submits a ‘multiple use’ plan
of, say, 100 acres, 90 acres industrial, 10 acres residential, he cannot claim the right for 30
du/ac on the remaining 10 acres (or if 99 acres industrial, 300 units on the remaining acre). I
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Additionally, the 2000+ acre blue-colored, industrial area in the far western portion of the
Santolina M.P. is a ghost of the 20th century, and is patently inappropriate on many levels. It
seems to be located there, not just because its neighboring uses are not compatible with the
adjacent 6600-acre residential area but, rather, to be able to claim the 75,000 (‘over 2 jobs per
household’) job count. This is a very expensive and job-distant location for such a concentrated,
single use area. First, because of the 5000-Gallons Per Acre per Day (Commercial, Light
Industrial), up to the10,000 ‘GPAD’ water demand by the ‘heavy industrial uses’ (Santolina
Water Master Plan, p. 12), it is inappropriately located and would be very expensive to service.
Second, there already are more industrial or heavy commercial zoned large acreage areas that
are available within the existing metro area, with utilities in the ground or committed, such as
in the north and south I-25 corridor -- many with rail access, and in the I-40 area below the
West Mesa escarpment, west of the Rio Grande.
Water
Water is probably the pre-eminent factor in the determination of the existence or viability
of, or if so, the scale of development on this arid, wind-blown, high-desert mesa. Should it
be a new, urban “shining city on the hill” (and, perhaps, the first area to be abandoned if
there is a long-term, or increasing level of drought)? Or should it be a different model of
21st century development: a moderate density cluster of carefully sited, plaza-centered
villages, surrounding a shared Community Center and providing an option for many of
our young people who now might choose to leave our State for creative opportunities
elsewhere. It also could be seen as an opportunity for many people from other areas who
may be looking for environmentally sensitive, creative or entrepreneurial opportunities
in this rapidly changing century?
The water-use implications of these options are quite stark. The Santolina Water Master
Plan, at build-out (Table 3, page 12), shows that the “Average Day Water Use by Zone”
(total) would be 19.66 Million Gallons per Day. On page 14, though, the M.P. states:
“Under the Ultimate scenario Santolina will have a total demand of 38.7 million gallons
per day.” That would be ~43,350 acre feet/year. It also would be an average of over 400
gallons per person per day. If this were so, this 13,780-acre area would use (the
equivalent of) about 90% of the total San Juan/Chama water diversion (allocated, not
guaranteed) for the entire City of Albuquerque. It might be assumed that Albuquerque
also would grow during this time period. The implications to drawdown of the aquifer
within the existing utility-served or committed (and adopted) Development Areas of
Albuquerque, or the de-watering of wells in the North and South Valleys are more than
can be addressed here.
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believe that this error has occurred in the Santolina proposal, where 13,700 acres of diverse,
multiple uses are claimed as the justification for 37,930 du’s. Although regrettable, I believe,
that the intent to define allowable RESIDENTIAL densities is clear from the earlier documents,
and that a typographical error or omission would not be legally actionable.

Transportation
Due to the length of this document, I won’t address the shortcomings of the
transportation issues here. Rather, I would suggest the Commission, the Staff and all
interested citizens check out:
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Viable Alternative(s) to Development on the SW Mesa
The 20th century is over. One of the long-dominant patterns of 20th century development,
though, involved the strategy of building on more distant, often lower-cost land with the goal of
optimizing development profit and, when possible, to transfer much of the burden of utility
extensions and services to the public, often through G.O. bonds. The resulting pattern of catchup, back-fill development was often characterized by the unflattering but not inaccurate term
‘sprawl’.

To continue these 20th century patterns for growth, development patterns and building
methods, I believe, would put us at a competitive disadvantage in relation to other
Southwestern metropolitan areas. The unfolding evidence in this early portion of the 21st
century regarding water availability, changing patterns of weather and energy strategies, as
well as building and financing methods, requires that a more holistic, entire-community-based
strategy should inform the vision of our collective well-being, and our identity, as a Unique and
Great place to live in the Southwest!

It is our view that an appropriately scaled development IS possible on this portion of the West
Mesa. It even could be ‘sustainable’, include ‘multiuse areas’, be rooted in a ‘sense of place’, and
actually ‘be vibrant’. For example, it might be anchored by a Community Center (as defined in
the Comprehensive Plan), not an urban center, and be surrounded by unique and diverse
Villages, not by over 6600 acres of wall-to-wall, green-lawn, drive-to-work housing that might
be hard to distinguish from any other suburban development. The Community Center, though,
should be adjacent to the primary arterial serving this area, rather than cut in half by a multilane, limited-access arterial.

The Villages actually would be physically separate, located on the high-ground areas of the
natural landform. They would require only a minimum of land grading, and that grading would
be configured in such a way as to capture, direct and infiltrate the rainfall runoff created by the
hardscape portions of the development. It might even capture the purified, constructedwetland-treated wastewater from each Village to provide nutrients to sustain the low-flow
drainways. The Villages might take their form(s) from the truly unique, indigenous building
strategies of this area: the historic Pueblos and the early Hispanic settlement patterns of New
Mexico.
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< http://www.vtpi.org/CGOP_LOS.pdf >
A key point, though, in this context is: rather than LOS (Level of Service) which is
primarily vehicle-focused, to use QOS (Quality of Service) as the measure and guide for
design.
As currently projected, the transportation patterns would have a major impact in the
South Valley and all major east-west corridors, I-40 and south.

‘Sense of place’ does not mean copying some superficial details, such as fake viga ends sticking
out of a stucco wall. Rather, it suggests recognizing the climate-protecting, security-increasing,
common-space and micro-climate-creating, as well as the community-sharing effects of two-tothree story structures surrounding and forming a shared interior space, or plaza. The Villages
also would have adjacent additional housing and service and workspaces. The dance25
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The Cluster/Village concept, of course, doesn’t yet have such specific numbers. The
guiding principles, though, would be: (first option) Sufficient deep-wells within each
Village, and the Community Center (if tests and yields allowed), for treatable–to-potable
water for all users. Greywater would be cleaned in constructed-wetlands, purified and
returned through vegetated, just-off-contour drainways to the existing, low-gradient
arroyos. All arroyos would be stepped, using vegetated filter-dams, to reduce volume and
velocity, and to infiltrate, at minimum, the equivalent of the 100-year design storm. The
requirement for not impairing downstream users would not pertain because (with the
exception of Amole arroyo), at present, most runoff in the down–slope areas is absorbed
before reaching users (except where vehicle tracks, or other disturbances, have caused
deep, fast, erosive cutting). Again, this area is not the Heights, which has, in some arroyos,
more than 4-6,000 cubic feet per second flows out of the Sandias during major storms.
The arroyos here, on the West Mesa, are low-flow, low gradient and, with proper design,
the range of a few hundred cubic feet per second flows easily can be absorbed.

Option two would be: If the well yields were not sufficient or water-quality not
appropriate, then to use water from the A/BC Water Utility Authority, but at a much lower
volume, and with the requirement that the equivalent of all water pumped (calculation for
storm water would be included) must be infiltrated and returned to the aquifer.
Development on the West Mesa is possible, but only if it recognizes that to be truly
‘sustainable’, it must adapt to the rapidly changing patterns of climate, available water
resources, economic conditions and social preferences of the 21st century.
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ceremony spaces of indigenous Pueblos, or the historic Plazas of Santa Fe and Albuquerque’s
Old Town are not just cute, or photogenic or tourist-draws. They are Fundamental. Indeed,
the Villages can be work-live places that are ‘Unique and Great places to live in the Southwest’..
in the 21st century! The 1st industrial age is over. It got out-sourced. These can be prototypes
of the 2nd industrial age, fueled by brainpower, creativity and with technology as the industry,
and with a great view of the mountains.
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ATTACHMENT E

Paul Lusk
former Principal Planner, combined County of Bernalillo and City of Albuquerque, 1968 to
1978
Emeritus Professor of Architecture and Planning, School of Arch. and Plng, UNM, 1976 to
2002
1/29/14 (Edited, re-submitted 5/18/14)
Public Plans:

The designation in an adopted plan, such as the Albuquerque / Bernalillo County
Comprehensive Plan, or in the SouthWest Area Plan, of specific areas, boundaries or
centers identifies a distribution of potential uses within the community in balance with
the projected need for those uses, and within a defined time period. It is not a taking of
value from the land so identified, nor a commitment to increased value. Further, the act of
identification of areas as appropriate for use as roadways, open space or other public
purpose also are not takings, that is, until a specific legal action for that purpose is
initiated. The purpose of their identification is to notify that the public interest in an area
identified for a specific use should be negotiated, acted on, or mitigated before a change in
zone or change to other use is granted.
Further, the designation in an adopted Plan of specific locations or areas is not a
guarantee of the granting of that specific use, or density, or zone designation. Such
designation notifies that, in the public interest, specifically mapped areas or locations
have the potential for, say, 1 to 3 dus per net residential acre, such as in Semi-Urban areas,
or 6 to 9 dus per net residential acre, as in Developing Urban areas. Or it may depict a
location where a Major, or Community Activity Center or a Major Public Open Space could
be approved. It does not create or guarantee the zone change or the acquisition; rather, it
indicates that a zone change, or other status, may be appropriate if both public and
private interests agree to an equitable trade of value. Up-zoning should not be given
without equivalent, compensating value received by the public.

Approval of significant changes in the location of major centers, or incremental changes in
density without amendment to adopted Plans, can create overload of existing utilities or
distortions of approved infrastructure. This can cause a loss of equity to other property
owners who rely on existing utility capacities or on programmed capital improvements
based on adopted utility master plans. If such changes are warranted, there is a section in
the resolutions and enactments adopting the Albuquerque / Bernalillo County
Comprehensive Plan that specifies a procedure for such amendments.
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Private and Public Rights in Property, Zoning and the Creation of Value:
General Case and Application to the proposed Santolina Master Plan
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Property Rights and Zoning:

"Up-zoning", though, is NOT a right inherent in the land. Such a position confuses the
'land' with the 'location'. Rather, the potential for increase in intensity of use is a 'right'
created by the PEOPLE, that is, the number of people who live or do business near that, or
any other, property. The activity and enterprise of all those who live nearby, generically
the 'City', or other subdivision of the State, create this capacity for added value.

A particular area of land does have inherent value, such as 'that which you can grow on it,
or the sunshine that falls on it', but INCREASED value is created by the access, use of,
(etc.) by 'others' nearby. The evidence for this is: if that property remains in the same
place, and the City (or other community) is built in a different location (away from that
property), the subject property does not have that potential. An owner may choose to
build a hotel or some other higher density use at his (now) remote location, but without
the provision of road access or other infrastructure created by 'others', exercising his
perceived 'right' may not be economically justified.

Further, the zoning power of any community represents a finite economic resource and
capacity for growth. Not every property owner can have the zone they want. The ability
of a community to support large commercial areas or other major activity centers is a
capacity that must be equitably and prudently allocated through a publicly open,
deliberative process. This power of the elected governing body, or its designated
planning commission or staff, is based in the fact that the elected body represents ALL of
the people of the community, that is, those who have created the potential for such added
value.

Also, the public requirement for ensuring access through an interconnected road network,
connective utility infrastructure, drainage ways or other easements, as well as for other
public uses such as open space for water supply, aquifer recharge, archeological
preservation, erosion control, etc., are legitimate public purposes. They create the
potential value that is generated by the larger community and, without which, the private
land would have only its inherent value. Dedication, not purchase, of land for public
purposes, such as Major Open Space, drainage ways, etc., in exchange for the granting of
zone change to higher density or more intensive commercial uses by the elected
representatives of the community, can be the basis and justification for up-zoning. Other
arrangements, such as tax adjustments or forbearance in exchange for genuine
community-wide benefit also can be the basis for the granting of increased or other
special use zoning. Up-zoning should not be given without equitable public value in
exchange.
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Many property owners, or their agents, claim the “right” to be granted higher density
based on the location of their property. That is, because they are on the intersection of A
and B, or such a proposed location, that they have a “vested right” to develop their land at
higher intensity of use. Their position is that higher density zoning is justified by the
location, and that they have a right for a higher intensity of use that is inherent in their
land at that location.
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The designation of land for public purposes is not a taking -- and the granting of tax or
other forbearances is not a donation to private property -- IF the exchange is based on a
fair and equitable appraisal of the actual economic value, not the speculative value, of the
benefited land, and if that added value accounts for the enterprise of the larger public that
creates it.
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ATTACHMENT F
To: Joe Chavez, Chair and members
Bernalillo County Planning Commission,

From: Paul Lusk
former Principal Planner, County of Bernalillo and City of Albuquerque (combined), 196878
Emeritus Professor of Architecture and Planning, School of Arch. and Plng., UNM, 19762002
Planned Communities Criteria: Policy Element, Requirements

The ‘Planned Communities Criteria: Policy Element’ is the ordinance guiding development
in the Reserve Areas, as defined in the “Albuquerque/Bernalillo Comprehensive Plan”.
The PCC was adopted in 1990 with identical resolutions by the City Council (Enactment
no. 151-1990) and by the Bernalillo County Commission (Resolution AR 158-90).
Although the PCC was un-adopted for a brief period by the County, it was re-adopted
subsequently without change to the text, but with the following Addendum:

“The Planned Communities Criteria was initially adopted in 1990. Since that time demographics
within Bernalillo County have changed significantly. In addition, changes have occurred within
several government review agencies. These changes include the establishment of the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority, traffic modeling improvements, and
changes governing the annexation of lands within the unincorporated area by the City of
Albuquerque. These changes in government structure shall be recognized throughout the review
process for any master plan submittal within Bernalillo County.”

This addendum addresses changes in agencies and annexation procedures, however, the
Planned Communities Criteria requirements remain the same. As an ordinance, the
adopting resolutions by City and County, the criteria, and the submittal requirements are
mandatory, not discretionary. The Santolina Level A Plan as submitted (and as revised
7/7/14) does not meet certain of these requirements. To wit (examples):

1) The language in County Resolution (AR 158-90) adopting the PCC, in Policy II.B.2.d,
states "no net expense to the City" (p.14). The Fiscal Impact Analysis (presented
by DTA in the Santolina M.P.), however, appears to account for costs and benefits
primarily to the County. Has the City Department of Finance & Administrative
Services been consulted regarding City per capita General Fund costs? Where is
the record of contact and contribution of this department? Or with the N.M.
Department of Transportation on the local cost contribution for Interstate
Interchanges and major arterial modifications outside of the proposed Santolina
Project boundaries?
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7/21/14

2) County Resolution AR 158-90, Section 2, subsection B. (p.15) states “..
density ..(will be considered) .. up to 3.0 dwellings per acre.” It also states under
subsection D, “.. densities .. shall be set through analysis of each planned
Community master plan (p. 15). A density of 3.0 du/ac is not a given or a ‘right’; it
30
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3) County Resolution AR 158-90 also states (Section 4, p.15–16), "..phasing of
planned communities through development agreements between the communities,
developers and the City as well as other appropriate units of local government
should be established .. to assure reasonable and equitable allocation of financial
responsibility for capitalization, (etc)”. The fact that the proposed development is
in the County, and that the submission is under review there, does not abrogate
the requirement (as adopted in the PCC resolution) that any development
agreements that affect the City’s financial responsibility be reviewed and
concurred in by representatives of the City. Have the City Engineer’s Office, within
the Planning Department, and representatives of Finance & Administrative
Services been consulted and agree to such a projected allocation? Who was
contacted and where is the evidence? In addition, appropriate County agencies
should provide related projected cost information.

My understanding is that these are requirements, adopted in identical ordinances by both
City and County. They are not optional.
Comments on the ‘string of pearls” statement in the revised Santolina Plan (7.7.14)

I believe the that the citizens, and taxpayers -- and the elected and appointed
representatives of the people in the government(s) of the Albuquerque metro area -- are
at a pivotal moment in our history. We must decide whether to: 1) expand what would
be, essentially, a 20th century (despite the new, vogue words) pattern of suburban
development into new areas beyond the adopted Development Areas presently served or
committed-to-be-served with utilities, or: 2) to utilize our tax-base resources to maintain
and enhance the livability, viability and sustainability of the physical area of the Rio
Grande basin. This area (between the Pueblo lands) is defined by the base of the Sandias
on the east, and on the west by the Volcanoes and (east-facing) West Mesa Escarpment
(actually formed by a 3000+ ft. deep vertical lava intrusion -- a basaltic wall that runs
from north of Rio Rancho to south of Isleta Pueblo and prevents the underground water of
the Rio Grande basin from flowing to the ground under the West Mesa).
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must be justified by evidence. The Comprehensive Plan, Reserve Area, Policy b.
(included in the adopted PCC ordinance) requires ”A carrying capacity analysis of
each planned community ..”. The carrying capacity analysis, as required in the
Comprehensive Plan (Reserve Area, Policy b) is also included on page 55 of the
PCC. The adopting resolution (AR 180-90) also states: ”That the provisions of the
Comprehensive Plan Goal II.B.2. .. ,together with the adopted policies under those
goals which relate to planned communities, govern the development of planned
communities.” (Section 3, pp.14-15). Has a carrying capacity analysis justifying the
densities sought been presented?

I also believe that the Fiscal Impact analysis presented as part of the Santolina, Level 1
Master Plan proposal does not include all of the costs that would be borne by City
residents as well as East Mountain and North and South Valley taxpayers. Please see my
2/27/14 and 3/22/14 comments to the Chair and members of the CPC for additional
31
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On 7/7/14, a revised Santolina Master Plan document was made available through a URL
address. Many of the revisions, in blue type, were simply clarification of language,
cosmetic improvements, or expansions of comments previously submitted. One new
statement, though, (changed page number was not recorded) spoke about a concept,
referred to as a “string of pearls”, that would straddle and be served by the northerly
extension of Paseo del Volcan. The paragraph listed a north/south ‘string’ of proposed
(and some existing) areas of Santolina, Estrella, Double Eagle II, and Quail Ranch areas,
and then continued on through Rio Rancho to U.S. 550 west of I-25. The statement ended
with the quote “The time is right – now!”

When I next checked the site a few days later, the paragraph was gone. I don’t know why
the revised submission was revised (again) to excise this statement. Perhaps the concern
was that the 13,000+ acre Santolina development would be seen as just the first step in
more than 50,000 acres in a series of new ‘Rio Rancho or Quail Ranch’ type of spread-city,
developments -- an area that would be larger than the access-road-bladed, rapidly
eroding area of more than 70,000 existing, undeveloped, waterless, platted, zombie-lots
west of Rio Rancho.
As referenced in my letter(s) to the CPC, Chair and members (2/27/14, and 3/22/14), an
earlier study by the then combined Planning Department showed a population capacity
within the utility-served or committed metro area, (at comparable to existing, adjacent
densities) exceeding one million. The adoption, in 2002 by both City and County, of the
“Centers and Corridors” element of the Comprehensive Plan was an important and formchanging 21st century addition. An estimate of population capacity under this revision, to
my knowledge, hasn’t been published, however, I believe it would have a very
significantly higher population capacity . As now adopted, it also will provide far greater
choices in walkable, transit-served communities and meet 21st century choices, options
and lifestyles at a far lower cost.

This is not, however, an either/or situation for the top of the West Mesa. Some
development on the West Mesa is, and can be, appropriate. As shown on the USGS 2000scale, hand-colored map (given to Catherine VerEecke on January 14 of this year, to be
submitted to the CPC), the West Mesa is not a uniformly undevelopable area. The large,
depositing, eroding, and 10 to 15 ft. high, longitudinal east-west sand dunes don’t cover
the entire area. As shown on the USGS map, the miles-long, Sahara-type, wave-formation
dunes are concentrated in the proposed ‘Santolina’ area (and extend about 4000 ft. north
of I-40), and in a somewhat smaller area that stretches west and north of the Volcanoes.
Much of the remaining area, although an undulating landscape comprised of a very fine
blown-sand (not water-borne), can be suitable for large-scale, metropolitan-area-servinguses such as the Double Eagle II airport, Shooting Range Park, and others. In the ‘WALF
Sector Plan (as amended Oct. 2012), the City did not approve any development above the
Atrisco Terrace Open Space. This area is NOT suitable for fine-grain, urban or suburban
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details on this issue. This choice is especially stark in view of the fact that the Santolina
development appears to be just a foot-in the-door for what appears to be an immense and
unsustainable sequence of development proposals, requiring taxpayer funding, extending
north on top of the West Mesa.
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I request that the members of the CPC be given access to or copies of the colored USGS
map: “Map showing present and potential sources of blowing sand in the La Mesita Negra
SE Quadrangle, Bernalillo County, New Mexico”, USGS Library Call Number: M(200) MF no.
600, Centennial Library, UNM. I also urge that the comments above re PCC requirements
be reviewed by County (and City) legal staff, and that a careful review of the Fiscal Impact
Analysis (as submitted by DTA), be undertaken by an independent agent (such as BBER at
UNM) before approval of this proposal by the CPC.
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development. A potential alternative, of Plaza-centered, land-form-fitting development, is
suggested in the 2/27 and 3/22/14 submittals to the CPC.
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ATTACHMENT G
To: Joe Chavez, Chair and members
Bernalillo County Planning Commission,

9/22/14

Planning/Review Process:
I am concerned that there does not seem to be a process whereby comments submitted by citizens
regarding the proposed Santolina Master Plan are responded to, acknowledged and/or
incorporated in the ongoing sequence of review and revision of this proposed development. Not
just my own comments, but detailed submissions by individuals and citizen groups, involving
many hours of research and data preparation regarding water (real water, not paper water),
public health, projected costs and revenues, environmental and fiscal impacts, etc. -- not just
opinion letters, but detailed substantive input. It is ‘put in the file’ but there is no evidence, at
least shared with the public, of subsequent action or directives by the CPC or the Planning
Department to the representatives or agents for this proposed development. The comments by
other County departments and Public Agencies are duly recorded and amply responded to, both
by the Department and in response by the agents for the developers. Citizen comments, however,
may be counted numerically but, it seems, given little weight in guiding this proposed
development

The evidence for this is that the Santolina M.P. document, through four ‘revisions’ submitted by
the applicant (July, August, Sept. 4 and now Sept. 18, just 4 days before ‘final’ comments are due
from the Public) do not seem to acknowledge or incorporate many citizen comments made since
January of this year. Although a detailed listings of these omissions and failures-to-respond
exceeds the time or space available here to document them, I will identify below a few of these
‘non-responses’ in the latest revisions (blue and green typeface) versions of and additions to this
proposal.

No Net Expense: (Pp. 9, 118, etc.) The first paragraph on pg. 9 says (in green type, also on pg.
118): ”The ‘no net expense’ test can be satisfied if the County’s .. expenditures have been, or will
be, offset by revenues”, etc. The problem, though, is not with the arithmetic; the problem is with
the assumptions. Even the outside consultant for the County Economic Development Dept. says at
the top of their report (in BernCo, Agenda and Minutes) that they used the applicant’s
assumptions; no market analysis or any potential industrial capacity or attraction survey was
reported by the developer nor done by the consultant. That is to say, the numbers supplied to
them (75,000 direct jobs, 2 jobs per household, etc.), apparently had been generated by
calculating the acreage of colored areas on their proposed Land Use Plan, and then multiplying by
a book-formula ‘jobs per developed area, per industry type’. That is, the consultant confirmed the
arithmetic; they did not perform an independent analysis or address the assumptions.
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From: Paul Lusk
former Principal Planner, County of Bernalillo and City of Albuquerque (combined), 1968-78
Emeritus Professor of Architecture and Planning, School of Arch. and Plng., UNM, 1976-2002

Further, the agents for the applicant counted only the (estimated) County costs, NOT including
induced City costs, or State or Federal costs [See: Sept. 4 revision (in green type, pg. 99),
“Developer shall not be responsible for mitigating and/or constructing any roadway improvement
located outside of the boundaries of the Property, including without limitation, constructing or
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This is in conflict with the requirement in the County Resolution (AR 158-90) adopting the
Planned Communities Criteria (PCC). It states in Policy II.B.2.d, "no net expense to the City" (not
just the County), (p.14). This also ignores the requirement in County Resolution AR 158-90
(Section 4, p.15–16), "..phasing of planned communities through development agreements
between the communities, developers and the City as well as other appropriate units of
local government should be established .. to assure reasonable and equitable allocation
of financial responsibility for capitalization, (etc)”. The fact that the proposed development is in
the County, and that the submission is under review there, does not abrogate the requirement (as
adopted in the PCC resolution) that any development agreements that affect the City’s financial
responsibility be reviewed and concurred in by representatives of the City, (see P. Lusk to CPC,
7/21/14, pg. 1-2). (See also P.L. to CPC, 3/22/14, pg. 1).

Also on page 9 of the Sept. revision(s) to the proposed M.P. (added in green type), “…the
assumption that: (i) Santolina is not subject to County Impact Fees, or any other kind of fees,
which are used to fund capital expenditures..”, etc. is astonishing in it’s unmitigated chutzpa. Why
would this entire area be exempt from the development impact requirements from all other
development in Bernalillo County? This, combined with the statement (was on pg. 17, is now
item 5 on pg. 21) that: “Property tax rates shall recognize the use of the land as agricultural until
such time as a Level C Plan … has been approved and vertical development occurs on an individual
final plated parcel or tract.” It goes on to say: “The adoption of the Master Plan or subsequent
Level B or C plan approvals shall not be considered as a change in land use or agricultural status of
the property for tax purposes.”
If the interpretation of “no net expense” does not include: 1) an independent economic analysis, 2)
it excludes any impact fees, and 3) would generate no new tax revenues until “vertical
development occurs on an individual final platted parcel or tract”, then, rather than the rosy
projections and dollar signs twinkling in the eyes of some in positions of power, there is an equal
(or greater) chance that this proposal would leave County taxpayers saddled with a very large,
long-term debt and with only the $3.66/per acre Grazing/Greenbelt tax yield that has been and
still is the tax return on this property.
Density: (Pg. 18, in Exhibits 4 & 5 on pg. 20, and multiple other locations.) For example, on pg. 18
of the Sept. 4 revised text it states: “Once a master plan has been approved, density allowance is
increased to 3 du./ac. gross.” On pg. 47 it repeats this sentence and then states: “Based on the
Comprehensive Plan, the Master Plan is entitled to an overall number of allowable dwelling units
of 38,045 units community-wide.” This assumption of entitlement is not true. The density
allowed in Planned Communities is controlled by the County Resolution (AR 158-90) adopting the
PCC, and is detailed in the guidelines within. (See also P. Lusk to CPC, 1/29/14, and 5/18/14
“Public and Private Rights in Property, Zoning and the Creation of Value: General Case and
Application to the proposed Santolina Master Plan”)
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mitigating any existing or future conditions and deficiencies related to Interstate 40 and Interstate
25 (including on/off ramps and frontage roads) and any public or private City, County or State
routes, highways or freeways.” ]

County Resolution AR 158-90, Section 2, subsection B. (p.15) states ..“density ..(will be
considered) .. up to 3.0 dwellings per acre.” It also states under subsection D, “.. densities .. shall
be set through analysis of each planned Community master plan (p. 15). A density of 3.0 du/ac is
not a given or a ‘right’; it must be justified by evidence. The Comprehensive Plan, Reserve Area,
Policy b. (included in the adopted PCC ordinance) requires ”A carrying capacity analysis of each
planned community ..”. The carrying capacity analysis, as required in the Comprehensive Plan
(Reserve Area, Policy b) is also included on page 55 of the PCC (see: P.L. to CPC, 7/21/14, pg. 2).
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No such analysis has been presented.

Development on the West Mesa: As described in an earlier submission to the CPC, (P.Lusk to
CPC, 7/21/14) some development on the top of the West Mesa is, and can be, appropriate. As
shown on the USGS 2000-scale, hand-colored map (given to Catherine VerEecke on January 14 of
this year, for submission to the CPC), the West Mesa is not a uniformly undevelopable area. That
is: the large, highly erodible, 10 to 15 ft. high, longitudinal east-west sand dunes don’t cover the
entire area. As shown on the USGS map, the 1 to 4 miles-long, Sahara-type, wave-formation
dunes are concentrated in the proposed ‘Santolina’ area (and extending about 4000 ft. north of I40). They are also in a somewhat smaller area that stretches west and north of the Volcanoes.
Much of the remaining area could be suitable for large-scale, metropolitan-area-serving-uses such
as the existing Double Eagle II airport, Shooting Range Park, and others.
In the ‘WALF Sector Plan (as amended Oct. 2012), the City did not approve any development
above the Atrisco Terrace Open Space. The physical basis for this is that much of that area above
the escarpment is NOT suitable for fine-grain, urban or suburban development. In the P. Lusk
2/27 (pg. 3) and 3/22 (pg. 4) submittals to the CPC, one potential alternative incorporating Plazacentered, land-form-fitting development, is suggested. Other large-scale, minimum-landdisturbing, entire-metro-area-serving uses also may be appropriate.

I am sure that members of the Planning Commission are under considerable political pressure to
‘approve this development for its great economic benefit to the County’. In my view, the more
likely outcome would be a rapid resale of all of it, or sub-parcels of this land, at great economic
advantage to the applicants, and with the long-term risk of very little economic return to the
taxpayers. If approved and implemented, it also would result in a long-term reduction of available
tax resources to all established areas represented by the Bernalillo County Commissioners. This
greatly increased public cost burden would be significantly multiplied if this pattern of
development were extended to the thousands of acres north of I-40, (see the “String of Pearls”
extension of the Santolina-type development, P.L. to CPC, 7/21, pp.2-3). This proposal would be
just the first of a series of such developments north through Rio Rancho to U.S. 550.
There is ample developable capacity for many times the proposed Santolina population within the
adopted, already utility-served or committed Metropolitan Development Areas [see P.L. to CPC,
2/27 (pg. 2), in the 3/22 (pg. 1), and in 7/21 (pg. 3). Unfortunately, it appears to me that the
Santolina proposal is based more on greed than on need; it would perpetuate a long established
pattern of politically powerful land owners (or developers) proposing to build on more distant,
often lower-cost land with the goal of optimizing development profit and, when possible, to
transfer much of the burden of providing utility extensions and services to the public.
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Also, the use of the entire area for du/ac calculation (see: P.L. to CPC, 3/22/14, regarding net and
gross residential density) is wrong. The error in the text of the Comprehensive Plan wherein the
word ‘residential’ was (perhaps) inadvertently omitted allows misinterpretation, or opportunistic
or intentional exploitation of this error. This text omission, allowing industrial, commercial,
public open spaces, streets and arterials to be included in the calculation of ‘residential’ density,
must be corrected.

This is a pivotal moment in the history of the Albuquerque Metro area. Should we: 1) continue the
outward sprawl into new areas beyond the adopted Development Areas of the Comprehensive
Plan, or 2) optimize the efficiency of our physical and tax-based resources to maintain and
enhance the livability, viability and sustainability of the already utility-served/committed area
within the Rio Grande basin?
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I would urge that unless or until an appropriate-scaled, ecologically sound and economically
credible alternative is presented, this proposal, as submitted, should not be approved.
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ATTACHMENT H
To: Joe Chavez, Chair and members
Bernalillo County Planning Commission

11.10.14

From: Paul Lusk
former Principal Planner, County of Bernalillo and City of Albuquerque (combined), 1968-78
Emeritus Professor of Architecture and Planning, School of Arch. and Plng., UNM, 1976-2002

Context
On December 3rd of this year, the Bernalillo County Planning Commission (CPC) will vote on a
very large development proposal that will directly affect the future of urban growth, future taxes,
water use and the economic and environmental well being of all the people in the Albuquerque
Metro area. The basic question to be addressed is: 1) should we continue the outward sprawl of
urban development into new areas beyond the adopted Development Areas of the Comprehensive
Plan, or 2) should we focus our physical and tax-based resources to maintain and enhance the
livability, viability and sustainability of the current utility-served and committed areas?
The December 3rd public meeting is scheduled to be the final CPC hearing on the Santolina Master
Plan, the largest single development the CPC has ever considered. This proposal would cover the
top the West Mesa, south of I-40 for four miles to the Pajarito Grant line, and west from 118th
Street to the Rio Puerco escarpment. It would cover 13, 850 acres, more than 21 square miles. As
the proponents perceive it, this area would have 38,000 houses, plus commercial and industrial
buildings and, over a fifty-year build-out, would have an ultimate population of more than 95,000.
That would be more than the 2010 population of Rio Rancho.
Sequence and Scope
The most recent owners of this land, which was originally part of the Atrisco Land Grant, are
‘Barclays Capital Real Estate’, a British multinational banking and financial services company. It
was purchased in September 2010, at auction, from SunCal in a bankruptcy proceeding. SunCal, a
California-based Development Company, had bought the land from Westland Development
Company in 2007. Westland had gained control of this land though an earlier court action which
converted the original Atrisco Land Grant --given by the King of Spain in 1692-- to a financial
structure under corporate law. Subsequently, a portion of the Atrisco Land Grant heirs voted to
sell the land to SunCal, which in turn made several promises to heirs but which were lost in the
bankruptcy. Barclays formed Western Albuquerque Land Holdings (WAHL) to manage their
purchase. Currently vacant, the land mostly consists of 10 to 15 ft. high, lightly vegetated sand
dunes. It is zoned A-1 and is taxed at the Greenbelt Grazing rate of $3.66 per acre per year.
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Santolina and the Costs of Sprawl

A truly stunning aspect of this proposal is that it may be but a first step--a foot in the door--for
other immense, unsustainable developments being proposed on more than 50,000 acres of West
Mesa land to the north of I-40. Promoters are pushing for an extension of Paseo del Volcan north
of Santolina and through Sandoval County to U.S. 550 to serve a series of spread-city, Rio Ranchostyle developments that they call the “String of Pearls”. The portion of this area that lies within
Bernalillo County, alone, would be larger than the Northeast and Southeast Heights, combined,
from Tramway to Carlisle, and from Sandia Pueblo to Kirtland AFB. As would Santolina, these
“Pearls” also would require taxpayer funding for infrastructure, including the two new interstate
interchanges proposed by Santolina.
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Water
Currently, City and County residents are paying half a billion dollars for a treatment plant to
purify the river water for metro area use in order to reduce reliance on fossil groundwater. But
that allocated (not guaranteed) water from the San Juan Basin does not supply all of our current
demand, and we are still pumping groundwater. The Santolina Master Plan (not even counting
the so-called String of Pearls!) projects that water use at build-out would be over 19 million
gallons per day. This would mean additional demands on the aquifer, potentially undoing any
gains that have been made by the river diversion. Further, since much of the groundwater west of
the river is high in arsenic, west side growth is largely being subsidized by eastside wells and San
Juan-Chama water in order to meet health standards. A $6.3 million Arsenic Removal
Demonstration Plant, completed in 2007, treats 5.2 million gallons of water a day. This would be
barely one quarter of what Santolina would need, yet the Fiscal Impact Statement contained in
Santolina’s Master Plan makes no reference to additional water treatment costs such as
constructing, staffing and maintaining additional arsenic treatment plants.

Further, the Fiscal Impact Analysis presented as part of the Santolina, Level 1 Master Plan
proposal does not include, whether by choice or neglect, many of the other public costs that would
be borne by City residents, as well as by East Mountain and North and South Valley taxpayers.
Some of these omissions are partially addressed in the ‘Findings and Conditions’ (F/C) in the
Revised Draft, 9/30/14, staff to CPC.

Transportation
For example, in the Santolina Plan (Sept, 2014 submission) it declared that (Santolina) would NOT
be responsible for any transportation costs outside of their project boundaries. The Santolina
Master Plan states (Pg. 100, 9.4.14): “Developer shall not be responsible for mitigating and/or
constructing any roadway improvement located outside of the boundaries of the Property,
including without limitation, constructing or mitigating any existing or future conditions and
deficiencies related to Interstate 40 and Interstate 25 (including on/off ramps and frontage roads)
and any public or private City, County or State routes, highways or freeways.” The changes to this
statement in the applicant’s revised M.P. submission Nov. 5 (dated December 1, 2014) are
addressed in a paragraph below.
Staff’s F/C (9.30.14) statement, under ‘Conditions: #7’, partially addresses this issue where it
requires: “Written approval from the NMDOT will be obtained prior to the improvement or
expansion of State roads identified in the Level A submittal.” And, # 8.’ requires: “Funding for
arterial streets and linkages, which are needed for Santolina and not programmed in the
Bernalillo County Capital Improvements Program (CIP) or the Metropolitan Transportation Plan
(MTP), shall be identified and submitted to the County for recommendation for inclusion in the
CIP or the MPT.” These two ‘Conditions’ require identification and submission, but do not commit
the developer to bear the cost. The statement (under #7): “The approvals shall itemize financial
obligations with participation and commitments spelled out.” could allow transfer of this burden
to the public; it does NOT say ‘the developer will pay’. This would be in conflict with the
requirement of ‘no net expense’ to local governments, not just the County.
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Also, under #8, the sentence that follows says: “Any additional arterial streets and linkages or
additional transportation capacity identified as part of any Level B analysis to be necessary to
serve the development of Santolina will be the financial responsibility of the developer.” (ital.
added). This implies that ‘if the developer “submits” (to NMDOT and MTP), and the political
conditions are right, the identified ‘improvement’ could be added to the ‘programmed
improvements’ list and (therefore) be publically funded. The fact that any later, unscheduled
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In the Nov. 5 revised submission by the applicant (dated December 1, 2014), the statement:
“Developer shall not be responsible for … any roadway improvements … outside of the boundaries
of the Property, “ (was on Pg. 100, now 104) is marked with strike-type. In the following
paragraph, the sentence: ” The funding strategy will continue to be further defined in the Level B
Plans,” adds the phrase: “and development agreements.” The transfer of a major public cost (for
induced external transportation) to a ‘Development Agreement, negotiated with the County
Manager’, without the opportunity for public review or comment, is not in the interest of open,
participatory government, especially when these multi-million dollar costs would be borne by the
tax-paying public. A public review process is required.

No net expense
The most serious omissions in the Santolina MP submission, and in the Findings and Conditions
(9.30.14), though, are the references to County (only) when identifying requirements to the
developer, or (perceived) benefits from this proposed development. This is most apparent in the
strike-type, yellow-highlight version of the F/C (9.30.14) staff submission (see Findings #s 5, 7, 12,
13, 15, and 19), and see Conditions: #s 2, 4, 8, and 20). In each case (except #20) the word
‘government’ is stricken and replaced with the word ‘County’. The references quoted above,
though, specifically state (see CompPlan, Sect. II-11, Policy a), that “no net expense’ includes ‘to
the City’ (not just the County); the “no net expense” is to “local governments”, in the plural, (see
previously submitted comments below):

“This is in conflict with the requirement in the County Resolution (AR 158-90) adopting the
Planned Communities Criteria (PCC). It states in Policy II.B.2.d, "no net expense to the City",
(p.14). This also ignores the requirement in County Resolution AR 158-90 (Section 4, p.15–16),
"..phasing of planned communities through development agreements between the communities,
developers and the City as well as other appropriate units of local government should be
established .. to assure reasonable and equitable allocation of financial responsibility for
capitalization,” (etc). The fact that the proposed development is in the County, and that the
submission is under review there, does not abrogate the requirement (as adopted in the PCC
resolution) that any development agreements that affect the City’s financial responsibility be
reviewed and concurred in by representatives of the City, (see P. Lusk to CPC, 7.21.14, pg. 1-2),
(and see P.L. to CPC, 3.22.14, pg. 1).” Additional comments on ‘no net expense’ in the revisions of
the Nov. 5 submission (in strike-type) and the transfer of decision-making to the County Manager,
without a hearing process that would include those who will pay the taxes, are in the third
paragraph below. The applicant’s position, though, is quite clear.
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(Level B) submissions or changes “will be the financial responsibility of the developer”, to me,
diverts the “no net expense” requirement in the Comprehensive Plan and in County Resolution AR
158-90 (PolicyII.B.2.d). The developer should be REQUIRED to pay a graduated proportion for all
transportation costs created within the Project area, and all induced transportation costs outside
of the development are that are necessary for access.

Impact fees, Agricultural Tax Status, Carrying capacity
The Findings and Conditions (F/C) also do not address other issues previously submitted or
brought forth in public testimony. For example, previously submitted comments (edited for
length):

“…on page 9 of the Sept. revision(s) to the proposed M.P. it states: “… (i) Santolina is not subject to
County Impact Fees, or any other kind of fees, .. to fund capital expenditures. The staff’s reference
to “impact fees” in F/C ‘Condition: #20’ (9.30.14), however, is not mandatory. It refers to
“requests by staff”, but no specific requirement is publicly stated. All other development projects
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In the Nov. 5 revisions to the proposed Santolina M.P. (dated December 1, 2014) this statement,
and related text, are marked with strike-type (Pp. 9, and 128-9). In its absence, the text (Pg. 129)
refers to: “The Santolina Level A Development Agreement … is a contract between WALH and
Bernalillo County that defines the specific financial requirements for the provision of
infrastructure and public services within Santolina. (It) is reviewed by County staff via the County
Manager’s Office and is heard and approved by the County Commission at the same time as the
Level A Master Plan.“ If issues such as ‘no net expense’ and ‘ no impact fees’ are removed from the
text of the Master Plan and assigned to negotiations with the County Manager, where is the role of
the pubic to review and comment for fairness and equity by those tax-payers (including City
residents) who would be paying the bill?

Also, the proposed Santolina M.P. says (was on pg. 17, is now item 5. on pg. 21) that: “Property tax
rates shall recognize the use of the land as agricultural until such time as a Level C Plan … has
been approved and vertical development occurs on an individual final plated parcel or tract.” It
goes on to say: “The adoption of the Master Plan or subsequent Level B or C plan approvals shall
not be considered as a change in land use or agricultural status of the property for tax purposes.”
This is unacceptable. A change in zoning (to PC) requires a commensurate change in tax status.

Further, the CompPlan REQUIRES a ‘Carrying Capacity Analysis’ (Section II, pg. 12, Policy b), and
in the PCC (pg. 51). This still is not addressed in the ‘F/C’ by staff (9.30.14) or in directives to the
applicant.

Options
Development for the area on top of the West Mesa, I believe, does not need to be an either/or
situation. Some development on the West Mesa is, and can be, appropriate. The West Mesa is not a
uniformly undevelopable area. That is: the large, highly erodible, longitudinal sand dunes don’t
cover the entire area. The 1 to 4-miles-long, Sahara-type, wave-formation dunes are concentrated
in the proposed ‘Santolina M.P.’ area, and extend nearly a mile north of I-40. They are also in a
smaller area that stretches west and north of the Volcanoes. When uncovered, the dunes are
unstable and, if graded-out for urban/suburban development, they would require a lot of soil
amendments and mitigation (and a great amount of water), without which, winds would carry the
sand to the valley floor, negatively impacting both vegetation and people. Much of the remaining
area, however, could be suitable for large-scale, metro-area-serving-uses such as the existing
Double Eagle II airport, Shooting Range Park, and similar, large-scale, low-water-demand,
appropriately remote uses.

Recommendation
Negative impacts aside, the Santolina development, as presently proposed, is not needed.
Sufficient capacity for growth, including the proposed industrial performances identified, exists in
the utility-served and committed Development Areas of the Comprehensive Plan. Within these
Areas there is ample buildable capacity served by roads, some even with rail access, including
many times the proposed Santolina population, and the proposed industrial and commercial areas.
Unfortunately, the Santolina proposal seems to be based more on greed than on need; it would
perpetuate a long established pattern of politically powerful land owners (or developers)
proposing to build on more distant, often lower-cost land, with the goal of optimizing
development profit and, when possible, to transfer much of the burden of providing utility
extensions and services to the tax-paying public.
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in Bernalillo County pay impact fees. This development must pay its own way without being
subsidized by the taxpayers of the County or the City. If you cause it, you pay for it.
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The members of the elected Board of County Commissioners represent ALL citizens within their
districts, including residents of the City, not just the unincorporated area. The CPC, as their
representatives, must look to the well being of the whole community, not just those in the areas
outside the City-limits. Although members of the CPC may be under considerable political pressure
to ‘approve this development for its great economic benefit to the County’, in my view, the more
likely outcome would be a rapid resale of all of it, or sub-parcels of this land, at great economic
profit to the applicants, and with the risk of very little long-term economic return to the taxpayers.
If approved and implemented, it also would result in a reduction of available tax resources to all
established areas represented by the Bernalillo County Commissioners. This increased public cost
burden would be significantly greater if this pattern of development were extended to the
thousands more acres proposed on the West Mesa north of I-40.

I urge the Planning Commission to reject this incomplete submission of an un-needed, poorly
located, and potentially tax-base-consuming proposal. The Santolina Master Plan would be,
essentially, a very large suburban development, with predominantly traditional land use areas,
separated from the City of Albuquerque, but dependent upon a significant extension of utility
systems and services from the existing Metropolitan Area. It does not fit the land, the cultural
setting, or the changing times. Unless and until an appropriate-scaled, ecologically sound and
economically credible alternative is presented, this proposal should be denied.
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ATTACHMENT I
December 2, 2014
FROM: David E. Vogel <davidevogel@mac.com>
TO: Planning Commission Member Lenton Malry egradi@bernco.gov

Dear Commissioner Malry,
I am writing to urge you to NOT approve the Santolina Master Plan and hope
you will vote against this Proposal. Some of the most compelling reasons for
rejecting this expansion include:
1. Continuation of the County’s geographic urban expansion that has dominated
the County’s history over the past several decades has contributed substantially
to the erosion of economic development and the quality of life for Bernalillo
County citizens. This has benefited private developers at the expense of
essential urban infrastructure development. Approval of the Santolina Master
Plan will further dilute our resources and hinder Bernalillo County’s prospects
for the kind of economic & infrastructure development critical to our well-being
and our prospects for becoming a thriving metropolitan area in the future.
2. Neglect of the core urban infrastructure that is essential to support the
County, the City of Albuquerque and adjacent urban areas will relegate our
County to bottom tier status in perpetuity, thereby consciously (or
unconsciously) forcing us to struggle at the bottom of all too many “lists” of
desirable places to live in the US and the Southwest.
3. Almost all contemporary urban thinking regarding the criteria for success as a
thriving 21st Century metropolitan area focuses on the importance of increasing
urban density and reducing urban sprawl and its unsustainable, costly
infrastructure. Shifting our planning strategy now to one that is in line with
contemporary urban planning holds the prospect that future life in the Bernalillo
County metropolitan area will be attractive not only to those who already live
here, but perhaps even more important, will become a compelling attraction to
the coming generations of citizens who will be choosing to live where they and
their families can thrive in a healthy and sustainable community where good
jobs are plentiful, the cost of living is reasonable and the urban infrastructure
(e.g.. quality of education & schools, public transit, parks, housing, etc.) meet
their increasingly discriminating scrutiny of these essential needs.
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4. Our water resources are already being taxed beyond their future limits, a fact
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5. It is time for us to have serious discussion about our priorities as a County
and place the “quality of life” in the existing populated regions of the County as
the primary criteria for all subsequent development. I hope you will lead this
discussion as the County Planning Commission considers the Santolina Master
Plan which seems to contradict most contemporary thinking regarding urban
development.
Thank you for your on-going service to our County and its citizens. I would be
happy to discuss this matter further with you at your convenience.
With Kind Regards, David Vogel
David E. Vogel
Teacher/Researcher 601 Aliso Drive, SEAlbuquerque, NM 87108U.S.A.Tele:
505-232-4455Fax: 505-232-4477 davidevogel@mac.com
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that if not taken seriously by our leaders will destine us to being one of several
major urban areas in the US (e.g. Orange County, CA, Las Vegas, NV, etc.) that
are finally realizing that their very existence is in jeopardy.
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ATTACHMENT J
Chairman and Members, County Planning Commission
Dec. 3, 2014 PL

He is unable to attend the Planning Commission hearing, Dec.3, on the proposed Santolina
Master Plan. IF he were here, he would like to make the following brief statement:

This is a very important, far-reaching decision you are addressing today. Not necessarily
THIS particular case, but the issue of whether to continue the outward growth of urban
development into new areas beyond the adopted ‘Development Areas of the
Comprehensive Plan’ -- or not.

Since the 1950s, the Albuquerque metro area has grown -- primarily by outward
expansion. There has been some continuing infill but, in the main, it has seemed
absolutely normal, and expected, that landowners and developers with lower-cost land on
the edges, or BEYOND the built-up area, would seek development permits, and then
petition for publicly-supported extension of roads, utilities and services.

The problem is that, at some point, the costs of servicing this increasingly remote
development exceed the ability of the tax-base and resource capacity of the community to
support it.
The area on top of the West Mesa was NOT included in the “Development Areas of the
Comprehensive Plan” when it was adopted -- BECAUSE it was:

1) -separated from the underground water basin of the Rio Grande by a 4000’ deep basalt
wall. (we call the very top of this deep, water-blocking wall – “the Volcanoes”.)

2) -it is largely covered by long, unstable sand dunes; it is VERY expensive to grade-out
and stabilize for urban development -- it would cause blowing sand on the areas below.
3) -there is ample space within the existing, adopted ‘Development Areas’ for multiple
times the population projected for Santolina -- at FAR less cost, and with FAR greater
diversity.
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This statement is for Paul Lusk, 2100 Lakeview Rd. SW, Albuquerque, NM 87105

The Santolina proposal is a ‘Money-based’ development. Its generating purpose is profit.
Although it uses the words ‘community’, ‘jobs’, ‘sustainable’, vibrant’, etc., They are the
‘flavoring’, they are the ‘attraction’, not the purpose.
Santolina is NOT a ‘Community-based’, or ‘Resource-based’ proposal. In fact, IF this
proposal were to be approved, it would FAR exceed the tax-base capacity, AND the
sustainable supply of (arsenic-reduced) water for this >13,000-acre development.
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Further, it would set a precedent for >50,000-acres more development on the West Mesa
to the north. This is NOT sustainable.
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Despite the great political pressure to approve this proposal, I ask you to vote your
conscience, AND your pocket-book, and OUR pocket-books, and VOTE NO on this
proposal.
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ATTACHMENT K
OPEN LETTER TO
BERNALILLO COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
Dear Commissioners,

1. The geographic expansion that has dominated the County’s growth pattern over the past
several decades has contributed substantially to the economic stagnation and quality of life erosion for
Bernalillo County citizens. The benefits that have accrued to private developers have been at the
expense of essential urban infrastructure development. Approval of the Santolina Master Plan will
further dilute our already scarce resources and hinder Bernalillo County’s prospects for the kind of
economic & infrastructure development critical to our well-being thereby further eroding our prospects
for becoming a thriving metropolitan area in the future.
2. Neglect of the core urban infrastructure that is essential to support the County, the City of
Albuquerque and adjacent urban areas will relegate our County to bottom tier status in perpetuity,
thereby consciously (or unconsciously) forcing us to struggle at the bottom of all too many “lists” of
desirable places to live in the US and the Southwest. Is it our destiny to follow the precedent of Detroit?
3. Most contemporary urban planners have concluded that increasing urban density and
reducing urban sprawl and its unsustainable, costly infrastructure are key “criteria for success” for
creation of thriving 21st Century metropolitan areas. Shifting our planning strategy now to one that is in
line with contemporary urban planning principles holds the prospect that future life in the Bernalillo
County metropolitan area will be attractive not only to those who already live here, but perhaps even
more important, will become a compelling attraction to the coming generations of citizens who will be
choosing where to live.
We already know from extensive studies that the younger generations of professionals prefer to live
where they and their families can thrive in a healthy, vibrant and sustainable community, where good
jobs are plentiful, the cost of living is reasonable and their increasing demand for carefully planned,
highly developed urban infrastructure is readily met. This means that Bernalillo County must prioritize
investing in its core urban infrastructure, including development of excellent public education, excellent
public transit, convenient & beautiful parks, reasonably priced & convenient housing, and all the other
essential infrastructure components that thriving communities throughout the US are already striving
toward. It is impossible to understand how the Santolina Development will do anything but undermine
Bernalillo County’s ability to meet these essential priorities.
4. Our water resources are already being taxed beyond their future limits, a fact that if not taken
seriously by our leaders will destine us to being one of several major urban areas in the US (e.g. Orange
County, CA, Las Vegas, NV, etc.) that are finally realizing that their very existence is in jeopardy. We
can no longer ignore headlines such as, “San Juan Water Dries Up for First Time in 40 Years”.
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I am writing to urge you to NOT approve the Santolina Master Plan and hope you will vote against this
Proposal. Some of the most compelling reasons for rejecting this expansion include:

5. It is time for us to have serious discussion about our priorities as a County and place the
“quality of life” in the existing populated regions of the County as the primary criteria for all subsequent
development. I hope you will lead this discussion as you consider the Santolina Master Plan which
contradicts almost every informed urban development principle.
Thank you for your on-going service to our County and its citizens. Your vote will have a major impact
on the future quality of life in our County.
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David Vogel
Albuquerque Citizen
1/9/15
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ATTACHMENT L

BernCo Should Reject Santolina Master Plan
by David E. Vogel
By Public Editor
February 9, 2015
DAVID VOGEL is a noted researcher, teacher, philanthropist, and former national
management consultant. He is currently working on economic development projects in
the U.S. and abroad, including the “Central Park of New Mexico” project of which he is
the founder/project leader. This piece is written as an open letter to the Bernalillo
County Commission.
Dear Bernalillo County Commissioners,
I am writing to urge you to NOT approve the Santolina Master Plan and hope you will
vote against this Proposal. Some of the most compelling reasons for rejecting this
expansion include:
The geographic expansion that has dominated the County’s growth pattern over the
past several decades has contributed substantially to the economic stagnation
and quality of life erosion for Bernalillo County citizens. The benefits that have
accrued to private developers have been at the expense of essential urban
infrastructure development. Approval of the Santolina Master Plan will further
dilute our already scarce resources and hinder Bernalillo County’s prospects for
the kind of economic & infrastructure development critical to our well-being
thereby further eroding our prospects for becoming a thriving metropolitan area
in the future.

Attachment: Opposition to Santolina for 8_15_17 BCC (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

Community Voices

Neglect of the core urban infrastructure that is essential to support the County, the City
of Albuquerque and adjacent urban areas will relegate our County to bottom tier
status in perpetuity, thereby consciously (or unconsciously) forcing us to
struggle at the bottom of all too many “lists” of desirable places to live in the US
and the Southwest. Is it our destiny to follow the precedent of Detroit?
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We already know from extensive studies that the younger generations of professionals
prefer to live where they and their families can thrive in a healthy, vibrant and
sustainable community, where good jobs are plentiful, the cost of living is reasonable
and their increasing demand for carefully planned, highly developed urban
infrastructure is readily met. This means that Bernalillo County must prioritize investing
in its core urban infrastructure, including development of excellent public education,
excellent public transit, convenient & beautiful parks, reasonably priced & convenient
housing, and all the other essential infrastructure components that thriving
communities throughout the US are already striving toward. It is impossible to
understand how the Santolina Development will do anything but undermine Bernalillo
County’s ability to meet these essential priorities.
Our water resources are already being taxed beyond their future limits, a fact that if not
taken seriously by our leaders will destine us to being one of several major
urban areas in the US (e.g. Orange County, CA, Las Vegas, NV, etc.) that are
finally realizing that their very existence is in jeopardy. We can no longer ignore
headlines such as, “San Juan Water Dries Up for First Time in 40 Years”.
It is time for us to have serious discussion about our priorities as a County and place
the “quality of life” in the existing populated regions of the County as the primary
criteria for all subsequent development. I hope you will lead this discussion as
you consider the Santolina Master Plan which contradicts almost every
informed urban development principle.
Thank you for your on-going service to our County and its citizens. Your vote will
have a major impact on the future quality of life in our County.
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Most contemporary urban planners have concluded that increasing urban density and
reducing urban sprawl and its unsustainable, costly infrastructure are key
“criteria for success” for creation of thriving 21st Century metropolitan areas.
Shifting our planning strategy now to one that is in line with contemporary urban
planning principles holds the prospect that future life in the Bernalillo County
metropolitan area will be attractive not only to those who already live here, but
perhaps even more important, will become a compelling attraction to the coming
generations of citizens who will be choosing where to live.
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ATTACHMENT M

An Open Letter to Bernalillo County
Commissioners on Santolina
March 04, 2015

New Mexico Mercury

Voices, Politics / Current Events, Envirolocal
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eof date-comments
By David Vogel
Print friendly version

Dear Commissioners,
I am writing to urge you to NOT approve the Santolina Master Plan and hope you will
vote against this Proposal. Some of the most compelling reasons for rejecting this
expansion include:
1. The geographic expansion that has dominated the County’s growth pattern over the
past several decades has contributed substantially to the economic stagnation and
quality of life erosion for Bernalillo County citizens. The benefits that have accrued to
private developers have been at the expense of essential urban infrastructure
development. Approval of the Santolina Master Plan will further dilute our already
scarce resources and hinder Bernalillo County’s prospects for the kind of economic &
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infrastructure development critical to our well-being thereby further eroding our
prospects for becoming a thriving metropolitan area in the future.

3. Most contemporary urban planners have concluded that increasing urban density
and reducing urban sprawl and its unsustainable, costly infrastructure are key “criteria
for success” for creation of thriving 21st Century metropolitan areas. Shifting our
planning strategy now to one that is in line with contemporary urban planning
principles holds the prospect that future life in the Bernalillo County metropolitan area
will be attractive not only to those who already live here, but perhaps even more
important, will become a compelling attraction to the coming generations of citizens
who will be choosing where to live.
4. We already know from extensive studies that the younger generations of
professionals prefer to live where they and their families can thrive in a healthy, vibrant
and sustainable community, where good jobs are plentiful, the cost of living is
reasonable and their increasing demand for carefully planned, highly developed urban
infrastructure is readily met. This means that Bernalillo County must prioritize investing
in its core urban infrastructure, including development of excellent public education,
excellent public transit, convenient & beautiful parks, reasonably priced & convenient
housing, and all the other essential infrastructure components that thriving
communities throughout the US are already striving toward. It is impossible to
understand how the Santolina Development will do anything but undermine Bernalillo
County’s ability to meet these essential priorities.
5. Our water resources are already being taxed beyond their future limits, a fact that if
not taken seriously by our leaders will destine us to being one of several major urban
areas in the US (e.g. Orange County, CA, Las Vegas, NV, etc.) that are finally
realizing that their very existence is in jeopardy. We can no longer ignore headlines
such as, “San Juan Water Dries Up for First Time in 40 Years”.
It is time for us to have serious discussion about our priorities as a County and place
the “quality of life” in the existing populated regions of the County as the primary
criteria for all subsequent development. I hope you will lead this discussion as you
consider the Santolina Master Plan, which contradicts almost every informed
contemporary urban development principle.
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2. Neglect of the core urban infrastructure that is essential to support the County, the
City of Albuquerque and adjacent urban areas will relegate our County to bottom tier
status in perpetuity, thereby consciously (or unconsciously) forcing us to struggle at
the bottom of all too many “lists” of desirable places to live in the US and the
Southwest. Is it our destiny to follow the precedent of Detroit?

Thank you for your on-going service to our County and its citizens. Your vote on this
critical issue will have a major impact on the future quality of life in our County.
David Vogel
Bernalillo County Citizen
David Vogel
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David Vogel is a researcher, teacher & former national management consultant who is
currently working on economic development projects in the U.S. and abroad.
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ATTACHMENT N
TESTIMONY TO THE BERNALILLO COUNTY COMMISSION

Madam Chair & Commissioners:

My name is David Vogel. I have been a resident of Bernalillo County for over 40 years. I
also have 40 plus years experience as a professional planner and systems thinker.

A. 21ST CENTURY URBAN PLANNING PRINCIPLES:
It is important to recognize that there has been a major evolution in the discipline of
urban planning over the last 50 years. The “criteria for success” in planning vital,
sustainable urban areas in the 21st Century has shifted radically from a focus primarily on
geographic growth and expansion to:
a) Focus on quality of life in existing inhabited areas,
b) Upgrading & maintaining key infrastructure in those same, existing
inhabited areas, and
c) Planned infill within existing inhabited areas along with a corresponding,
planned population density increase.

We know what happens when core urban areas are neglected and cannibalized by
suburban development. The US has seen the demise of dozens, if not hundreds, of
formerly vital communities over the last half-century due to suburban development.
Detroit is one of the most visible examples, a city that was on a devastating economic
decline long before the auto industry decline.

It was approximately 50+ years ago that Gross Point, Michigan and several other Detroit
suburbs were created around Detroit that eventually helped suck the life out of the core
urban area. The Santolina Proposal is approximately a 50-year plan that risks putting
Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque on a parallel path with Detroit.

Attachment: Opposition to Santolina for 8_15_17 BCC (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

By
David E. Vogel
Bernalillo County Citizen
March 26, 2015

The Santolina Project threatens the future sustainability of Bernalillo County as a thriving
21st Century urban area and a beautiful semi-rural area because of the inevitable dilution
of scarce resources away from the existing inhabited areas of our County. We simply
cannot afford to pursue extensive geographic expansion at the expense of our current
citizens and their future quality of life.
The Santolina Proposal is based on an obsolete and archaic planning model from the
1950’s that was built around the automobile.
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So why would we intentionally create a sprawling 13,000+ acre suburban development
that requires an automobile to live there, and perhaps commute, while cannibalizing the
vital resources and infrastructure from the very City Center where future generations are
wanting to live? What kind of planning criteria would even consider such an idea?
There is something seriously wrong with this picture.

B. SYSTEMS THINKING
Yesterday, one of the Santolina representatives stated that the Santolina Proposal is
“based on systems thinking.” Nothing is further from the truth.

One of the most basic principles of “systems thinking” and the rigorous disciplines that
surround it, is that the planning process must begin by accurately identifying and defining
the TOTAL system you are working with.

The Santolina representatives have repeatedly talked about the Santolina Development as
a community, or system, “unto itself”. Nothing could possibly be more misleading.
We can never afford to think of Santolina, or any other component of our larger
community, as its own system because IT’S NOT. We must not think of Santolina as a
“community unto itself” because IT’S NOT. This is seriously flawed systems thinking.

Like it or not, Santolina would inherently be part of the entire Bernalillo County “system”
and community, and it’s impact would be felt by the entire rest of the “system” (Cities,
County & State).
The prospect of 90,000+ additional people living on the West Mesa represents a major
threat to practically all components of the rest of the Bernalillo County “system”,
including the rest of the State, because:

Attachment: Opposition to Santolina for 8_15_17 BCC (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

We know from numerous studies that the young millennials who are looking for a place to
live, work and raise their families are primarily interested in finding dynamic cities with
vitality, excellent schools, public transportation, parks, and other critical infrastructure
that will preclude their having to commute. They spent their early years in the back seat
of their parents’ automobiles and most of them feel they are pretty much done with the
automobile in terms of daily transit.

a) It will cause a major drawdown of already scarce water from South Valley
residents and farmers, East Mountain & Albuquerque residents and others
in order to supply Santolina residents, (The Water Authority is apparently
NOT guaranteeing there will be adequate water for Santolina),
b) It will necessitate the dumping of sewage from 90,000 Santolina
residents into the South Valley, the only direction sewage can flow,
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---to mention just a few of the negative impacts Santolina will have on the rest of
Bernalillo County.
And all this destruction because of a development that is NOT EVEN NEEDED!

As has been testified numerous times already in this hearing, there is an over-abundance
of vacant homes, empty lots, and other urban infill opportunities already in existence--enough that professional planners say is more than adequate to meet the needs of at least
90,000 more residents, IF that many more people eventually decide to move to Bernalillo
County, in contrast to the net out-migration we are currently experiencing.
In addition, there are several existing developments, (e.g. Mesa del Sol, Mariposa, etc.)
that would be delighted to accommodate some of those residents as well as additional
businesses where those residents could work.

C. “NO NET EXPENSE”
The provision that requires that the Santolina Development create “no net expense” to the
County seems to be one of the mushiest of the provisions in the Santolina Proposal.
“No net expense” to WHO?
- To Bernalillo County?
- To the City of Albuquerque?
- To Los Lunas?
- To Belen?
- To Isleta Pueblo?
- To Los Ranchos?
- To Corrales?
- To the farmers and residents downstream from Bernalillo County?
- To the farmers, ranchers and residents upstream from Bernalillo County?
- To the State of New Mexico?
- To anyone else (e.g. taxpayers) that would get stuck picking up the tab if the
Santolina Development fails and the owners/developers declare
bankruptcy and leave town?
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c) It will cause an inevitable cannibalization of residents from the rest of the
County due to the lure of artificially cheap, new housing,
d) It will cause an economic cannibalization of retail businesses from other
parts of the county,
d) It will siphon businesses away from Albuquerque and the rest of the
County,
e) It will create dramatic increases in automobile traffic on the already overcrowded West Side roadways and Rio Grande crossings,

These are not idle questions folks. This is a very serious decision you are in the process
of making that will impact the citizens of Bernalillo County and the rest of the State for
generations to come.
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The fact that the Santolina Representatives are thinking that Santolina will indeed be a
“community unto itself” and that it will cause “no net expense” while simultaneously
stating that the development is based on “systems thinking” defies all logic.

This sounds like the “off balance sheet” financing practiced by Enron and other less than
reputable businesses that have come under extreme scrutiny and criticism. These tactics
have no place in a development that is being considered by representatives of ALL the
citizens of Bernalillo County.

To proceed with the Santolina Development, knowing the likelihood that at least some, if
not a significant share, of the cost of developing and maintaining Santolina will ultimately
come back to the residents of Bernalillo County, would be less than an honest
representation to the public.
It would be akin to one neighbor (e.g. Bernalillo County) saying to another neighbor (e.g.
City of Albuquerque, South Valley, etc.), “I don’t really care if what I’m about to do will
cost you dearly.”

This is just not how good neighbors and hopefully good partners behave with each
other.
D. CONCLUSION
It is time for us to have some serious discussion about our priorities as a TOTAL
community. We are ALL part of the SAME SYSTEM and the SAME COMMUNITY, whether
or not the Santolina folks recognize that.

It is time to place the QUALITY OF LIFE in the existing populated regions of the County as
the top priority criterion for all subsequent development, including Santolina.
Thank you for your time and your leadership. I urge you to DENY the Santolina Proposal.
David E. Vogel
Researcher/Teacher/Photographer
Project Leader, CENTRAL PARK NEW MEXICO Project
601 Aliso Drive, SE
Albuquerque, NM 87108
U.S.A.
davidevogel@mac.com
centralparknm@gmail.com
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This morning, when a Santolina spokesman was asked about expenses that might be
incurred by Albuquerque and other parts of the County, he responded by saying that the
Santolina Developers are not considering expenses incurred by other parts of the County
in their calculations of “no net expense”.
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ATTACHMENT O

Dear Commissioners:

I have been a resident of Bernalillo County for over 40 years and am currently working on
a number of local economic & community development projects. I also have 40 plus years
experience as a professional planning and large systems consultant.
A. 21ST CENTURY URBAN PLANNING PRINCIPLES:
It is important to recognize that there has been a major evolution in the discipline of
urban planning over the last 50 years, components of which are commonly known, for
example, as “Smart Growth”, “New Urbanism”, “Resilient Cities”, “Complete Streets”,
“Walkable Cities”, etc. The “criteria for success” in planning vital, sustainable urban areas
in the 21st Century has shifted radically from a focus primarily on geographic growth and
expansion to:
a) Focus on quality of life in existing inhabited areas,
b) Upgrading & maintaining key infrastructure in those same, existing
inhabited areas, and
c) Planned infill within existing inhabited areas along with a corresponding,
planned population density increase.

We know what happens when counties & municipalities are straddled with perpetual
costs without compensating revenue while simultaneously being neglected and
cannibalized by suburban sprawl & development. The US has seen the demise of dozens, if
not hundreds, of formerly vital communities over the last half-century due to suburban
development.
Urban planners throughout the country also understand that radically speculative land
use and planning strategies not based on economic reality promote sprawl development
and exacerbate private and public sector disinvestment in economically depressed
communities.
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TO: THE BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
FROM: David E. Vogel, Bernalillo County Citizen
SUBJECT: Santolina Master Plan, Level B
DATE: February 23, 2016

For example, the population growth projections that are being used to rationalize the
Santolina development, eg. “300,000 net new residents by 2040” clearly fall into the
“radically speculative” category. These projections translate into a growth of over 22,000
net new residents per year for 14 consecutive years.

Albuquerque experienced a net outmigration of +/-2,000 people for the 12 months ending
7/1/14, the third consecutive year of more people leaving than coming. Bernalillo
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County’s net outmigration has been +/- 3,000 people over the last 3 years. And the 4county region has also seen a net outmigration during the same period.

The Santolina Project threatens the future sustainability of Bernalillo County as a
potentially thriving 21st Century urban area and a beautiful semi-rural area because of the
inevitable dilution of scarce resources away from the existing inhabited areas of our
County. We simply cannot afford to pursue continuous extensive horizontal geographic
expansion at the expense of our current citizens and their future quality of life.
The Santolina Proposal is based on an obsolete and archaic planning model from
the 1950’s that was built around the automobile.
We know from numerous studies that young Millennials who are looking for a place to
live, work and raise their families are primarily interested in finding dynamic cities with
vitality, excellent schools, public transportation, parks, and other critical infrastructure
that will preclude their having to commute. They spent their early years in the back seat
of their parents’ automobiles and most of them feel they are pretty much done with the
automobile in terms of daily transit.

A survey taken at a recent meeting attended by a significant number of Bernalillo County
Millinneals indicated that Bernalillo County Millinneals have the same objectives and
values as Millinneals in the rest of the Country.
So why would Bernalillo County intentionally create a sprawling 13,000+ acre suburban
development that requires an automobile to live there, and perhaps commute, while
cannibalizing the vital resources and infrastructure from the very City Center where
future generations are wanting to live? What kind of planning criteria would even
consider such an idea?
There is something seriously wrong with this picture.
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Approval of Santolina, a development that is planned to house up to 90,000 residents,
when Bernalillo County is simultaneously experiencing negative population and economic
trends challenges all rational thinking, let alone prudent planning principles. Santolina is
simply not needed. The unintended consequences of proceeding with this development
will inevitably be severe.

B. SYSTEMS THINKING:
During a March 25, 2015 hearing, a Santolina representative stated that the Santolina
Proposal is “based on systems thinking.” Nothing is further from the truth.

One of the most basic principles of “systems thinking” and the rigorous disciplines that
surround it, is that the planning process must begin by accurately identifying and defining
the TOTAL system you are working with, or in this case, planning for.
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Santolina representatives have repeatedly talked about the Santolina Development as a
community, or system, “unto itself”. Nothing could possibly be more misleading.

Like it or not, Santolina would inherently be part of the entire Bernalillo County “system”
and community, and it’s impact would be felt by the entire rest of that “system” (i.e. Los
Lunas, Belen, Islet Pueblo, South Valley, Albuquerque, Rio Rancho and the rest of
Bernalillo and the surrounding counties and the State).
The prospect of 90,000+ additional people living on the West Mesa represents a major
threat to practically all components of the rest of the Bernalillo County “system”,
including the rest of the State, because:
a) It will cause a major drawdown of already scarce water from South Valley
residents and farmers, East Mountain & Albuquerque residents and others
in order to supply Santolina residents, (The Water Authority is NOT
guaranteeing there will be adequate water for Santolina),
b) It will necessitate the dumping of sewage from 90,000 Santolina
residents into the South Valley, the only direction sewage can flow,
c) It will cause an inevitable cannibalization of residents from the rest of the
County due to the lure of artificially cheap, new housing,
d) It will cause an economic cannibalization of retail businesses from other
parts of the county,
e) It will siphon other businesses away from Albuquerque and the rest of the
County,
f) It will create dramatic increases in automobile traffic on the already overcrowded West Side roadways and Rio Grande crossings,

---to mention just a few of the negative impacts Santolina will have on the rest of
Bernalillo County.
And all this destruction because of a development that is NOT EVEN NEEDED!

As has been testified numerous times, there already is a huge over-supply of “planned
communities” in the Albuquerque area as well as an abundance of vacant homes, empty
lots, and other urban infill opportunities already in existence in Bernalillo County--enough that professional planners say is more than adequate to meet the needs of at least
90,000 more residents, IF that many more people eventually decide to move to Bernalillo
County, in contrast to the net out-migration we are currently experiencing.
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We simply cannot afford to think of Santolina, or any other component of our larger
community, as its own system because IT’S NOT. We must not think of Santolina as a
“community unto itself” because IT’S NOT. This is seriously flawed systems thinking.

In addition, there are several existing struggling developments, (e.g. Mesa del Sol,
Mariposa, etc.) that would be delighted to accommodate some of those residents as well
as additional businesses where those residents could work.
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“No net expense” to WHOM?
- To Bernalillo County?
- To the City of Albuquerque?
- To Los Lunas?
- To Belen?
- To Isleta Pueblo?
- To Los Ranchos?
- To Corrales?
- To the farmers and residents downstream from Bernalillo County?
- To the farmers, ranchers and residents upstream from Bernalillo County?
- To the State of New Mexico?
- To anyone else (e.g. taxpayers) that would get stuck picking up the tab if the
Santolina Development fails and the owners/developers declare
bankruptcy and leave town?

These are not idle questions. This is a very serious decision you are in the process of
making that will impact the citizens of Bernalillo County and the rest of the State for
generations to come.

The fact that the Santolina Representatives are thinking that Santolina will indeed be a
“community unto itself” and that it will cause “no net expense” while simultaneously
stating that the development is based on “systems thinking” defies all logic.

When a Santolina spokesman was asked during the March 25, 2015 hearing about
expenses that might be incurred by Albuquerque and other parts of the County, he
responded by saying that the Santolina Developers are not considering expenses incurred
by other parts of the County in their calculations of “no net expense”.
This sounds uncomfortably like the “off balance sheet financing” (OBF) practiced by
Enron and other less than reputable businesses that have come under extreme scrutiny
and criticism. These tactics have no place in a development that is being considered by
representatives of ALL the citizens of Bernalillo County.

To proceed with the Santolina Development, knowing the likelihood that at least some, if
not a significant share, of the cost of developing and maintaining Santolina will ultimately
come back to the residents of Bernalillo County, would be less than an honest
representation to the public.

Attachment: Opposition to Santolina for 8_15_17 BCC (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

C. “NO NET EXPENSE”:
The provision that requires that the Santolina Development create “no net expense” to the
County is one of the most evasive of the provisions in the Santolina Proposal.

It would be akin to one neighbor (e.g. Bernalillo County) saying to another neighbor (e.g.
City of Albuquerque, South Valley, etc.), “I don’t really care if what I’m about to do will
cost you dearly.”
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This is not the kind of attitude that bodes well for Santolina as a good neighbor to
the rest of Bernalillo County.

It is time to place the QUALITY OF LIFE in the existing populated regions of the County as
the top priority criterion for all subsequent development, including Santolina.
Thank you for your consideration of the above comments and your leadership. I urge you
to DENY the Santolina Proposal.
David E. Vogel
Researcher/Teacher
Project Leader, CENTRAL PARK NEW MEXICO Project
601 Aliso Drive, SE
Albuquerque, NM 87108
U.S.A.
davidevogel@mac.com
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D. CONCLUSION
It is time for us to have some serious discussion about our priorities as a TOTAL
community. We are ALL part of the SAME SYSTEM and the SAME COMMUNITY, whether
or not the Santolina folks recognize that.
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ATTACHMENT P
COMMENTS TO THE BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

My name is David Vogel. I live at 601 Aliso Drive in Albuquerque, 87108. I have been a
resident of Bernalillo County for 45 years. I am a professional planner and am currently
engaged in several local pro bono community & economic development projects.

I am asking you to deny approval of the proposed Santolina development for the following
reasons:

1. The Santolina Proposal is based on an obsolete and archaic planning
model from the mid-20th Century that is dependent on the automobile---a design that is
no longer relevant or appropriate in the 21st Century and contradicts almost all
contemporary urban planning principles that call for infill development vs. continued
urban sprawl.
2. The Santolina development will not be built or maintained at “No Net
Expense” to the County or to adjacent municipalities as required by the “Planned
Communities Criterea”.

3. Radically speculative land use & planning strategies not based on economic
reality promote sprawl development & exacerbate private and public sector
disinvestment in economically depressed communities. For example:
•

WAHL’S PROJECTED BERNALILLO COUNTY POPULATION GROWTH BY 2040:
312,000*

•

WAHL’S PROJECTED BERNALILLO COUNTY POPULATION GROWTH PER YEAR
FOR NEXT 24 CONSECUTIVE YEARS: 13,000/yr

•

ACTUAL BERNALILLO COUNTY NET GROWTH LAST 10 YEARS: 1,500/yr*

•

COMPARISON OF LAST 10 YEARS’ GROWTH TO WAHL’S
PROJECTION: 9.6% of assumption

Attachment: Opposition to Santolina for 8_15_17 BCC (6938 : SPR2017-0003)

Chairman Chavez & Commissioners:

By David E. Vogel
June 23, 2016

* SOURCE: Albuquerque Economic Development

4. The Santolina development is simply not needed. There are already 3 failed
“planned communities” in the Albuquerque metropolitan area. Why would we
intentionally create a 4th one?
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SOURCE: Angie Schmitt, Streetsblog Network, March 5, 2015

EXAMPLES:
STORM & WASTEWATER: $613 vs. $147
FIRE: $406 vs. $177
POLICE: $360 vs. $192
GOVERNANCE: $297 vs. $158
ROADS: $280 vs. $26
PARKS: $129 vs. $69
SCHOOL BUSING: $87 vs. $13
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5. Suburban development costs the public more than double the cost of more
compact urban development & infill.
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6. There is an abundance of vacant land in Bernalillo County & Albuquerque--more than enough to meet the housing needs of 90,000 people.

SOURCE: ABQ/BernCo Comprehensive Plan Update

7. There is a better alternative, based on contemporary urban planning
principles, which would be far superior to the current Santolina proposal. Simultaneously
it would give WAHL and Barclays Bank an opportunity to move forward with a substantial
development effort. It would also give Bernalillo County an opportunity to create a major
County asset by creating over 13,000 acres of open space on the West Mesa.
The alternative is a land swap between Bernalillo County & the City of Albuquerque and
WAHL & Barclays Bank, an approach that would benefit all parties. The land swap would
involve the County & the City offering WAHL & Barclays Bank selected parcels of land for
infill within the City & County, along with appropriate economic incentives, in exchange
for the current Santolina site which could then be preserved in perpetuity as open space.
This approach could be a major win/win for all parties and should be explored as
soon as possible.

I am urging you to recommend exploration of various land swap structures as an
alternative to the current proposed Santolina development Plan and as a means of
protecting the fragile West Mesa while stimulating economic development within
the County.
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CURRENT VACANT & BUILDABLE LAND
BERNALILLO COUNTY & ALBUQUERQUE

Thank you for the opportunity to offer my comments, and thank you all for your service to
our community.
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ATTACHMENT Q

Santolina’s water use is a ticking time bomb
The Bernalillo County Planning Commission will soon decide whether it will ignore and
jeopardize the region’s water supply as it considers the proposed Santolina development. If the
panel makes the wrong decision – to ignore water – and the Bernalillo County Commission
approves that decision later this summer, the outcome will jeopardize our region’s public water
supply, negatively impact local consumers, and affect taxpayers throughout the state.
Santolina’s proposed annual water use is large – 14,380 acre-feet – roughly equivalent to Rio
Rancho’s annual use. At the heart of this controversy lies a question that New Mexicans know
is not simple: where will Santolina get the large amount of water it claims to need? Though the
developers and the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority have a simple
answer – from the authority – the truth is not simple. Undisclosed impacts could adversely
affect New Mexicans for generations to come.
Bernalillo County’s Planned Communities Criteria require Santolina developers to demonstrate
they have adequate physical water and legal rights to it before being eligible for the green light.
The developers dodged this requirement in their 2015 “Level A Master Plan” process by
promising they would meet the requirement before approval of the Level B Master Plan. Now,
at the developers’ request, Bernalillo County is considering approval of the Santolina Level B
Master Plan while continuing to ignore water.
Despite rhetoric to the contrary, the water authority does not have the water rights to supply
Santolina. Worse, existing consumptive uses of water in the Middle Rio Grande exceed legal
limits. Water availability in the Middle Rio Grande is a zero-sum game: any new use of water
requires an equivalent existing use to stop.
The Middle Rio Grande as of April has a water delivery debt on the Rio Grande Compact
books for the first time since 1990. Our water use has wiped out a 270,800 acre-foot credit in
only 17 years. Still worse, the debt could grow to violate the Rio Grande Compact in 2018,
inviting Texas to expand its Supreme Court water under- delivery lawsuit – now limited to
New Mexico below Elephant Butte Dam – to engulf the Middle Rio Grande.
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By Norm Gaume / Former Albuquerque Water Resources Manager Monday, June 5th,
2017 at 12:05am

Santolina’s new depletions of water would aggravate the Middle Rio Grande’s water budget
deficit, the associated trend toward New Mexico’s failure to comply with Rio Grande Compact
delivery requirements, and the impacts of non-compliance on the water authority’s water rights
portfolio. Those impacts could severely constrain the water authority’s ability to provide water
to current customers.
As I testified in 2015, and emphatically repeat, the public and the water utility authority’s
existing customers deserve full disclosure of the terms and impacts of providing this large new
water service. These disclosures then deserve the informed consideration of the planning
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commission, the Bernalillo County Commission and the water utility authority before
Bernalillo County agrees to Santolina’s proposed land uses or the authority commits to serve
any new water demand the size of Santolina.
For the future of our city and our county, I exhort the commission to deny Santolina’s request
and require the developers to follow the rules designed to protect our limited water supply. I
also urge my neighbors to attend the next planning commission meeting Wednesday, June 7, to
demand Santolina’s water supply details be disclosed and fully considered.

Norman Gaume is the architect of the 1997 Albuquerque Water Resources Management
Strategy calling for full direct use of Albuquerque’s San Juan-Chama water. He served as
director of the New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission and engineer-adviser to the New
Mexico Commissioner, Rio Grande Compact Commission. His 2015 written testimony to the
Bernalillo County Commission on the Santolina project is at:
www.nmelc.org/2015_ngaume_testimony.pdf
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Why, I ask, as should you, would the county ignore water?
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ATTACHMENT R

Santolina? Or A Better Idea?
Land Swap Is Smarter Alternative
Former Albuquerque Water Resources Manager, Norm Gaume, cautioned in his June 5 ABQ
Free Press Op-Ed (“Santolina Jeopardizes Region’s Water Supply“), that the proposed
Santolina development “will jeopardize our region’s public water supply, negatively impact
local consumers, and a ect taxpayers throughout the State.”
It is urgent for the Bernalillo County Planning Commission (CPC) and the Bernalillo County
Commission (BCC) to heed this expert’s caution and objectively consider the negative longterm impact Santolina will have on our Community’s economy, infrastructure and quality of
life.
An inadequate water supply for our community, combined with the impact of ignoring
commonly accepted contemporary urban planning and design principles, could jeopardize our
viability as a high desert community.
Some of the most basic urban design issues that our county leaders must consider include:
1. The Santolina proposal is based on an obsolete and archaic planning model from the mid20th Century that is dependent on the automobile — a design that is no longer relevant or
appropriate in the 21st Century and contradicts almost all contemporary urban planning
principles that call for infill development vs. continued urban sprawl.
2. The Santolina development will not be built or maintained at “no net expense” to the county
as required by the County’s “Planned Communities Criteria”. Not only will there inevitably be
substantial “net expense” to the county, citizens living in adjacent communities, including
Albuquerque, will ultimately incur substantial “net expense” as well.
3. Radically speculative land use and planning strategies not based on economic reality
promote sprawl development and exacerbate private and public sector disinvestment in
economically depressed communities. The actual population growth rate of Bernalillo County
over the last 10 years is less than 10 percent of the projections used by the Santolina
developers, which obviously make them “radically speculative”.
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In Guest Op-Eds, Opinion June 7, 2017 ABQ Free Press

4. Suburban development costs the public more than double the cost of more compact urban
development and infill.
5. The Santolina development is simply not needed. There are already several failed “planned
communities” in the Albuquerque metropolitan area. Why would we intentionally create
another one? There is an abundance of vacant land in Bernalillo County and Albuquerque —
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more than enough to meet the housing needs of Albuquerque’s growth.
The county’s leadership is obligated to consider a better idea.
A substantially better alternative is a land swap among Bernalillo County, the City of
Albuquerque and the Santolina developers — an approach that would benefit all parties.

A very small portion of the site could be dedicated to a large solar array that would supply low
cost, clean energy to both the city and county, perhaps via an electric utility coop, owned by the
citizens of our community.
The idea of a land swap was first discussed with county, city and Santolina o icials in 2015.
The proposal was o icially presented to the County Planning Commission on July 21, 2016
when it was recommended that the CPC and the BCC explore various land swap structures as
an alternative to the current proposed Santolina Development Plan.
An idea along these lines could be a major win-win for all parties. It would protect the fragile
West Mesa, stimulate economic development within the county and the city, enhance the longterm viability of our community and improve the well-being of our community’s current and
future citizens.
This idea deserves serious and immediate consideration.
David Vogel is a former planning and management systems consultant who has lived in New
Mexico since 1971. His research and large-scale systems analyses, as well as his economic and
community development experience, have been utilized and applied by businesses, nonprofits,
government agencies and communities throughout the U.S. and internationally.
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This approach would involve the county and city o ering the Santolina developers a package of
selected infill parcels within the city and county — a portion of which could be dedicated to
low- income housing — along with appropriate economic incentives, in exchange for the
current Santolina site, which could then be preserved in perpetuity as open space.
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ATTACHMENT S
David E. Vogel

June 7, 2017

Chairman Chavez & Commissioners:

My name is David Vogel. I live at 601 Aliso Drive, SE in Albuquerque. I have been a
resident of Bernalillo County since 1971.

I am a professional planner and a former planning consultant, currently working as a fulltime pro bono economic & community development specialist in Bernalillo County. My
research, large-scale systems analyses and economic & community development
experience have been utilized and applied by businesses, non-profits, government
agencies & communities throughout the U.S. and internationally.
Former Albuquerque Water Resources Manager, Norm Gaume, cautioned in his June 5th
ABQ Journal Guest Column, (Santolina’s Water Use is a Ticking Time Bomb), that the
proposed Santolina development “will jeopardize our region’s public water supply,
negatively impact local consumers, and affect taxpayers throughout the State.”
It is urgent that the County Planning Commission and the County Commission heed this
expert’s caution and objectively consider the negative long-term impact Santolina will
have on our Community’s economy, infrastructure and quality of life.

An inadequate water supply for our Community, combined with the impact of ignoring
commonly accepted contemporary urban planning & design principles, could jeopardize
our viability as a high desert community.
Some of the most basic urban design issues that our County leaders must consider
include:
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601 Aliso Drive, SE
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87108
505-232-4455
505-232-4477(Fax)
DAVIDEVOGEL@MAC.COM

1. The Santolina Proposal is based on an obsolete and archaic planning
model from the mid-20th Century that is dependent on the automobile---a design that is
no longer relevant or appropriate in the 21st Century and contradicts almost all
contemporary urban planning principles that call for infill development vs. continued
urban sprawl.

2. The Santolina development will not be built or maintained at “No Net
Expense” to the County as required by the County’s “Planned Communities Criteria”. Not
only will there inevitably be substantial “net expense” to the County, citizens living in
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adjacent communities, including Albuquerque, will ultimately incur substantial “net
expense” as well.

4. Suburban development costs the public more than double the cost of more
compact urban development & infill.

5. The Santolina development is simply not needed. There are already several
failed “planned communities” in the Albuquerque metropolitan area. Why would we
intentionally create another one? There is an abundance of vacant land in Bernalillo
County & Albuquerque---more than enough to meet the housing needs of Albuquerque’s
growth.
The County Planning Commission and the County Commission are obligated to
consider a better idea.
A substantially better alternative is a land swap among Bernalillo County, the City of
Albuquerque and the Santolina developers, an approach that would benefit all parties.

This approach would involve the County & City offering the Santolina developers a
package of selected infill parcels within the City & County---a portion of which could be
dedicated to low income housing---along with appropriate economic incentives, in
exchange for the current Santolina site, which could then be preserved in perpetuity as
open space.

A very small portion of the site could be dedicated to a large solar array that would supply
low cost, clean energy to both the City & and County, perhaps via an electric utility coop,
owned by the citizens of our Community.
The idea of a land swap was first discussed with County, City & Santolina officials in 2015.
The proposal was officially presented to the County Planning Commission on July 21,
2016 when it was recommended that the County Planning Commission and the County
Commission explore various land swap structures as an alternative to the current
proposed Santolina Development Plan.
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3. Radically speculative land use & planning strategies not based on economic
reality promote sprawl development and exacerbate private & public sector
disinvestment in economically depressed communities. The actual population growth
rate of Bernalillo County over the last 10 years is less than 10% of the projections used by
the Santolina developers, which obviously make them “radically speculative”.

An idea along these lines could be a major win/win for all parties. It would protect the
fragile West Mesa, stimulate economic development within the County & the City,
enhance the long-term viability of our Community and improve the well-being of our
Community’s current & future citizens.
This idea deserves your serious & immediate consideration.
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Thank you for the opportunity to offer my comments, and thank you all for your service to
our community.
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David E. Vogel
Bernalillo County Citizen
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ATTACHMENT T
THE NEW MEXICO ECONOMY
by David E. Vogel

The excerpts below are from a February 6, 2017 Albuquerque Journal Business Outlook article, “Scant
Bright Spots in 2017 Forecasts”. The additional comments are my own.

Four economists were asked to describe the outlook for New Mexico’s economy. All
four of them seemed to struggle to find any bright spots in the State’s economic picture.
Citing Facebook’s construction of a new data center in Los Lunas as one of the three
primary “bright spots” feels like a bit of a stretch, since only 50 permanent jobs will be
created. Even this relatively minor positive outcome required significant tax and other
incentives to convince Facebook to consider the Los Lunas option.
The February 6th article begins by summarizing New Mexico’s 2016 economic realities
as follows:
“For the most part, the State scrambled to provide basic services to its citizens
and many small businesses struggled to succeed within (that)
environment….the State’s unemployment rate is roughly where it was in 1980
and, overall, the state is still struggling to recover from the recession.”
The following excerpts from the February 6th article seemed particularly noteworthy.
Alison Felix - VP Denver Branch, Federal Reserve Bank of KC: “The oil sector
may have finally bottomed out and appears to be on the upswing…..Drilling conditions
have stabilized, if not improved…..oil companies were looking for prices to reach $60 a
barrel before they would consider significantly increasing drilling activity.”
COMMENT: It seems like the prospects of oil prices sustaining at $60 a barrel are
unlikely given the current and projected glut of oil & natural gas, in addition to the
rapidly growing sources of alternative energy.
"Another potential source of optimism: the construction sector, which Felix
characterized as “slow to recover” in New Mexico. The sector appears poised to grow
as real estate inventory levels begin to dwindle, and customers demand more
residences and commercial spaces.”
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https://www.abqjournal.com/943274/scant-bright-spots-in-2017-forecasts.html

COMMENT: It is unclear what trends and statistics Ms. Felix is using to be optimistic
about the construction sector, especially in view of the stable and/or declining
population trends we are currently experiencing. There is no tangible evidence that
suggests any significant change in this declining trend in the foreseeable future. It is
likely Ms. Felix is speaking about the Denver Region rather than New Mexico
specifically. It is important to note that there is very little correlation between the
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economic trends in the rest of the Denver Region and the economic trends in New
Mexico.

Jeff Mitchell - Director, Bureau of Business & Economic Research @ UNM:
“Mitchell characterized the forecast for the coming year as “modestly weak” and he
predicted that employment declines in rural areas would continue well into the middle
of the year…..Mitchell is particularly concerned about New Mexico’s health care sector,
the largest sector in the state and one of the biggest drivers of its growth. The
implementation of the Affordable Care Act led to an increase in Medicaid payments to
the state, which in turn led to a 2 percent increase in personal income….“Pull the rug
out on (the Affordable Care Act) and it’s a big deal, both for the people who have lost
their insurance and for the state’s economy….It’s going to mean much slower growth
for health care and for New Mexico.”
COMMENT: Considering the fact that Health Care is a primary “pillar” of New Mexico’s
economy, along with oil & gas and government—-all of which are likely in for
significant challenges---our economy may be substantially more vulnerable than
perhaps any other state in the country.
Jim Peach - Economist, NMSU: “New Mexico’s retail sector is also likely to
experience slow growth in 2017…..I expect it to be more or less flat….If the retail
sector is unlikely to drive growth in 2017, what about New Mexico’s burgeoning border
economy? Peach said it will all come down to President Donald Trump, who has
proposed several policies that “could be devastating to the border region, particularly
Santa Teresa….But the biggest problem may be the aura of uncertainty that has
begun to permeate the economic interests in the region….uncertainty upsets
economic and even cultural relationships across the border….I don’t see anything for
the border region that is good that is likely to come out of these policies.”
COMMENT: Once again it seems that New Mexico might be particularly vulnerable,
this time due to the “unpredictabilities” of the new Administration.
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Also, the early stage disruption we are seeing in the U.S. economy is likely to gain
momentum as we transition toward more sustainable business models and a more
contemporary economy. This transition may well challenge the U.S. economy for at
least another decade or two. The impact of this disruption might be particularly
challenging in poor states such as New Mexico.

Steve Ciepiela - President, Charles Stephen & Co: “There’s going to be volatility,
particularly in the first year, because there are a lot of unknowns….businesses tend to
be more cautious in times of uncertainty. Economists say that often translates to fewer
equipment and real estate investments when the market is being fickle….concern that
businesses would continue to hold off on long-term investments and they seemed
particularly worried about the potential for a White House-incited trade war.”
COMMENT: Both Ciepiela and Peach seem to be saying the same thing regarding the
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impact of “uncertainty” & “unknowns” and New Mexico’s particular susceptibility to
those factors.
SUMMARY COMMENTS

Even more disconcerting are the potential longer-term economic realities for New
Mexico. Issues such as New Mexico’s future water supply, the impact of climate
change and the challenges of developing effective resilience strategies, combined with
millennial economic & life-style preferences and migration trends toward larger urban
centers, do not bode well for our State.
These issues and trends suggest there probably will be persistent downward pressure
and momentum on New Mexico’s already beleaguered economy. It is important to
recognize that many, if not most, of these trends and their associated issues can
require a generation or longer to realistically address and resolve.
In addition to the above challenges, New Mexico is in an increasingly precarious
situation with Texas and Native American communities over Rio Grande water rights.
The intensity of these disputes is certain to increase in coming years. The prospect of
litigation resulting in billions of dollars in liability further threatens New Mexico’s
economic viability.
It seems that New Mexico may be on an increasingly precarious slippery economic
slope that will require intelligent analysis and critical large-scale system thinking in
order to address the daunting prospects facing our State.
It is both timely and urgent that the citizens of New Mexico, in collaboration with our
state & community leaders, engage in reality-based dialogue about our collective
economic future. It is important that we avoid playing “Emperor’s New Clothes” games
about our economic realities and get serious about crafting economically viable
strategies that hold the prospect for creating a resilient and sustainable economy.
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The above assessments give us little or no reason to realistically expect any significant
improvements in New Mexico’s economy in the foreseeable future. It seems more
realistic to expect the State’s economy to remain relatively stagnant, or perhaps erode
even further, in the short term.

There is no guarantee that certain New Mexico communities will remain viable entities
throughout the coming decades, let along throughout the current Century. Many Rust
Belt communities have had to radically reconnoiter after their economies collapsed,
and some of them still face uncertain futures as viable communities.
Some New Mexico communities, including Albuquerque, potentially could be facing
similar economic challenges, although perhaps due to slightly different economic
realities. It is important to recognize that the Albuquerque Region includes nearly half
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Clearly, addressing the rather profound economic challenges facing our communities
and our State in meaningful ways will require an extraordinarily high level of skill
among our elected leaders. Hence, it is essential that we identify & elect visionary,
trusted and competent leaders who have the capacity to grasp the seriousness of our
current economic trends and the leadership skills required to help our State and our
communities develop economic strategies that will lead us toward a viable economic
future.

Vogel is a former strategic & management systems consultant who has lived in New Mexico since 1971.
His research & large-scale organizational systems analyses have been employed by leading edge
domestic & international organizations. Since 1999, Vogel has been working full time as a pro bono
economic & community development specialist.
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of the State’s population and is a significant component of the overall State “economic
engine”. New Mexico has the additional burden of our State facing potential economic
collapse related to the prospective litigation over Rio Grande water rights. This
litigation has the potential to push New Mexico over the economic edge.
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Board of County Commissioners (BCC)

Special Zoning Meeting
Meeting: 08/15/17 05:00 PM

Title:

COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003 APPEAL: Santolina Level A Master Plan:
Modifications to Conditions 8, 9 & 11

COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:
Approval

Summary:
At the June 7, 2017 public hearing, the County Planning Commission voted (6-0, Commissioner
Nelson excused) to recommend approval of the request to modify conditions of approval 8, 9,
and 11 of the adopted Santolina Planned Communities Level A Master Plan. The plan area is
within the Plat of Santolina Level A and is generally bounded by Interstate 40 to the north, 118th
Street and the escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa on the south, and the
escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on the west, encompassing projected sections
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 & 17, T9N, R1E and sections 6, 7, 8, 16, 17, & 18,
T9N, R2E and sections 25, 26, 32, 33, 34, 35, & 36, T10N, R1E and sections 30, 31, & 32, T9N,
R2E, N.M.P.M., Town of Atrisco Grant, Bernalillo County, New Mexico, zoned PC (Planned
Community), and containing approximately 13,831.7 acres. The recommendation of approval of
was based on five (5) findings and subject to one (1) condition (Attachment 1-Notice of
Decision).
REQUEST OVERVIEW
This request seeks approval of amendments to three conditions of approval from the Santolina
Level A Master Plan, which was adopted by the Board of County Commissioners on June 16,
2015 for the entire 13,831 acre Santolina property, with 24 findings and 22 conditions. The
request seeks to modify conditions (Conditions 8, 9 and 11) that specified the need for a fully
executed development agreement between the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility and
the applicant prior to approval of any Santolina Level B Plan. These Level A conditions have
come under discussion now that a Santolina Level B Plan has been submitted for review and
approval.
The Santolina Level B.I Master Plan, which is more specific to approximately 4,243 acres within
the Santolina area, was submitted for consideration in January 2016 and recommended for
approval by the County Planning Commission on January 4, 2017 (SPR2016-0001), subject to
final approval of the Board of County Commissioners. This decision has been appealed
(COA2017-0001/SPR2016-0001).
On April 4, 2017, the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) deferred consideration of the
Level B.I request pending modifications to the three conditions of approval from the Santolina
Level A Master Plan related to water service. On April 24, 2017, the applicant submitted an
application through the County Planning Commission process requesting revisions to the three
DOC ID: 6940
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Level A conditions of approval related to water service (8,9,11) that changed the timing of the
Water Development Agreement requirement from prior to Level B approval to the time of
submittal of the Level C. The request also included a justification for the modifications,
including documents related to the ABCWUA (Attachment 2 - CPC Staff report).
Bernalillo County staff and the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority reviewed
the request and provided no adverse comments to the proposed changes. On June 7, 2017, the
County Planning Commission recommended approval of this request with the changes to the
Level A Conditions summarized as follows:
*Condition 8 would require the Development Agreement to be executed prior to any
Level C submittal, rather than prior to any Level B approval.
*Condition 9 would require that the required water use and phasing within the context of
the 2040 Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update be required prior to
submittal of any Level C document, rather than prior to approval of any Level B
document.
*Condition 11 would require that any water and wastewater issues be resolved and that
the responsibilities to service and maintain water and sewer service to Santolina be
resolved prior to submittal of any Level C document, rather than prior to any Level B
approval.
These changes are included in the County Planning Commission Notice of Decision letter
(Attachment 1). Other Conditions of Approval for the Level A Santolina Master Plan remain in
effect.
At the June 7, 2017 CPC hearing there was opposition to this request (Attachment 3, see also
Attachment 2, CPC staff report for additional documentation). Opponents to this request have
filed this appeal.
The Appeal
In the appeal, the appellants argue that County Planning Commission recommendation of
approval to modify Santolina Level A conditions of approval 8, 9, and 11 is inappropriate. They
state the recent Court Ruling for Santolina Level A zoning should be considered by the BCC as it
may impact aspects of the Level A Master Plan and Development Agreement, in addition to
Santolina Zoning. They also state that the three original conditions should remain. This, they
argue, would ensure compliance with the Planned Communities Criteria related to water
availability and service and that a public review process will take place. They further state that
the arguments provided by the applicant for the changes are not substantiated. The appellants
also indicate they would like to propose their own modifications to one Level A finding and one
Level A condition related to the subdivision process for Santolina that they feel will help ensure
that a public review process is followed for Santolina Level B Plans, particularly related to
water.
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The applicant has provided a response to the appeal (Attachment 9). The response argues that
the assertions by the appellants are not substantiated. Additional evidence is provided in the
response document to support the applicant’s position that the modifications to the three
conditions are indeed appropriate and should be approved by the Board of County
Commissioners (Attachment 9-Applicant’s response to appeal).
The appellants have provided a response to the applicant’s opposition to the Appeal (Attachment
10). The appellants have also included a recusal request (deriving from the Santolina Level A
Plan consideration) by the BCC with their appeal documentation. The appellants also continue to
argue that the request to modify Level A conditions should be deferred and that they should be
able to modify conditions of approval from the Santolina Level A Plan, as stated in previous
documentation.

Attachments:













Agenda Item BCC COA2017-0003&SPR2017-0003 (Santolina Level A Condition
Modifications)
(PDF)
Attachment 1 - CPC Notice of Decision 6_7_17 (PDF)
Attachment 2 - CPC staff report 6_7_17 (PDF)
Attachment 3 - Community Opposition to SPR2017-0003 6_7_17
(PDF)
Attachment 4 - Level A Notice of Decision 6_19_16 (PDF)
Attachment 5 - BCC Notices of Decision 4_4_17
(PDF)
Attachment 6 - Minutes for CPC hearing 6_7_17
(PDF)
Attachment 7 - Original Appeal Application 6_22_17 (PDF)
Attachment 8 - Amended appeal statement 6_23_17
(PDF)
Attachment 9 - Applicant's opposition to appeal 8_2_17
(PDF)
Attachment 10 - Appellant's recusal request & response to opposition to appeal 8_7_17
(PDF)
Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15
(PDF)
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BERNALILLO COUNTY
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
Meeting Date: August 15, 2017
Department: Planning & Development Services Staff Contact: Catherine VerEecke, Planning Manager

TITLE:APPEAL:

Santolina Level A Master Plan: Modifications to Conditions 8, 9 & 11
(COA2017-0003/SPR2017-0003)

COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:
Approval of modifications to conditions 8, 9 and 11

SUMMARY:
At the June 7, 2017 public hearing, the County Planning Commission voted (6-0, Commissioner
Nelson excused) to recommend approval of the request to modify conditions of approval 8, 9,
and 11 of the adopted Santolina Planned Communities Level A Master Plan. The plan area is
within the Plat of Santolina Level A and is generally bounded by Interstate 40 to the north, 118th
Street and the escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa on the south, and the
escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on the west, encompassing projected sections
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 & 17, T9N, R1E and sections 6, 7, 8, 16, 17, & 18,
T9N, R2E and sections 25, 26, 32, 33, 34, 35, & 36, T10N, R1E and sections 30, 31, & 32, T9N,
R2E, N.M.P.M., Town of Atrisco Grant, Bernalillo County, New Mexico, zoned PC (Planned
Community), and containing approximately 13,831.7 acres. The recommendation of approval of
was based on five (5) findings and subject to one (1) condition (Attachment 1—Notice of
Decision).
REQUEST OVERVIEW
This request seeks approval of amendments to three conditions of approval from the Santolina
Level A Master Plan, which was adopted by the Board of County Commissioners on June 16,
2015 for the entire 13,831 acre Santolina property, with 24 findings and 22 conditions. The
request seeks to modify conditions (Conditions 8, 9 and 11) that specified the need for a fully
executed development agreement between the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility and
the applicant prior to approval of any Santolina Level B Plan. These Level A conditions have
come under discussion now that a Santolina Level B Plan has been submitted for review and
approval.
The Santolina Level B.I Master Plan, which is more specific to approximately 4,243 acres within
the Santolina area, was submitted for consideration in January 2016 and recommended for
approval by the County Planning Commission on January 4, 2017 (SPR2016-0001), subject to
final approval of the Board of County Commissioners. This decision has been appealed
(COA2017-0001/SPR2016-0001).
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On April 4, 2017, the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) deferred consideration of the
Level B.I request pending modifications to the three conditions of approval from the Santolina
Level A Master Plan related to water service. On April 24, 2017, the applicant submitted an
application through the County Planning Commission process requesting revisions to the three
Level A conditions of approval related to water service (8,9,11) that changed the timing of the
Water Development Agreement requirement from prior to Level B approval to the time of
submittal of the Level C. The request also included a justification for the modifications,
including documents related to the ABCWUA (Attachment 2 – CPC Staff report).
Bernalillo County staff and the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority reviewed
the request and provided no adverse comments to the proposed changes. On June 7, 2017, the
County Planning Commission recommended approval of this request with the changes to the
Level A Conditions summarized as follows:
*Condition 8 would require the Development Agreement to be executed prior to any
Level C submittal, rather than prior to any Level B approval.
*Condition 9 would require that the required water use and phasing within the context of
the 2040 Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update be required prior to
submittal of any Level C document, rather than prior to approval of any Level B
document.
*Condition 11 would require that any water and wastewater issues be resolved and that
the responsibilities to service and maintain water and sewer service to Santolina be
resolved prior to submittal of any Level C document, rather than prior to any Level B
approval.
These changes are included in the County Planning Commission Notice of Decision letter
(Attachment 1). Other Conditions of Approval for the Level A Santolina Master Plan remain in
effect.
At the June 7, 2017 CPC hearing there was opposition to this request (Attachment 3, see also
Attachment 2, CPC staff report for additional documentation). Opponents to this request have
filed this appeal.
The Appeal
In the appeal, the appellants argue that County Planning Commission recommendation of
approval to modify Santolina Level A conditions of approval 8, 9, and 11 is inappropriate. They
state the recent Court Ruling for Santolina Level A zoning should be considered by the BCC as it
may impact aspects of the Level A Master Plan and Development Agreement, in addition to
Santolina Zoning. They also state that the three original conditions should remain. This, they
argue, would ensure compliance with the Planned Communities Criteria related to water
availability and service and that a public review process will take place. They further state that
the arguments provided by the applicant for the changes are not substantiated. The appellants
also indicate they would like to propose their own modifications to one Level A finding and one
Level A condition related to the subdivision process for Santolina that they feel will help ensure
that a public review process is followed for Santolina Level B Plans, particularly related to
water.
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The applicant has provided a response to the appeal (Attachment 9). The response argues that
the assertions by the appellants are not substantiated. Additional evidence is provided in the
response document to support the applicant’s position that the modifications to the three
conditions are indeed appropriate and should be approved by the Board of County
Commissioners (Attachment 9—Applicant’s response to appeal).
The appellants have provided a response to the applicant’s opposition to the Appeal (Attachment
10). The appellants have also included a recusal request (deriving from the Santolina Level A
Plan consideration) by the BCC with their appeal documentation. The appellants also continue to
argue that the request to modify Level A conditions should be deferred and that they should be
able to modify conditions of approval from the Santolina Level A Plan, as stated in previous
documentation.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. County Planning Commission (CPC) Notice of Decision Letter (dated June 9, 2017)
2. CPC staff report, 6/7/17
3. Community Opposition to SPR2017-0003, 6/7/17
4. Level A Notice of Decision, dated 6/19/15
5. BCC Notices of Decision from 4/4/17
6. Minutes from CPC hearing, 6/7/17
7. Original appeal statement, 6/22/17
8. Amended appeal statement, 6/23/17
9. Applicant’s opposition to appeal, 8/2/17
10. Appellants’ recusal request & response to opposition to appeal, 8/7/17
11. Adopted Santolina Level A Master Plan

STAFF ANALYSIS SUMMARY
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES:
Staff recommends Denial of the Appeal
VERSION 5.0
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1

BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

2

4
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7
HEARING TRANSCRIPT

8
9
10
11
12

Wednesday, June 7, 2017
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Government Center
Vincent E. Griego Chambers
Concourse Level II
9:00 a.m.

13
14
15
16

MEMBERS PRESENT
Joe Chavez, Chair
James M. Collie

Joelle Hertel
Johnny Pena

Ivonne I. Nelson
Bret A. Blanchard

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

TR-

1

B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 980

5.A.g

applicant here?

Is ten minutes enough?

2

MR. STROZIER:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Ten, that's enough.
And then we have the public here

4

and everybody that's signed up will have two minutes, and

5

we're going to enforce that.

6

MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.

Mr. Chair, Members of the

7

Commission, good afternoon, and I am presenting this case,

8

and this is Item No. 12, Western Albuquerque Land Holdings

9

together with Albuquerque Public Schools Youth Development

10

Incorporated, Central New Mexico Community College are

11

requesting approval of modifications to three conditions of

12

approval 8, 9, and 11 of the Santolina Planned Communities

13

Level A Master Plan.

14

County Commissioners in 2015.

15

This plan was adopted by the Board of

The master plan as shown on the overhead map covers an

16

area of approximately 13,800 acres within the Southwest Mesa,

17

and it provides a general framework for development over the

18

next 40 to 50 years with residential villages, business

19

parks, town center, industrial park, urban center, along with

20

parks and open space.

21

approved by the County Commission in 2015.

So, again, the Level A plan was

22

The Level B1 plan, which is for approximately 4,200

23

acres was submitted, as you recall, in January 2016, and was

24

approved by the County Commission on January 5th -- I'm

25

sorry, approved by the County Planning Commission on January
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5th, 2017.

2

considering this request but deferred it to allow

3

modifications to Level A conditions, and this is how this

4

request has come about, that there are conditions that need

5

to be revised before the Level B plan can proceed.

6

On April 4th, the County Commission began

The modifications seek to address the

7

Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility timing

8

requirements for approval of water service in that Water

9

Utility staff have stated that an approved Level B plan is

10

required before they will enter into a development agreement

11

with the applicant when the conditions of approval from Level

12

A state that the development agreement is required prior to

13

Level B approval.

14

potentially could be resolved.

So this has created a conflict that

15

So the revised conditions -- and I'll show you the

16

conditions, and hopefully you can read them, or they are --

17

they do appear in the packet without the redlining is

18

condition 8 would require the development agreement to be

19

executed prior to any level C submittal rather than prior to

20

any Level B approval as was stated in the Level A conditions.

21

Condition 9 would require that the required water use

22

and phasing within the context of the 2040 Water Conservation

23

Plan goal and program update be required to -- prior to

24

approval of

25

approval of any Level B document.

any Level C documents, rather than prior to
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2

change is proposed.
And then condition 11 would require that any water and

3

wastewater issues be resolved and that responsibilities to

4

service and maintain water and sewer service to Santolina be

5

resolved prior to any Level C submittal rather than prior to

6

any Level B approval, and again, to emphasize that what this

7

does is requires the water development agreement to take

8

place after the approval of the Santolina Level B1 plan but

9

before any Level C, which would be a site plan or a sub- --

10

the equivalent of a site plan or a subdivision can be

11

submitted to the County for review.

12

changing the sequencing or the timing of when the development

13

agreement needs to take place between the Utility Authority

14

and the developer.

15

So it is -- it's

So the applicant has provided a justification for these

16

changes that are included in the application and in the Staff

17

Report.

18

position of the ABCWUA regarding the timing of the water

19

development agreement appears to have changed from when this

20

case was first heard a couple of years ago, and that also the

21

BCC provided "direction" at the Level B hearing that took

22

place in April where they recommended that an application be

23

submitted to this Commission as part of the review process to

24

be able to modify the conditions in accordance with what the

25

Utility Authority appears to be requesting now.

The two main points that are being made is that the
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In addition, the applicant sites various other reasons

2

for approving the request, including that the planned

3

communities criteria was readopted by the County in 2012

4

after it had been rescinded for a few years with an addendum

5

that recognized the establishment of the Authority among

6

other changes that have taken place in the City and the

7

County since the planned communities criteria were adopted in

8

1990, so that the Utility Authority is now -- now does have

9

jurisdiction over water matters, which wasn't the case when

10
11

the planned communities criteria were adopted.
Also, the ABCWUA has written and stated that it has

12

sufficient water to serve the Level A plan area, which was

13

stated in a letter from Mark Sanchez back in 2014.

14

justification also states that the Utility Authority appears

15

to be following what they did for Mesa del Sol where they

16

required a Level B approved plan.

17

Yes.

Okay.

The

So Staff has reviewed the application and

18

agreed that for the process to move forward in accordance

19

with the ABCWUA, that modifications are necessary as -- as I

20

have stated.

21

provided comments that state that they agree with the

22

proposed changes as included in the -- in the Staff Report.

23

So Staff has recommended approval of the request with the

24

five findings and then one condition that includes the

25

revisions that I have just stated, but I would like to note

County Natural Resources and ABCWUA staff have
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1

that opponents to the Santolina request or with concerns

2

about the Santolina request have made some of their own

3

requests.

4

the request in which they argue that the applicant's request

5

and justification is not acceptable and that the requirement

6

should remain as is and not changed from Level B to Level C

7

for the development agreement.

8

They have also requested that one condition of approval

9

from Level A be removed, and one finding be added related to

10

subdivision requirements.

11

of this request due to the recent court ruling that -- that

12

took place.

13

They have also requested deferral

So with that, Mr. Chair, I stand for questions.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

So basically what happened

14

is that the Water Authority told the County that they have to

15

have Level B approved before they can go into negotiations

16

for an agreement between the applicant and the --

17

MS. VEREECKE:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners --- water authority?
-- that's my understanding, and I

20

believe that some of the communication took place directly

21

with the applicant as they were trying to negotiate the

22

development agreement that they were informed, and they can

23

tell you more specifically.

24

this, but that they needed a complete Level -- Level B plan

25

before they would consider a development agreement for water.

I don't want to go by hearsay on
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2
3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Any questions of Staff?

If

not, thank you.
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, just -- hold on, Jim.

4

Just a second.

And I neglected to say we do have

5

representatives here from APS, and APS owns property within

6

the subject property, and they also are a commenting agent on

7

this request.

8

representing APS in different capacities both as the property

9

owner and then also a commenting agency.

So we do have several people here both

So I would like to

10

invite them up, and also, if there are any other Staff here

11

that would like to speak before we get into the applicant's

12

presentation.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. VEREECKE:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16
17

Who do we have here?
APS?
Who's here that wants to speak?

APS, and is there another?
MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.

Mr. Chairman, I understand

18

they're now going to speak after the applicant's

19

presentation.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. VEREECKE:

22
23

Wait.

Wait.

What?

Mr. Chair, I've just been told that

APS will speak after the applicant's agent -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

APS doesn't make the rules here.

24

So if APS is going to speak, please come up from the

25

department.

Attachment: Attachment 6 - Minutes for CPC hearing 6_7_17 (6940 : COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003)

1

We'd like to hear --

TR-136
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 986

5.A.g

1

Chairman Chavez, there is a preliminary

matter to address?

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MR. GARCIA:

What?

Chairman Chavez, there has been a

5

request for a deferral by NMELC, and I think that just as a

6

preliminary matter, it would be best if the CPC heard that

7

before moving on.

8

you should grant it or not, but I think you should at least

9

consider the matter before moving on to our issues with this

10
11
12
13
14

I'm not making any comments about whether

case.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Go ahead.

And you've got

five minutes.
MS. PARK:

Thank you very much, Chairman Chavez.

My name is Jamie Park.

I'm a staff --

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. PARKER:

Keep your points to the deferral.

Sure.

My name is Jamie Park.

I'm a

17

staff attorney with the New Mexico Environmental Law Center.

18

We represent the Southwest Organizing Project and a number of

19

concerns residents, Mr. Maestas, Mr. Roibal, and

20

Mr. Benavidez in opposition to the Santolina development.

21

A number of appeals were filed a few years ago

22

concerning the Planning Commission's actions pertaining to

23

Level A decisions as well as the Board of County

24

Commissioners' actions pertaining to Level A with the Second

25

Judicial Court.
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1

from Judge Franchini, the judge presiding over this matter

2

last Wednesday.

3

approval of the zone map amendment for this proposed

4

development.

5

this approval of the zone map amendment was that due process

6

violations occurred by the Board.

7

violations -- when a board engages in due process violations,

8

voiding out the decision, any subsequent government actions

9

that are dependent upon that decision are then voided out.

The judge has voided out the Board's

When due process

10

So not only do we not have a valid planned community

11

zone in place right now for this proposed development, we

12

also do not have a valid Level A Master Plan in place nor a

13

valid Level A development agreement in place.

14

approvals have been voided out.

15

writ of cert have been submitted to the appellate court yet.

16

There have been no requests for a stay in the judgment, and

17

no stay of judgment has been granted.

18

planned community zone in place for the Santolina development

19

anymore.

20

there is no valid Level A Development Agreement in place.

21

All of those

No appeals or petitions for

So, again, there is no

There is no valid Level A Master Plan in place, and

Therefore, the Planning Commission cannot consider and

22

hear from the applicant its request to make amendments to the

23

conditions of approval to a Level A Master Plan that is no

24

longer valid.

25

questions.

It's been voided out.

Thank you.

I stand for
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1

Attorney.

Thank you.

3

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

4

Commission, I have to respectfully disagree with Ms. Park.

5

The court issued a number of opinions with the ruling that

6

she's talking about that -- regarding the remand and the due

7

process issue, and every other opinion that has been rendered

8

in the case in district court has affirmed everything that

9

the BCC did.

The opinions have affirmed the development

10

agreement.

They have affirmed the master plan.

They have

11

affirmed there was no violation of the Open Meetings Act.

12

everything is still intact.

So

13

It's true that the court reversed the zone map amendment

14

as regards to the PCC zone, but that is a different aspect of

15

the case than what you're dealing with here.

16

dealing with here is just a request to amend the Level A

17

Master Plan.

18

developer on it, but I just have to disagree with Ms. Park's

19

position that somehow everything else is voided by that one

20

specific ruling.

21

What you're

So I think you might also want to hear from the

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

So there's been a

22

request, and what's the pleasure of the Commission.

23

want to make a motion to defer it?

24

MR. PENA:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Somebody

To defer what, Chairman?
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1

MR. PENA:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
it, so we'll proceed.

4

MR. COLLIE:

Okay.

There's not a motion to do

Mr. Chair, if legal counsel would

5

prefer that we take that as an action, I would be happy to

6

make the motion that we do not choose to differ the case at

7

this time.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

to.

10

it.

11

No, we don't have -- we don't have

If there's not a motion made, we're not going to defer

MR. GARCIA:

So that's one of the interesting

12

things about this particular issue that actually happened in

13

the case and what the grounds for the court's remand was.

14

Basically, the judge said that the County Commission should

15

have made a vote on the opponent's request to recuse or

16

excuse a particular Commissioner.

17

having a vote, but it's also -- I understand, Chairman

18

Chavez, that in terms of parliamentary procedure what you're

19

saying is perfectly accurate, but there's no harm in having

20

one either.

21

MS. NELSON:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23
24
25

So there's no harm in

Let's do it.
So what's the pleasure of the

Commission.
MR. COLLIE:

Mr. Chair, having heard a request that
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defer.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. COLLIE:

4

MR. PENA:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

And I so moved.
Second.

COMMISSION:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

Been second.

All those in favor

signify by saying aye.

7

9

You make a motion?

Applicant.

Aye.
Okay.

Thank you.

Why don't we hear from APS first.

Did you

say that APS had property in this thing?

11

MR. WIJENJE:

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman,

12

Members of the Committee.

13

the capital -- executive capital director of the Albuquerque

14

Public School's Capital Master Plan.

15

My name is Kizito Wijenje.

I'm

Throughout this process, APS has worked diligently with

16

Bernalillo County Planning Department to provide the relevant

17

input regarding the impact and possible impacts of the

18

project as it relates to the school and the district's

19

mission.

20

school infrastructure in the area, and potential school

21

infrastructure that will be needed that will have to go into

22

this area.

We're talking about school infrastructure, existing

23

In 2015 the APS board passed a resolution that had some

24

issues in terms of the interests that they need -- they need

25

seen in -- for the best interests for the school and the
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community.

2

trying to come up with a mutually agreeable set of terms and

3

conditions that will address these issues that the board has.

4

We're still working on them, and hopefully we'll have some

5

kind of resolution by the time this goes to the County

6

Commission in a month, and I think the applicant will add a

7

statement to that.

8
9

We've been working with the applicant in terms of

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Thank you.

Any questions

of APS?

10

Applicant.

11

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

12

Commissioners.

13

Jim Strozier, principal with Consensus Planning, 302 Eighth

14

Street, Northwest, 87102.

15

It's a pleasure to be here today.

My name is

I'm here today representing Western Albuquerque Land

16

Holdings, or WAHL as we call them, concerning this request

17

for amendments to three of the conditions that were placed on

18

the Level A Santolina Master Plan.

19

planned to give you a quick update on the court rulings, but

20

I think you've heard that.

21

Certainly myself or Mr. John Salazar with the Rodey Firm are

22

here if you have any additional questions for us related to

23

that.

24

before you today, these conditions were specifically related

25

to the master plan and the conditions placed on that master

I'm not going to -- I had

So I won't go into that.

We certainly agree with the conclusion that what's
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1

plan approval and that it's appropriate for the CPC to

2

consider them at this time.
So, real quickly, I just want to summarize our request

4

and follow up on the basis for that request.

These items are

5

detailed in our letter that we provided as part of our

6

justification, so I'm not going to go through all of that

7

detail but try and hit the highlights.

8

So, number one, we got direction from the Board of

9

County Commissioners at their April 4th, 2017, meeting.

The

10

BCC asked us to make application to the County through the

11

CPC regarding the Water Authority conditions of approval.

12

And that's based on the fact that there's been an evolving

13

position from the Water Authority, as you all aware, over

14

time, and so at the time we were doing the Level A Master

15

Plan, the Water Authority said, "We need to have that Level A

16

Master Plan.

17

deal with water and wastewater.

18

approved Level A Master Plan before we negotiate a

19

development agreement."

20

The County is in charge of land use.

We just

We need to have that

And so based on that, the Staff recommended and the CPC

21

picked up those recommendations and the BCC approved the

22

Level A Master Plan with three conditions related to the

23

Water Authority that basically said we need to have a

24

development agreement in place prior to Level B approval.

25

Well, since that time, the Water Authority has since
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1

come back during this process because we and I think the

2

County approached the Water Authority right after the Level A

3

approval and said, okay, we're ready to sit down and start

4

working on the development agreement, and what we got back

5

was, over the course of the last -- while this Level B has

6

been in the process -- is a refined opinion from the Water

7

Authority that said, no, they really need a Level B approved.

8

That provides them with the level of detail from a land use

9

density, square footage, type -- more specific delineation of

10

those land uses that they need in order to enter into a

11

development agreement.

12

So these three conditions that we're talking about

13

amendments to, the amendments are very simple.

They

14

basically change Level B to Level C where appropriate within

15

each of those conditions.

16

for these, above and beyond just being directed to come back

17

and ask you this question, in our letter, we provided a

18

number of things that we felt supported this action outside

19

of that, and one is the franchise agreement between

20

Bernalillo County and the Authority that was approved in June

21

of 2006, section 13 of the agreement states that, "The

22

Authority 'shall' furnish water and wastewater services

23

within the corporate limits of the County."

24

that, but that's basically the gist of that, and we provided

25

the complete citation in our letter.

We also provided policy support

Goes on beyond
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In their readoption of the PCC, as Ms. VerEecke pointed

2

out, the County Commission recognized changes to government

3

agencies that relate to the approval process for planned

4

communities and development within Bernalillo County, and

5

specifically that the Water Authority had been created.

6

Water Authority didn't exist when those criteria were

7

originally created.

The

8

The Water Authority, once again, as Ms. VerEecke stated

9

that they have stated as part of this process that they have

10

sufficient water resources to serve the master plan.

11

In addition, the development agreement also speaks to

12

this issue, and section 6.2.5 of the development agreement

13

states that, "All matters associated with water and sewer

14

infrastructure for the project shall be resolved solely

15

between the owner and the Authority.

16

promote, support, or enact any ordinance, legislation, or

17

policy that interferes with and/or restricts the owner's use

18

of the Authority's water and Sewer infrastructure and/or

19

agreements between the owner and the Authority as long as

20

that use does not diminish or otherwise negatively effect

21

current County water, sewer service."

22

The County shall not

So as to be clear, these amendments do not in any way

23

modify the Level A Master Plan, the land uses, the

24

circulation, all those items that we went through in

25

painstaking detail as part of that review process.
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In conclusion, the authority is a separate political

2

subdivision of the state.

It has its own governing body, its

3

own rules and policies.

4

County or the owner to dictate to them how we proceed.

5

we can certainly agree on is that water and wastewater

6

services are needed prior to any development within

7

Santolina.

8

approvals and begin negotiating a fair and equitable

9

agreement with the Water Authority concerning the provision

It's not in the power of either the
What

Our goal is to move forward with the Level B

10

of water and wastewater service.

11

once again, were based on an understanding that has since

12

changed.

13

The original conditions,

I'd also like to add a comment concerning APS, and as

14

you just heard from them, they've been a part of this

15

conversation and this process from the beginning.

16

continuing to work collaboratively with APS on a memorandum

17

of understanding between the owner and APS concerning the

18

siting and conveyance of school sites as development occurs.

19

We are jointly committed to have this MOU completed prior to

20

the August 15th BCC hearings.

21

collaboratively with them on getting that done as you heard

22

from them as well, and with that, we'd be happy to answer any

23

questions you have at this time, and we would respectfully

24

request your support and recommendation of approval for these

25

amendments.

We're

So we're working
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. HERTEL:

Questions?

So I understand why you want to change

3

-- I understand the wording that you're proposing for

4

condition 8 and 11, but condition 9, why would that not be

5

similar wording?

6

phasing would be required prior to submittal of Level C just

7

as in condition 8 and 11?

9
10

MR. STROZIER:
your question.
here.

I want to make sure I understand

I'm reading that condition along with you

So would you ask that again, please?

11

MS. HERTEL:

12

MR. STROZIER:

13

MS. HERTEL:

Sure.
Thank you.
I'll go -- I'll refer to condition 8.

14

Condition 8's going to require the development agreement to

15

be executed prior to any Level C submittal.

16

understand why you have that wording.

17

get out of this loop that we're in and to correct the

18

misunderstandings.

19

It's a black and white deadline essentially.

Okay.

I

It's going to be -- to

It's going to be prior to the submittal.

20

Condition 9, however, it's required prior to the

21

approval of any Level C document rather than prior to the

22

submittal of any Level C document, and I think you're just

23

making another loop there.

24
25

MR. STROZIER:

I think that those -- I agree with
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1

since condition 8 -- we would be happy to modify condition 9

2

to match the language in condition 8.

3

MS. HERTEL:

4

MR. STROZIER:

Make sure they're consistent.

MS. HERTEL:

Yeah.

I

It's going to be in the same

dirt bag down the road if we left it as is.

8

MR. STROZIER:

9

MS. HERTEL:

10

wording.

11

these.

Okay.

Great.

Thank you.
Maybe Catherine can suggest the

You suggest the wording, because I think you wrote
Okay.

12
13

I just --

agree with that.

6
7

Yeah.

Great.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions?

Any

other

questions?

14

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you very much.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Okay.

Everybody

16

that's here to speak on this case please stand up so I can

17

swear you in.

18

(Note:

19
20

Witnesses sworn.)
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

You've got two minutes, and

we're going to enforce that so --

21

MS. NELSON:

Okay.

And I'll read off several

22

names.

If you could come up and be ready to go instead of,

23

you know, making your way down, it will help out.

24

Park, Juan Reynosa, Lars Pinaro and Mimi Lopez.

25

did I like not get your names right?

Jamie
Okay.

So
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1

and stay here in the front so that when it's your turn, you

2

can be there quickly, please.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

SPECTATOR:

5

MS. NELSON:
here?

Many of them left.
Okay.

Jamie Park I know is here.

7

SPECTATOR:

8

MS. NELSON:

9
10

Then I'll keep going.

Mimi's here.

Juan, are you here?

No.

Sorry.

Lars?
Okay.

Mimi?

Okay.

Gotcha.

Virginia --

All right.

Virginia

Necochea.

11

MS. NECOCHEA:

12

MS. NELSON:

Necochea.
Necochea.

Mahoney, I see you.

14

would please come up front and be ready.
MS. PARK:

Okay.

You're here.

13

15

Who's

That's good enough.

Okay.

Rod

If you guys

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

16

Commission, Jamie Park, staff attorney with the New Mexico

17

Environmental Law Center representing a number of concerned

18

community organizations and residents.

19

have more than two minutes to address the Santolina

20

developer's proposed amendment.

21
22
23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I'm requesting to

Those are our standard rules, so

I'm going to stick to those.
MS. PARK:

Okay.

So just to be quick, there is

24

nothing in the record that supports the developers assertion

25

that the Water Authority has made representations that it
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1

cannot consider and enter into a development agreement with

2

the Santolina developers at this time.

3

executive director of the Water Authority established that

4

they can enter into a development agreement at this time, but

5

they're not willing to do so.
We have attached the draft development agreement to our

7

response in opposition to these proposed amendments.

8

now officially in the record before the CPC.

9

review this draft development agreement.

It's

We ask that you

On page 1, there

10

are many provisions no state agency would agree to.

11

Water Agency does not have the legal obligation or duty to

12

provide water to the Santolina development.

13

The

The next thing that we would address is that the Water

14

Authority has also not made any statements in water

15

availability or serviceability for this proposed development.

16

So for the CPC to approve these amendments -- recommend

17

approval of these amendments to the Board would exacerbate

18

the Board's already incorrect determination that the Water

19

Authority has made these statements.

20

The planned communities criteria required at Level A and

21

Level B for the developers to provide statements of water

22

availability, serviceability, and specifically at Level B, to

23

provide detailed facilities plans that show the timing,

24

location, and the phasing of water, sewage, and drainage

25

systems.
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1

developers is through a development agreement with the Water

2

Authority.
Finally, substantial harm will come if this Commission

4

recommends approval of these proposed amendments to the

5

Board, and that is that by deferring the water development

6

agreement from Level B to Level C, it becomes a Level C

7

document.

8

approval authority of Level C, and neither does this

9

Commission because of condition 19, and we respectfully

The Board of County Commissioners has no review or

10

request that this Planning Commission to remove condition 19.

11

I stand for questions.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. NELSON:

14

SPECTATOR:

15

MS. NELSON:

16

MS. LOPEZ:

17

Any questions?

Okay.

Ms. Lopez.

Thank you.
Ms. Lopez.

Can't here you.
You are correct.

Ms. Lopez.

Sorry.

I live in 1209 Amado, Northwest.

From day one of the Santolina proposed project, the

18

elephant in the room has always been water, whether there's

19

adequate water and what impacts diverting the amount of water

20

that Santolina would require, what impacts those would have

21

on current users of the system.

22

huge concern of people who feel that they'll be impacted by

23

this.

24
25

It's consistently been the

And I don't know if it's true that the Water Authority
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approved, which is my understanding of what we're being told,

2

but if that's true, then it seems to me that is a real

3

struggle between the County Commission and the County

4

Planning Commission and the Water Authority, because it seems

5

like that's where -- if there is a miscommunication, that's

6

where it's occurring, and I think it's incumbent on the

7

County to investigate that thoroughly, and if indeed there is

8

a miscommunication, then I think the County needs to sit down

9

and have some serious discussion with the Water Authority to

10

see how they can come to an agreement on the way to proceed,

11

but for this Planning Commission to simply say, okay, we're

12

just going to take all those requirements out of approval for

13

Level B and throw them off 'til Level C, a year from now I

14

might be hearing you say, okay, we're going to throw them off

15

to Level E, if Level E exist.

16

doing the job you need to do to represent of the needs of the

17

people in this County.

18

MS. NECOCHEA:

I just don't feel like you're

Good afternoon.

My name is

19

Dr. Virginia Necochea, and I'm at 1212 Montrose Place,

20

Southwest, 87105, and I am here on behalf of -- representing

21

CESOSS, the small nonprofit that I am proudly the director

22

of.

23

connected to land and water in our community, which is the

24

Valle Del Atrisco, the South Valley, and I'm also here with

25

the South Valley Regional Association of Acequias, and we --

We focus on protecting and preserving traditions
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1

acequias are very much a part of our livelihood and

2

traditions.
And so before I -- you know, I've chosen to not use my

4

two minutes like usual in providing evidence like, you know,

5

doing the research, providing evidence to you to plead with

6

you to please listen to us.

7

this November, it's going to be four years that many of us

8

have been standing before some of you and pleading with you,

9

providing the sufficient evidence, bringing the experts,

I'm giving up on that, because

10

finding just facts that speak contrary to the need of this

11

master plan in our community, in our backyards.

12

And so I wanted to take a moment to recognize especially

13

my elders that sit behind me that have come to these hearings

14

that have been part of this process for so long and whose

15

voices are minimized and not validated and not respected,

16

especially when we see decisions being made or, you know,

17

these recommendations by your own Staff that are shameful

18

that are saying just, too, let's cross out B and let's just

19

put in C, and everything is resolved and sitting back there

20

and just hearing another loophole being taken care of here in

21

front of our eyes and treating us as if we are not

22

intelligent enough to understand what is happening.

23

This is a facade.

This is a democratic facade that we

24

are part of, and I just wanted to say that, and I wanted to

25

say just quickly that we all know, even those people sitting
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1

back here to my right that have sold out their community long

2

ago, we know -- every single one of us knows that this is

3

wrong, and here's your community speaking to you.

4

years now your community is here, and you are choosing to

5

disrespect us, and there is -- what else can we say to you?
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MS. NECOCHEA:

8

MS. NELSON:

9

you here?

10

Economou.

11

Thank you.
Thank you.

Rod Mahoney.

Then Danger Varos.

Are

James Santiago Maestas, and then Zoe, Zoe

MR. MAHONEY:

Good afternoon.

My name is Rod

12

Mahoney.

13

Coalition of Neighborhood Associations, and I live at 1838

14

Sadora Road, Southwest.

15

I'm the current president of the South Valley

This has been a four-year journey, and I suspect it will

16

continue for a number of years in advance here.

17

to refer you to a letter that was actually sent in by the New

18

Mexico Environmental Law Center on May 30th.

19

actually in your documentation pack, and this is titled A

20

Special Review Project here for the Level A Master Plan

21

findings and conditions.

22

I would like

This is

Jamie actually started -- it was a conversation about

23

this, but I want to follow on a bit.

Certainly they're

24

representing community members here.

They're actually

25

documented in this -- in this document about the two proposed
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1

amendments, which we think are actually valid for this

2

particular case.
The first one is actually adding a finding.

4

Interestingly enough, if you take a look at the statutes, the

5

subdivisions and major subdivisions actually have been

6

actually not included in any documentation we have associated

7

with Level C documents.

8

state statutes here, they're actually listed in this document

9

here, state that -- and also then the subdivision code of

The Planning Commission, pursuant to

10

Bernalillo County ordinances, "Any major subdivision shall be

11

subject to a public hearing requirements contained," and also

12

water permitting requirements that are also required by state

13

statute.

14

and removing condition 19 because of the review requirements

15

that we actually need here, because otherwise, this is going

16

to go through the Development Review Authority without any

17

kind of public input or public evaluation, and we feel like

18

that ultimately, because this case ultimately is the biggest

19

case that Bernalillo County currently has heard, it feels

20

like the public -- public really needs to be involved in that

21

process, also.

22

That is the rationale ultimately for eliminating

So those two particular aspects need to be considered.

23

I have one more thing I want to say, and I would like for --

24

there seems to be a little discrepancy in my mind about the

25

communication between the County itself and the Staff, the
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1

Staff of the County and also the Water Utility Authority.

2

I would request that a Staff member get up and actually

3

provide public testimony about any communication that has

4

occurred associated with this case.
MS. NELSON:

6

MR. MAESTAS:

Thank you.

Thank you very much.
Mr. Maestas.

James Santiago Maestas.

I'm

7

president of the South Valley Regional Association of

8

Acequias.

9

Road, Southwest in the Pajarito acequia.

10

Water is our primary issue.

I live at 5734 Evans

I was preparing to speak to you about deferring this

11

project to Level C for approval, the Water Authority's

12

development agreement but, in fact, I think I'm going crazy.

13

You know, I feel like going crazy.

14

ridiculous.

15

all of the current members, Mr. Chairman, but Mr. Chairman

16

has been here from the beginning, and I've been here from the

17

beginning, and the Chairman asked, "Well, where's the water

18

coming from," in the very beginning, and that answer has

19

never really been given.

20

stated is that if the developer submits a plan, they will

21

consider it.

22

approve it, but they haven't submitted a development

23

agreement, and they have haven't approved it.

24
25

This has been so

I've been up before the Planning Commission, not

All that the Water Authority has

If it meets all their requirements, they would

So, you know, this is crazy, but County Commission
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1

hearing in which she said, "Why are we here to approve

2

something that hasn't even been agreed upon," and they ended

3

up referring -- kicking it back to you.

4

it's back in your arena, and what are you going to do about

5

it?

6

doesn't have any water?

7

Westland agreement that they made -- that they refer to was

8

for the Westland development north of I-40, okay, not for the

9

South Valley, not for Santolina, not for any of these other

So here now you --

There's no water in there.

The

10

things.

Not only that, the County gave them water rights to

11

the well at the Rio development site right there on the other

12

side of I-40, and on that basis, they approved that plan.

13

Okay.

14

this development on Santolina.

15

Stop this right now.

16

this and say no, no more.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MS. NELSON:

But there are no water rights that are available for

Okay.

So I'm asking you stop.

You have that authority to stop
This is it.
Thank you.

Okay.

Zoe, you're up next.

Michael

19

Ribolo, Sara Newton Juarez, Carla Barren, Wendy Fabian.

20

Okay.

21

Thank you.

And Pat -- is that Hughes?

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. ECONOMOU:

Okay.

Super.

Super.

Go ahead.
I'm Zoe Economou.

I live at 214

24

Riverside, Southwest, and like many others, I'm speechless.

25

So I'm going to let my friend, my neighbor's dad sing you my
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1

opinion.

2

(Note:

Playing music.)

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. NELSON:

MR. ROBERTS:

MS. NELSON:

12

My name is actually

Oh, my gosh.

I may have called up the

wrong person, but you go ahead and talk.

10
11

Good afternoon.

Michael Roberts, but I'll admit my handwriting is bad.

8
9

Thank

You.

6
7

Michael Ribolo, are you here?

MR. ROBERTS:

Okay.

Thank you.

My address is 81

Monroe Street, Summerville, Massachusetts, 01243.
Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I thank you for your

13

opportunity to speak and thank you for your service to the

14

County.

15

Santolina development.

16

from the University of Massachusetts.

17

include community and local government adaptation to climate

18

change.

19

I'm here today to voice my opposition to this
I'm a graduate student researcher
My research interest

Perhaps more than ever the importance of county and city

20

level planning for future climate conditions cannot be

21

unstated.

22

seeing cities and local governments take the leading role in

23

climate change preparedness and adaptation.

24

decisions local planning commissions like yourself make now

25

have global importance.

In fact, throughout the United States, we are

This means the
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In New Mexico, as in the rest of the southwest, any

2

planning for future climate conditions must take into account

3

future drought and water scarcity.

4

previous testimony both here in the County Commission

5

hearings, there simply isn't enough water to supply the

6

Santolina development unless that water comes from existing

7

uses such as agricultural.

8

it simply makes no sense to take water out of

From a future security standpoint
agricultural.

This issue of food and water security is important to me

10

not only as a researcher, but also as someone with family

11

roots in New Mexico and as someone who intends to return to

12

New Mexico and build a life and career.

13

I can only return to Albuquerque if I have confidence in the

14

County and City government for doing everything in their --

15

in your power to make decisions that don't jeopardize your

16

existing communities.

17

development does jeopardize members of your constituents

18

particularly in the South Valley.

19

service and your time.

However, I feel like

I believe approval of the Santolina

Again, thank you for your

20

MS. NELSON:

Sara Newton Juarez.

21

MS. JUAREZ:

Good afternoon.

My name is Sara

22

Newton Juarez.

23

too, have been here for four years, and I just have a few

24

things to say.

25

I live at 933 Nashville, Southwest, and I,

Why is Santolina practical or feasible?
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UNM study that population growth projected to be 60 percent

2

less growth than by 2040 than it did in 2012.

3

Compact has a water delivery debt for the first time since

4

1990.

5

Court to expand the lawsuit against New Mexico.

6

have enough water now.

7

is irresponsible to those who live here and along the Rio

8

Grande to overburden water that does not exist.

This could encourage the Texas lawsuit in the Supreme

How can 97,000 people be added.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

MS. NELSON:

We do not
It

Thank you.

Thank you.

Carla Barren, Wendy Fabian, and then

Pat Hughes, Susan Kelly,

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. FABIAN:

and then Norm Gomm.

Thank you.

Go ahead.

Chair Chavez, Commissioners, my name

14

is Wendy Fabian.

I live at 1574 Airway Road, Southwest, in

15

the South Valley.

Thank you for the opportunity to express

16

my concerns.

17

decisions that have great impact on your constituents.

18

not speaking against planned growth, but there is a

19

difference between growth and ecocide.

20

better plan than the one you have before you.

21

biggest concern here.

22

I know you all are trusted to make difficult
I'm

I am speaking for a
Water is the

Availability is stressed already.

Santolina would require, as I understand it, three times

23

the water that ABCWUA has set as a conservation goal.

24

times.

25

that certain conditions would be met.

Three

The approval of plan A was contingent on an agreement
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director Norm Gomm has detailed facts, not supposition, but

2

facts regarding the unfeasibility of available water for the

3

build-out of Santolina.

4

six pueblos, the Town of Atrisco, the Rural Coalition, the

5

National Latino Farmers and ranchers Trade Association and

6

the South Valley Association of Acequias and many more of

7

your constituents as well.

9

Considering the existing developments on the West Mesa
with thousands of acres of unfinished and empty development,

10

Santolina is not an answer to anyone's prayer except those

11

who stand to profit from fleecing the people of this country.

12

The approval of plan A was contingent on -- I guess I've said

13

enough.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

15

MS. FABIAN:

Enough of this.

16

MS. NELSON:

Okay.

17

MS. HUGHES:

Hello.

Path Hughes.
My name is Pat Silva Hughes.

18

I am the president of the Parajito Mesa Stakeholders

19

Neighborhood Association.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

Could you give your address for

the record.

22

MS. HUGHES:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. HUGHES:

25

The Pajarito --

Pardon?
Your address for the records.

Oh, 4709 Skyline Court, Southwest,
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. HUGHES:

Thank you.

Go ahead.

The Pajarito is -- the Pajarito land

3

grant that's directly south of the Santolina.

4

think it's been 18,000 acres.

5

property owners.

6

like one identity, we have like 13,000 different property

7

owners.

8

of the Santolina in the hopes of jobs, growth, roads, and

9

things that we need.

I know there's about 13,000

Unlike the Santolina, which is more or less

We are in favor of the Santolina.

We are in favor

As far as the water, I keep hearing water, water, water,

11

and if anybody watches any kind of science programs or

12

whatever, we're already drinking recycled water, so I don't

13

think we're going to have water issues.

14

USA is ever going to have water issues, because as long as

15

you're going to the bathroom, you're going to have recycled

16

water, so that issue kind of leaves that out.

17

fact that New Mexico last year lost 39,000 people.

18

moved, moved out.

Why?

Because of the jobs.

19

the top of crime.

Why?

We're at the bottom of anything

20

that's good, education, activities, people get killed here.

21

I mean, you know, you can't even travel through this state in

22

hopes of moving from one place to the other without having

23

your stuff stolen, and why is that?

24

have bad things happening.

25

I don't think the

Other than the

Why?

They
We're at

Well, it's because we

So I see Santolina as a good thing.
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jobs.

It would provide growth and encourage maybe some

2

activity and some manufacturing and some good things and good

3

people and engineers and all of that stuff to our state.

4

That's all I have to say.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MS. HERTEL:

7

MR. GOMM:

Norm Gomm.
Thank you, Mr. Chair and Members of the

8

County Planning Commission.

Staff in the report to you has

9

mischaracterized Mark Sanchez's 2014 letter.

He said that

10

Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Authority is capable of

11

providing water, and I have no doubt of that.

12

Report says the letter says that they have sufficient water.

13

Very different things.

14

Your Staff

I ask that you as the responsible entity for determining

15

land use determine the direct and indirect consequences of

16

your land use decisions as it impacts water use in the Middle

17

Rio Grande, which is the legal unit under which water is

18

regulated on this reach of Rio Grande.

19

I have two major concerns, which I think it's imperative

20

that you address.

First water, in order to be used must be

21

both physically and legally available.

22

is using more water in the aggregate than it is legally

23

entitled to use today.

24

Grande compact, but it's my professional opinion that that

25

compliance is seriously jeopardize, and two minutes doesn't

The Middle Rio Grande

We're in compliance with the Rio
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allow me to tell you why.

2

Second is the water in the Middle Rio Grande is zero sum

3

gain.

There is no new water for any new water use, and

4

existing water use has to be stopped.

5

going to be stopped because of the water use that you tacitly

6

approve with your land-use decision for Santolina?

7

that you reverse course.

8

planning from water supply.

9

absolutely necessary.

Who's water use is

I ask

Please do not divorce land-use
Concurrent considerations are

You must have the water supply details

10

including the cost to be born or that have been born by the

11

public before you approve -- approve the changed land uses.

12

Thank you.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. HERTEL:

15

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

Susan Kelly.
Thank you.

I'm Susan Kelly, 713 Camino

16

Espanol.

17

your service, and it's nice to see you.

18

Thank you for allowing me to speak.

Thank you for

The Bernalillo County Commission approved the Level A

19

Master Plan for Santolina over strenuous objections from the

20

public.

21

public, particularly about water, they placed a condition on

22

approval that it not move forward with Level B until a

23

development agreement is in place with the Water Utility

24

Authority.

25

and they want the master plan to still remain in effect.

To meet the very serious concerns expressed by the

Now the applicant wants to remove that condition,
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safety net would be taken away that the BCC put in place.

2

If the process were to move forward like this it seems

3

to me like a classic bait and switch scenario.

4

CPC to recommend denial of this application.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MS. HERTEL:

I urge the
Thank you.

Thank you.

Roxanne Allen, can you come down,

7

Christine Suozzi, and Marsha Fernandez.

8

Okay.

9

right?

How about Marsha Fernandez?

Is Christine here?

And Roxanne is gone,

10

Okay.
MS. SUOZZI:

Thank you so much.

My name is

11

Dr. Christine Suozzi, and I want to make three points in two

12

minutes.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. SUOZZI:

Your address for the record.

Oh, sure.

Thank you.

1312 Bryn Mawr,

15

Northeast, and I -- just for the record, I used to be the

16

public health division director in the Richardson

17

administration, so my background is in public health.

18

use is a public health issue.

19

this particular proposal for Santolina is an egregious

20

proposal that will make some people very wealthy, but we will

21

all pay the price, and our health -- we rank at the bottom

22

right now -- will go down.

Land

You cannot separate them, and

So that's number one.

23

Number two, I want you to know, and this is for the

24

record, that I wrote a letter to the Water Utility Authority

25

in 2014 requesting that they detail where the uncommitted
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1

water was coming from.

2

There is no uncommitted water.

3

You all know that.

Why?

We do not have enough water.

My third point is I've been here for four years, and as

5

other people have said, what I feel is there's a punting

6

going on between the BCC and the EPC, and the Water Utility

7

Authority.

8

has to be to protect the public, to make this be the kind of

9

city that we want to live in and we want our children to grow

10

up in.

Someone has to make a decision, and the decision

I urge you to deny the approval.

11

MS. HERTEL:

12

MS. FERNANDEZ:

13
14

Thank you.

Marsha Fernandez.
Thank you.

My name is Marsha

Fernandez, 2401 Violet, Southwest, 87105, Albuquerque.
Yeah, I've been coming for four -- for four years.

It

15

seems like much longer than that.

I don't know that we made

16

a lot of progress in four years, on some things maybe, but on

17

the water issue, almost none.

18

have spoken about the water issue, people who actually know

19

the numbers and the science.

Smarter people than myself

I don't.

20

What I do know is that you all when you were -- when you

21

knew you were going to hear this issue about these conditions

22

of approval dealing with water, I foolishly assumed that

23

there would be the executive director of the Water Utility

24

Authority and maybe some of his engineers here to speak to

25

this issue, but as it is, are they here?
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know?

Are they here?

No.

I would think that -- we're into

2

a "he said, she said," or "they said, we said," you know,

3

what the people who are against this say, and the people who

4

are for it say are different -- obviously different ideas,

5

and the people who really could clarify what does the Water

6

Utility Authority require to execute a development agreement,

7

those people are not here today at the table, and I think

8

that is a huge miscarriage of justice, and I just plead with

9

you to not move forward order issuing a ruling on these

10

conditions of approval without having heard from Mark Sanchez

11

and his engineers and the people who really do make these

12

decisions.

Thank you.

13

MS. HERTEL:

Rip Anderson.

14

SPECTATOR:

He had to leave.

15

MS. HERTEL:

16

David Vogel, and David Vogel's the

last speaker that I've got signed up here.

17

MR. VOGEL:

My name is David Vogel.

I live at

18

601 Aliso Drive, Southeast, in Albuquerque.

19

permission for Catherine to pass out my written testimony and

20

the slide I'm going to show you on the overhead if you would

21

add that.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. VOGEL:

I'd like

Go ahead.

Thank you.

So I'd like to address in

24

the two minutes some of the issues regarding the real costs

25

of Santolina.
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1

century urban design that has become obsolete that will

2

further erode the core of community.

3

commitment, there is no way that can be met with the current

4

proposal.

5

County but to adjacent jurisdictions.

6

speculation, which Santolina really is based on the

7

incredibly outrageous population projections that are

8

inherent in that proposal is in, in fact, a radical

9

speculation that promotes further disinvestment in

The no net expense

There will be significant expense not only to the

10

economically deprived parts of our community.

11

development in general costs more than twice the amount of

12

more compact development within the existing community.

13

duplicates other failed planned communities in this -- in our

14

area.

15

number of failed planned communities in our midst.

16

So suburban

It

Why would we do another one when we already have a

And, finally, there is a abundance of vacant land in the

17

community.

So what is a better idea?

18

idea?

19

three-party land swap.

20

have -- could have these components -- if I could ask a

21

little permission for a little extra time, I promise to wrap

22

it up very quickly.

I would like to present one to you.

It's called a

And the three-party land swap would

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MR. VOGEL:

25

Is there a better

You've got ten seconds.

Ten seconds.

You can see the
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1

your packet, and if you look at this, you will see that there

2

are a number of benefits that this kind of approach can give

3

you and our community.

4

consideration and exploration of this alternative as a better

5

idea.

6

I appreciate your consideration.

7

MS. HERTEL:

It's a win/win for all parties.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

MS. HERTEL:

MS. HIBBARD:

MS. SUAREZ:

16

MS. HIBBARD:

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

MS. HERTEL:

19

MS. HIBBARD:

We don't sign in on line.

Never have.

Well, it said for me to sign in, so I

Okay.
Okay.

Well -So I will sign in, and I

believe --

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. HIBBARD:

23

I did sign on

did.

18

20

Both of you come down.

in line and I --

15

17

All right.

I'm going to need you to sign in on this paper as well.

13
14

Is there anybody here that hasn't

spoken that wants to speak?

11
12

So David Vogel was the last speaker.

Is there -- has anybody else signed up?

9
10

Thank you very much.

Give us your name and address.

My name is Elaine Hibbard.

My

address is 1513 Escalante, Southwest, 87104.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. HIBBARD:

Thank you.
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1

especially here in the arid southwest.

For many reasons we

2

must take extra care of this life source for future

3

generations, which is the reason for planning to begin with,

4

the future.

5

They are now asking that the basis requirements in the PCC be

6

waived or pushed down, so we're not going to even look at

7

them at this point, even though the PCC requires that they

8

had to do something to begin with, and they have not yet done

9

it.

Why does that matter?

Well, the County could not have

10

looked at the cumulative impacts that they included in

11

finding 17, because that information has not yet been

12

provided.

13

finding 13 -- 17 be eliminated.

14

So I ask that this Body also recommend that

Furthermore, these cumulative impacts need to look at

15

future projects that are reasonably known such as Estrella,

16

Quail Ranch, and the other growth that is being planned for

17

the far West Side.

18

have these cumulative impacts evaluated and brought forward.

19

I have a lot more information and ideas to present, not

It's not fair for the citizenry to not

20

enough time in two minutes.

So I am presenting this to

21

Ms. VerEecke for the record.

22

through the nonexistent site this morning, and she sent me

23

her comments.

Someone else also signed up

They're very short.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

our Staff for the record.

If you'd give those to the -- to

Attachment: Attachment 6 - Minutes for CPC hearing 6_7_17 (6940 : COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003)

WAHL'S request to be treated special continues.

TR-170
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 1020

5.A.g

1

MS. HIBBARD:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MS. HERTEL:
sorry.

Thank you.

Okay.

And there was somebody else.

I don't have your name.

5

MS. NIETO:

Good morning -- or good afternoon.

6

name is Adela Nieto, and I live at 10704 Lexington Avenue,

7

Northeast.

8

in the South Valley for most of my life.

9

I

My

I was born and raised here in Albuquerque, lived

My land butts up against theirs.

I can't see how they

10

can maintain anything when they can't maintain their property

11

from my property.

12

go in and out.

13

dumping ground.

14

become another dumping ground, a bigger dumping ground than

15

it already is.

16

People go into my property from theirs and

They're fences are down.

My land is now a

If they plan a community, it will just

There has to be something done.

This is the first notification that I got.

They said

17

that they had public hearings, that they let the public know.

18

This is the first notification that I got that there was

19

anything even going on.

20

people what was going on.

21

up against theirs, and I was not notified.

22

people have not been notified about what's going on?

23

guys have to stop something or slow it down a little bit and

24

let everybody know.

25

I didn't ask -- I had to ask these
I had no idea, and my land butts

This is not fair.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So how many other
You

Thank you.
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1

MS. HERTEL:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Mr. Mahoney, I think one of the

Commissioners here has a question for you.

4

MR. MAHONEY:

5

MS. HERTEL:

Yes, ma'am.
Yes.

In your testimony and in

6

somebody else's and I don't remember who the other person

7

was, there was reference to condition 19.

8

saying something about condition 19?

9

understand what that remark was, existing condition 19, and I

Do you recall

I just want to

10

think it was something about deleting math as well.

11

sure.

12
13
14

MR. MAHONEY:

17

Jamie, do you have a copy of

condition 19?
Can she answer that question.

15
16

I'm not

MS. HERTEL:
Ms. Park.

I think she's --

Maybe it was you that mentioned it,

I wasn't -- I wasn't sure.
MS. PARK:

If Mr. Mahoney could stay up here to

18

answer questions with me.

19

Hertel -- is that how you pronounce --

20

MS. HERTEL:

21

MS. PARK:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner

Hertel, that's correct.
In our response in opposition, we go

22

into detail about condition no. 19, and then we have a

23

submitted a separate request for the Planning Commission's

24

consideration in removing condition 19 and making a finding.

25

Now, what condition 19 does is that the Board of County
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1

Commissioners and the developers have contracted around the

2

New Mexico Subdivision Act.

3

subdivisions that are going to be coming out of this planned

4

community and the associated Level C documents will not be

5

subject to proceedings under the New Mexico Subdivision Act

6

for major subdivisions.

7

called summary review procedures, which are only applicable

8

to minor subdivision plats and associated Level C documents.

They are to be subject to what are

So condition 19's unlawful under the New Mexico

10

Subdivision Act.

11

review and approval authority of any subdivision plat,

12

whether that's a major subdivision plat or a minor one, it

13

must be subject to the public hearing requirements of the New

14

Mexico Subdivision Act, and the summary procedures don't have

15

public hearing requirements.

16
17
18

That is because if the Board delegates

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

I wasn't reading all that into

condition 19 here.
MR. MAHONEY:

Well, also, I would like to add that

19

the finding that we actually recommend codifies the fact that

20

this is actually a major subdivision, so that anything moving

21

forward actually has that documented so that these actually

22

-- these statutes apply.

23
24
25

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

But didn't you just say that

you thought the statute was illegal or did I miss -MS. PARK:

No.
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1

Condition 19 is unlawful under the Subdivision Act.

2

can't contract around the Subdivision Act.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.

Thank you.

You

All right.

Commissioners -- Mr. Chair,

Commissioner Hertel, can you respond to that comment?

6

you.

7

MR. HAMM:

Thank

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

8

Nicholas Hamm, Bernalillo County Planning.

To speak directly

9

to the question about the platting process that would be

10

followed by Santolina or WAHL subsequent to any approvals,

11

they would -- they would be asked to conform to the

12

requirements of the County Subdivision Ordinance.

13

say that any request that creates six lots or more would be

14

considered a major subdivision and treated in the same manner

15

as the two requests that you heard this morning as part of

16

our Agenda, and your request that did not create five lots

17

would be treated as a minor subdivision, that is consistent

18

with both County Subdivision Ordinance and the state statute

19

that enables it.

20

That's to

A third option that Santolina has as just a landowner of

21

a number of lots on the subject property is that they can

22

reconfigure or replat existing parcels without engaging in

23

the subdivision process.

24

property owner in Bernalillo County owns a number of lots and

25

they desire to reconfigure or replat those lots, they can do

So if a property owner -- any
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1

so without engaging the subdivision process.

2

nature of the amount of property that WAHL or Santolina owns,

3

there is an option for them to engage in a replat process to

4

an extent that it's applicable.

5

lots, it would be treated as a subdivision, and we would

6

follow the procedure established in the County's Subdivision

7

Ordinance.

9

Now, with the creation of

With that I'll stand for any questions.
MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

My concern was that there was a

suggestions made that approval of these reworded three

10

conditions was essentially kicking the can down the road

11

until it fell into an area that didn't require approval.

12

Okay.

13

sure that I understood what that condition 19 was implying,

14

and now your further explanation clarifies it.

15

approval situation.

16

And it was just summary review, and I wanted to make

It's still an

But furthermore, these three conditions would, if

17

approved, have to be supplying the water agreements prior to

18

submittal of any Level C.

19

occurs in this Level C that relates to condition 19.

20

that kind of make sense?

21

MR. HAMM:

So it's still before anything that
Does

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel, I

22

would agree with that characterization.

I would also add

23

that should the developer engage the subdivision process

24

through the CDRA, that they would be required to demonstrate

25

the availability of both legal and physical water.
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1

requirement of the subdivision ordinance itself standing

2

alone from any master plan approvals of the Santolina

3

project.
MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

5

MR. HAMM:

You're very welcome.

6

MS. PARK:

May I respond?

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

No.

Thank you.

That's -- we're not

8

considering condition 19 at this hearing.

9

for three conditions, and we're going to be voting on those.

10

MS. PARK:

We have a request

If Commissioner Hertel had any more

11

questions regarding condition 19 and the effect of deferring

12

to --

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

have a Chair here for.

15

have questions.

16

Okay.

17

We don't -- ma'am, that's what we

We don't ask Commissioners if they

The applicant, do you have any closing comments?
MR. STROZIER:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I'll try

18

and be brief.

I did want to respond to some of the comments

19

that we heard, at least the primary ones that were on point.

20

And so number one, condition -- I just wanted to speak to

21

condition 19.

22

on us to do a boundary plat so that we had a boundary of the

23

land that was covered by the Level A Master Plan.

24

boundary plat has been completed, and that condition has been

25

satisfied prior to this.

Condition 19 was a requirement that was placed

That
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I also wanted to mention, there was a comment that the

2

Water Authority hadn't weighed in, and the Water Authority

3

did provide official comments.

4

and in the record.

5

or not the Water Authority, specifically Mark Sanchez, the

6

executive director, had weighed in on this question, and I

7

think that we had provided a copy of an email from John

8

Stomp, who is also one of the senior officials at the Water

9

Authority, but I did want to just provide -- and I can

They are in the Staff Report

There was also a question as to whether

10

provide a copy of this to the record, but this is an email

11

exchange between Mr. Jeff Garrett with Garrett Development

12

Company to Mark Sanchez, and I can provide a copy of this for

13

Staff, but, "Mark, hope you are doing well.

14

sure you got a copy of the development agreement for

15

Santolina that James" -- that's referring to James Topmiller

16

with Bohannan Huston, our engineer -- "sent to John Stomp

17

today.

18

and Bernalillo County would like to resolve this matter

19

timely.

20

I wanted to make

We're available to discuss at your convenience.

WAHL

Thank you for you're time and consideration."

Mr. Sanchez responded, "Jeff, I think this is premature.

21

The Level B specificity is necessary to have us issue the

22

water, sewer availability statement, which is the basis for

23

the development agreement discussion."

24

So just I can provide that.

25

MS. HERTEL:

So clearly Mr. Sanchez --
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MR. STROZIER:

That is March 15th, 2017.

2

We disagree with the suggested additional findings that

3

the opposition has proposed, and I guess I also want to just

4

state that while there may be some frustration through this

5

process with dealing with the Water Authority and trying to

6

get off of dead center with them, we are extremely impressed

7

with the Authority's 100-year plan that they have recently

8

completed, their conservation efforts, implementation of the

9

San Juan Chama project and many other things.

It's -- it's

10

really -- it's incredible the job that they have done and how

11

serious they take the management of our water and the

12

distribution of the water to their customers and the

13

wastewater treatment side of that equation.

14

truly amazing the job that they're doing on all of our behalf

15

to ensure that we have a long-term sustainable water supply

16

for the community and for growth of our community regardless

17

of where that happens, whether it happens in Santolina or

18

elsewhere.

19

think they're doing an excellent job at what they do.

20

I think it's

They're -- they take their job seriously, and I

With that, we'd be happy to answer any questions.

21

urge your support and recommendation up to the Board of

22

County Commissioners.

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. HERTEL:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Would

Any questions?

Yeah.
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1

MS. HERTEL:

2

MR. STROZIER:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
I'm sorry.

I'll let Catherine address that.
Okay.

What was your name again?

5

MS. PARK:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Chairman Chavez, Jamie Park.
Yeah, I just want to ask, do you

7

have any more questions for her?

8

MS. HERTEL:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

And before we go to that --

No, I do not.
I just wanted to clarify that.

thank you.

11

MS. PARK:

Thank you Mr. Chair.

12

MR. STROZIER:

13

MS. PARK:

Thank you.

Chairman Chavez, if I may make an

14

objection to a recent offer of a March 15th -- 17th email by

15

the developer.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. PARK:

No.

That was not attached to their

18

application submitted to amend the conditions of approval.

19

It's not in the record.

20

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I didn't

21

hear what you said.

22

MS. PARK:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24
25

What was not in the record?
It's not -Staff, she was asking you a

question -MS. HERTEL:
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. HERTEL:

-- on the condition.

3

rewording of amendment 9, and Ms. Parks was saying --

4

Ms. Park was saying that the email that Mr. Strozier read was

5

not in the record, not included with the application, and I

6

didn't hear that.

7

MR. STROZIER:

It was not included.

8

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I know

9

there were documents submitted with the application that were

10

just -- or these changes, and there was some communication

11

provide but not that specific --

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MR. STROZIER:

It is in the record now.
There was -- Mr. Chairman and

14

Commissioner Hertel, the purpose of adding that to the record

15

was there was a question about whether or not Mr. Sanchez had

16

actually weighed in, and we wanted to provide that in

17

response to that.

18

the Water Authority that spoke specifically to the issue but

19

not that one in particular.

We did provide other communication from

20

MS. HERTEL:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22
23

So thank you.

Okay.
Was there going to be a rewording

of a condition?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, so the

24

change that -- that is being proposed is, "Prior to

25

submittal," rather than, "Prior to approval of any level,"
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1

and it would remain Level C document.

2

based on the approved ABCWUA development agreement" -- the

3

rest of it is the same.

4

"approval" to "submittal," so that the three conditions would

5

be consistent in terms of when the particular requirements

6

need to be met.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.
Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I don't

have any other comments, but we're all available for

10

questions.

11

with five findings and then a condition with the three

12

modified conditions and then the change to condition 9 as we

13

have discussed.

14
15

The recommendation is approval of this request

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Any questions of Staff?

Now, I'm trying to understand here.

Now, this -- that

16

condition, the way it reads now, when do they have to have

17

this agreement in order to -- for Level C to be approved, or

18

before?

19

The attorney.
MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

20

Commission, they have to have their water development

21

agreement before they submit Level C documents.

22

be after Level B approval but before Level C submittals.

23
24
25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

So it would

And the way it read before

was they had to have it when?
MR. GARCIA:

Attachment: Attachment 6 - Minutes for CPC hearing 6_7_17 (6940 : COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003)

So it would just be changing

7

9

"The applicant shall,

When you say "before," do you mean --

TR-181
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 1031

5.A.g

1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. GARCIA:

Yeah.

It was before Level B

approvals.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MR. GARCIA:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MR. GARCIA:

For Level C?

Pardon?
For Level C.

The way it was written before when it

8

was before the County Commission before coming back to us, it

9

was before Level B or -- Level B approval.

10
11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yeah.

Okay.

So I'm going to close the floor.

12

MR. PENA:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MR. PENA:

Ready for a motion.

Mr. Chairman, I'd like to make a motion.
Go ahead, Commissioner.

Under SPR2017-0003, I make a motion that

15

we approve by modifying the conditions 8, 11, and interject

16

no. 9 reflecting the changes.

17

MR. BLANCHARD:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

Second that motion.
Okay.

Moved and second.

All

those in favor signify by saying aye.

20

COMMISSION:

Aye.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. NECOCHEA:

Opposed?

Okay.

Shame on you.

Motion carries.

Shame on you for

23

selling out our community.

Shame on you for wasting all our

24

time and our taxpayer dollars and for just deceiving the

25

community for all these years and how you can listen to us
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and just --

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

have our meeting going.

4

MS. NECOCHEA:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MS. NECOCHEA:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. NECOCHEA:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Staff, do we have any -- we still

10

So can you be quiet.

No, I cannot.
No.

Go ahead.

Can you be quiet?
Go ahead.
My community, can we be quiet?
Staff, do we have anything

further?

11
12

Okay.

MR. GRADI:

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

Commission, we have no further matters under consideration.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MR. COLLIE:

Mr. Chair, I move we adjourn.

15

MS. HERTEL:

Second the motion.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

Second the motion.

All in favor,

signify by saying aye.

18
19

Can I have a motion to adjourn?

COMMISSION:
(Note:

Aye.

Hearing adjourned at 2:39 p.m.)

20
21
22
23
24
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1

STATE OF NEW MEXICO

2

COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

ss

I, B. JULIAN SERNA, Certified Court Reporter in the

4

State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I reported, to the

5

best of my ability, the above Bernalillo County Planning

6

Commission hearing; that the pages numbered 3 through 183,

7

inclusive, are a true and correct transcript of my

8

stenographic notes, and were reduced to typewritten

9

transcript through Computer-Aided Transcription; and that on

10

the date I reported these proceedings, I was a New Mexico

11

Certified Court Reporter.

12
13

Dated at Albuquerque, New Mexico, this 26th day of June,
2017.

14
15
16
17
18

B. JULIAN SERNA
New Mexico CCR No. 206
Expires: December 31, 2017

19
20
21
22
23
24
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New Mexico Environmental Law Center, agent for Southwest Organizing Project, New Mexico
Health Equity Working Group, Pajarito Village Neighborhood Association, Center for
Sustainable Systems, South Valley Coalition of Neighborhood Associations, South Valley
Regional Association of Acequias, Javier Benavidez, James 'Santiago' Maestas, Roberto Roibal,
Kristine Suozzi, Rod Mahoney, Marcia Beuaregard Fernandez, Daniel Richard 'Rip' Anderson,
and Dr. Virginia Necochea, appeals the decision of the County Planning Commission to
recommend approval of the request to modify conditions of approval 8, 9, and 11 of the adopted
Santolina Planned Communities Level A Master Plan. The plan area is within the Plat of
Santolina Level A and is generally bounded by Interstate 40 to the north, 118th Street and the
escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa on the south, and the escarpment area
adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on the west, encompassing projected sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9,
10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 & 17, T9N, RI E and sections 6, 7, 8, 16. 17, & 18, T9N, R2E and
sections 25, 26, 32, 33, 34, 35, & 36, T10N, R1E and sections 30, 31, & 32, T9N, R2E,
N.M.P.M., Town of Atrisco Grant, Bernalillo County, New Mexico, zoned PC (Planned
Community), and containing approximately 13,831.7 acres. (Original request submitted by
Consensus Planning, agent for Western Albuquerque Land Holdings, Youth Development, Inc.,
and Central New Mexico Community College, and High Mesa Consulting Group, agent for
Albuquerque Public Schools)

WESTERN ALBUQUERQUE LAND HOLDINGS LLC
RESPONSE TO PROTEST OF THE BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION TO THE BERNALILLO COUNTY
COMMISSION THAT IT APPROVE THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
CONDITIONS 8, 9, AND 11 OF
APPROVAL OF THE SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER PLAN
This is the Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC (“WALH”) response to the protest
submitted on June 24, 2107, by SouthWest Organizing Project, the New Mexico Health Equity
Working Group, the Pajarito Village Association, the South Valley Coalition of Neighborhood
Associations, the South Valley Regional Association of Acequias, the Center for Social
Sustainable Systems, Javier Benavidez, James “Santiago” Maestas, Roberto Roibal, Kristine
Suozzi, Rod Mahoney, Marcia Beauregard Fernandez, Daniel Richard “Rip” Anderson, and Dr.
Virginia Necochea (the “Protestors”) pertaining to the Bernalillo County Planning Commission
(the “CPC”) recommendation to the Bernalillo County Commission (the “BCC”) that the
proposed amendments to Conditions 8, 9, and 11 of the approved Santolina Level A Master Plan
be adopted by the BCC.
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COA2017-0003 / SPR2017-0003 (Considerations Pertaining to the Santolina
Application for Level B.I Master Plan Approval, a Legislative Proceeding)
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The Second Judicial District Court Has Affirmed the BCC Approval of the
Santolina Level A Master Plan, as Well as the BCC Adoption of Planning
Communities Zoning, on its Merits, and Has Dismissed the Challenge to the Level A
Development Agreement.

Protestors inaccurately claim that by remanding for procedural considerations the BCC
approval of the Planned Communities (“PC”) Zoning for the Level A Master Plan area, that the
District Court has, somehow, voided approval of the Level A Master Plan, the PC Zoning, and the
Level A Development Agreement. The Court, in separate decisions, upheld (1) the BCC approval
of the Santolina Level A Master Plan, (2) the PC Zoning, on its merits, and (3) dismissed the
challenge to the Santolina Level A Development Agreement. As for the Court’s separate decision
discussing due process considerations pertaining to the PC Zoning, it merely remanded the matter
for further consideration by the BCC, with direction that the members of the BCC assure
themselves and their constituents that they are free of conflicts of interest and without partiality or
prejudgment before further considering the approval of the PC Zoning, including the prior approval
of the CPC recommendation. The District Court did not void any of the BCC actions pertaining to
the Santolina Level A Master Plan.

Protestors attempt to use Nesbit v. City of Albuquerque, 1977-NMSC-107, 91 NM 435,
in support of their claim of voidness is misguided. Nesbit was a notice case in which the Court
found that because appropriate notice was not given at the commencement of the proceeding,
that all proceedings thereafter were subject to challenge. It was a situation which was not
capable of correction. That is not the case here. In fact, here the District Court decision merely
remanded the zoning matter for further consideration by the BCC, upon appropriate assurances
that unbiased fact finders will be making the definitive determination.
Protestors also misconstrue the ordinances, policies, and criteria pertaining to planned
communities when they claim that master plans necessarily follow zoning. It is clear from a
review of the relevant documentation that the master plan is the controlling document, and that
the planned community zone is merely an overlay zone, giving a zoning designation to the land
uses which are defined and approved in the master plan.
While the District Court did remand the matter of the PC Zone for further consideration,
the BCC decision on the PC Zone stands, unless and until there is a final non-appealable
judgment reversing the BCC administrative decisions. The recent decisions of the District Court
pertaining to the judicial appeal of the Santolina Level A approvals are subject to appeal and,
therefore, not final. Further, all of the parties to the proceedings before Judge Franchini,
including Protestors, have filed pleadings requesting Judge Franchini to reconsider her decisions.
Until the District Court has disposed of the pending motions for reconsideration, there is not
even a decision from which to take an appeal. The PC Zone remains valid in the interim because
the District Court decision is not a final non-appealable order. Further, jurisdiction of the matter
of the remand on the PC zoning issue remains with the District Court, which retains jurisdiction
of all matters pertaining to the judicial appeals of the Level A approvals until it has made final
disposition thereof.
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I.

Additionally, Bernalillo County has requested the District Court to reconsider her
decision on the remand. Pursuant to Rule 1-062(E) of the Rules of Civil Procedure for the
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II.

The Amendment of Conditions 8, 9, and 11 in the Fashion Proposed is Consistent
with the Planned Communities Criteria Requirements for the Santolina Level A
Development Area.

The Protestors extensively reference and quote sections from the Planned Communities
Criteria (the “PCC”) requirements for Level B Plans, even though Conditions 8, 9, and 11 are
Level A Master Plan conditions and not PCC requirements. Nonetheless, subsections D.2,
pertaining to facilities plan, and D.4, pertaining to standards of availability of public services, of
the PCC Level B requirements have been satisfactorily addressed the Level B submittal. WALH
has provided substantial information pertaining to water and public services both in the Level B
Plan and in supporting technical submittals. Protestors incorrectly claim that the technical
documents provided are merely “conceptual” and that the plans provided are also merely
“conceptual”. The technical reports submitted as part of the Level A Plan and the Level B Plan
are very detailed and precise. Level B technical plans submitted include the following plans
prepared by Bohannan-Huston: Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan dated January 25, 2016;
Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan and Terrain Management Plan dated January 25, 2016; and
Transportation Master Plan dated January 25, 2016, revised July 1, 2016, and September 30,
2016.
Regardless, based on the PCC provisions for Level B and Level C, it is evident that
conceptual plans are, in fact, appropriate at Level B. Approval of detailed site specific
conditions and plans occurs at Level C. For example, Level B criteria includes wording such as
“conceptual description”, “typical”, and “strategy,” whereas Level C criteria uses verbiage such
as “site-specific”, “specific”, and “final”.
Protestors acknowledge that the CPC found the Level B application to be in “substantial
consistency” with the PCC, but go on to claim that the PCC requires “absolute consistency” even
though the PCC does not require “absolute” consistency. The Protestors also claim that
conditions of approval cannot be applied to PCC requirements. However, the PCC does not
speak to conditions of approval related to Level A, B, or C approvals. It is the prerogative of the
BCC to impose requirements for final approval in the form of Conditions of Approval, should it
so choose.
Protestors create confusion by their arguments related to Conditions 8, 9, and 11, stating
that they are related to Level B requirements pertaining to water availability and serviceability,
and water, sewer, and drainage systems. However, the three conditions of approval in question
were independently adopted in conjunction with approval of the Level A Master Plan, not as
PCC requirements. Additional arguments are made to suggest that the adoption of Conditions 8,
9, and 11 somehow dismiss or defer applicability of the requirements of the PCC. This is also
incorrect and misleading. The PCC requirements for Level A and Level B remain, and have
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District Courts, when an appeal is taken by any political subdivision of the state, the taking of an
appeal shall operate as a stay. Here Bernalillo County has requested the Court to reconsider and
is entitled to appeal, should the Court not reconsider. Therefore, for various reasons, it is
premature for the Court’s ruling to take effect.
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Further, the requirement of an executed development agreement with the Water Authority
is not a requirement of the PCC. The Water Authority was created after the adoption of the PCC.
Therefore, any imposed requirement for a development agreement with the Water Authority
prior to a land use approval necessarily follows the adoption of the PCC. The Protestors also
claim, without authority, that “if there is a conflict between conditions of approval and the
Planned Communities Criteria, the Planned Communities Criteria govern”. This claim is not
supported by language in the PCC.
Regardless, a water development agreement with the Water Authority is necessary to
satisfy the BCC that there will be water for the Santolina development. Hence Conditions 8, 9,
and 11 to approval of the Santolina Level A Master Plan. However, during the Level A and
Level B land use approval process, Water Authority staff indicated that BCC approved land use
entitlements were necessary to identify the land uses requiring water, in order to draft a water
development agreement containing provisions appropriate to address quantified water demand.
At the May 28, 2014, hearing before the CPC, Mr. Alan Porter, with the Water Authority,
testified that “... before any commitment of utility service can be offered to Santolina, a
Development Agreement must be entered into between the Water Authority and the developer.”
He also indicated that “... Water Authority policy prohibits the execution of a Development
Agreement until the proposed development is in an approved land-use planning area.” He went
on to indicate that “The level of detail needed for the Development Agreement is usually not
provided until the planning process advances to level 2 or Level B status.” (All Tr. at p. 31.)
On June 10, 2016, WALH submitted a draft water development agreement to the Water
Authority for review and discussion. Despite repeated requests thereafter, the Water Authority
refused to deal with the WALH proposed Level A Water Development Agreement.
In a June 29, 2014, letter from Mark S. Sanchez, Executive Director of the Water
Authority, addressed to BCC Chair Joe Chavez, the following statement served as the concluding
paragraph of the letter: “If the Santolina Level A Master Plan is Approved by the Bernalillo
County Commission, only then will Water Authority staff proceed in negotiating a draft
development Agreement with the developer. Of course, final approval of any development
agreement requires formal action by the Water Authority governing board”
On June 16, 2015, the BCC approved the Santolina Level A Community Master Plan
with Findings and Conditions, including Conditions 8, 9, and 11.
However, not long thereafter, the Water Authority began to publicly step back from the
representation that it would review the Level A Water Development Agreement after BCC
approval of the Level A Community Master Plan. Water Authority representatives and others
indicated that more definition of the BCC approved land uses was needed to enter into
negotiation for a water development agreement, pursuant to which water would be provided to
Santolina.
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associated technical documents.

4
Packet Pg. 1159

5.A.j

. . . so as to provide some level of certainty on the approved land uses for
the Level B Plan. This will allow the Water Authority to finalize the
water and sewer uses in the serviceability statement. The serviceability
statement will then supplement the development agreement, which must
be approved by the Water Authority Board.
At the November 2, 2016, CPC hearing on the Level B Plan, there was discussion about
the necessity of a Level B plan approval. Dan McGregor with County Natural Resources
indicated to the CPC that if it were to recommend an approval, this would allow the Water
Authority to start negotiations, reviews and studies pertaining to the Water Authority
development agreement. However, he also pointed out that in order to present a development
agreement to the Water Authority board in order to get approval thereof, a BCC approval of the
Level B master plan would be required. (Tr. at p. 83.)
Mr. John Stomp, Chief Operating Officer of the Water Authority, testified that:
As a staff, we need some certainty, and our policies dictate very clearly
that we need to have an approved land use plan before we can enter into
a discussion about service. We need to be able to go to our board and
know what we are recommending in terms of the actual level of service.
The Level B that’s before you provides that level of detail, but there are
still many opportunities for that to change until it gets to the County
Commission ...
(Tr. at p. 102.)
Mr. Stomp went on to indicate that:
. . . our policy is clear that without your land-use decision, we can’t getwe cannot provide service, and that’s a clear separation of powers,
because we don’t want to have people come to us and say, ‘We’re
guaranteeing you water/sewer service,’ before a land-use plan, and that
puts you in bind in terms of your ability to make a decision.
(Tr. at p. 103.)
On January 4, 2017, after hearing the matter over the course of multiple hearings and
upon the Planning staff recommendation of approval, the CPC unanimously recommended the
approval of the Level B Plan.
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On July 13, 2016, Kris Cadena, Principal Engineer for the ABCWUA remitted a letter to
Chairman Chavez of the CPC, indicating that a water and sanitary sewer serviceability statement
had been requested of the ABCWUA. He encouraged the CPC to make a determination on the
Level B Plan:
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On March 15, 2017, Mark Sanchez, Executive Director of the Water Authority, stated in
an e-mail response to Jeff Garrett, who was inquiring as to the status of the water development
agreement, that discussion of the water agreement is premature, and that Level B specificity
would be necessary for development agreement discussion. A copy of the e-mail correspondence
is attached as EXHIBIT B.
The resulting procedural problem requiring attention is that BCC Conditions 8, 9, and 11
require a Water Authority development agreement with WALH before approval of a Level B
land use plan. However, the Water Authority now requires BCC approval of a Level B Plan
before it will consider a water development agreement.
The result is an impasse from which WALH cannot escape, without intervention of the
BCC, which adopted Conditions 8, 9, and 11. Fortunately, the BCC can rectify the situation, by
adoption of the proposed amendments to Conditions 8, 9, and 11.
The PCC does not require a development agreement with the Water Authority. Instead,
the PCC requires detailed plans that outline specific water and sanitary sewer improvements in
order to service the project property. These details have been provided in the technical reports
and appendices provided with the Level A and B Master Plan submittals.
While it may be that a water development agreement would satisfy the PCC Level B
planning requirements, the Technical Reports and plans that have been provided as part of the
Level B application also serve to meet these requirements. Therefore, the proposed amendments
to Level A Conditions 8, 9, and 11 are appropriate, and do not circumvent PCC requirements for
approval of either Level A or Level B Plans for Santolina.
Protestors even claim that the BCC-approved Level A Master Plan did not comply with
the PCC for Level A Plans pertaining to water. This claim is false and unsubstantiated. Text
within the Level A Plan and, more importantly, the data provided as part of the Level A technical
reports provides extensive documentation of water availability. The BCC was satisfied that
conditions pertaining to water had been satisfied when it approved the Level A Plan, as indicated
by its Finding No. 18:
Through a letter dated 29 July 2014, ABCWUA has represented that they
are capable of serving the master planned community, contingent upon
the developer’s ability to comply with ABCWUA current guidelines,
policies, and ordinances, as amended from time to time. Through
provision of the referenced letter and the associated representation by the
ABCWUA, the applicant has demonstrated the physical and legal
availability of water and wastewater as required in the Level A Planned
Communities Criteria.
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On January 19, 2017, John Stomp, by e-mail response to James Topmiller, indicated that
BCC approval of the Level B Plan would be required before the Water Authority would move
forward on the water development agreement, a copy of which is attached as EXHIBIT A.
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If the Authority provides water and sewer service for the Project, the
Owner will enter into a separate development agreement with the
Authority concerning the terms of providing such water and sewer
service to the Project. All matters associated with water and sewer
infrastructure for the Project shall be resolved solely between Owner and
the Authority.
(Emphasis added).
The Development Agreement between WALH and the County clearly contemplates that
a future, formal agreement for water and wastewater service will be executed by the Water
Authority and WALH. The County Level A Development Agreement defers to the Water
Authority in matters pertaining to water and wastewater service.
Nevertheless, Protestors continue to argue that the Level A Plan did not provide the
necessary information required by the PCC for water availability, which makes it clear that they
have failed to carefully review the entirety of the application submittal, including the
supplementary material that was provided as part of the Level A application. The approved
technical reports that supplemented the Level A Plan satisfy the PCC requirements relative to
documentation of physical availability and existing data. The June 29, 2014, Mark Sanchez
letter confirmed the availability of water. Since then, the Water Authority has further
documented its enhanced ability to serve growing demand, increasing population, and associated
development.
The Water 2120: Securing our Water Future Plan (approved by the Water Authority
Board in September 2016) (the “2120 Water Plan”) outlines a plan to ensure water service for
the Albuquerque / Bernalillo County metropolitan area over the next century. Key findings and
recommendations in the 2120 Water Plan include the following:
Conservation and a shift to direct use of surface water over the last
decade have enabled substantial recovery in Albuquerque’s depleted
aquifer, providing flexibility in planning for the future.
Under the baseline scenario, Albuquerque has sufficient supplies in its
current portfolio of groundwater and surface water to serve a growing
community, even in a dry future, through at least the 2060s under the
worst case scenario; and well into the 2080s under the medium demand /
medium growth scenario.
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In fact, the BCC and WALH agreed in the Level A Development Agreement, at Section
6.2.5, that water and sewer infrastructure will be provided exclusively by the Water Authority,
and that all arrangements pertaining thereto shall be resolved solely between the Water Authority
and WALH:

Prudent future investments in conservation, aquifer storage, stormwater
capture, wastewater reuse and other supply portfolio and water storage
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Executive Summary at page 1. A copy of the Executive Summary of the 2120 Water Plan is
attached as EXHIBIT C.
At Volume II of the 2120 Water Plan, certain town hall policies are set forth, as adopted,
following community outreach during the course of the preparation, consideration, deliberation,
and adoption of the 2120 Water Plan. At Paragraph L of the town hall policies is Policy L, “Link
Land Use Planning with Water Management,” which provides that:
The Authority shall coordinate and cooperate with the City, County and
all other entities with planning authority to integrate water management
policies with land use decisions. The Authority recognizes that managing
the use of groundwater while conserving and using existing water
resources including maximizing the use of excess resources when
available should significantly reduce acquisition of new supplies to serve
future customers.
Sub-policies 2, 4, and 5 of Policy L, which are applicable to the proposed Santolina
Master Plan project, provide:
2.

The Water Authority should ensure that its capital planning
process is based on the City and County growth and development
master plans so that land use and infrastructure policies are
consistent.

4.

The Water Authority should encourage the City, County and
State to adopt low-water use Building Codes and low-water-use
landscaping standards for all new construction.

5.

The Water Authority should continue its review process so that
each new residential, commercial, industrial and institutional
development will have a resilient, sustainable water supply.

The efforts of WALH in conjunction with County Planning Staff, the CPC, and the BCC
have ensured that the Santolina Master Plan is in compliance with land use and infrastructure
policies. Furthermore, the Water Authority’s policies for low-water use have been incorporated
into Design Standards of the Level B Plan, as part of the Chapter 3 text. Additionally, the Water
Authority has been involved in the review process for this proposed master planned
development. WALH continues to seek to coordinate with the Water Authority on a water
development agreement at the appropriate development stage, hence the reason for the requested
amendments to Conditions 8, 9, and 11.
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options can extend existing supplies for decades longer under a variety
of scenarios, providing a reliable water supply for our community’s
future while preserving our aquifer as an emergency reserve.
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This despite the fact that if there is anyone that actually needs to be assured there is an
adequate supply of water before developing a project, it is a developer. Certainly, in this case it
would not be prudent for WALH to proceed without an assurance of water for future
development because, without water and necessary related infrastructure, the viability of the
project would be severely diminished, if not extinguished.
However, WALH is satisfied that there is an adequate and ample water supply for the
project. The request to amend certain conditions of approval is not an attempt to avoid a
development agreement with the Water Authority, but only to first allow approval of a Level B
land use plan, which will serve as the basis for a more refined and defined water development
agreement.
III.

The Water Authority Has Indicated it Will Not Enter Into a Development
Agreement with WALH Until BCC Approval of the Santolina Level B.I Master
Plan.

As indicated in the extensive discussion in the WALH response set forth in Section II
pertaining to Conditions 8, 9, and 11, the Water Authority will not enter into a development
agreement with WALH until the BCC has approved the Santolina Level B.I Master Plan, as
evidenced by the recent definitive statement of Mr. Mark Sanchez, Executive Director of the
Water Authority, in his March 15, 2017, e-mail to Mr. Jeff Garrett:
Jeff, I think this is premature. The level B specificity is necessary to have
us issue the water sewer availability statement, which is the basis for the
development agreement discussions.
(Emphasis added.)
IV.

The Water Authority is Obligated to Provide Water to the Santolina Level A
Development Area.

The Albuquerque / Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority was created by NMSA 721-10 which provides at Section 72-1-10(B)(1):
The Authority shall set policy and regulate, supervise, and administer the
water and wastewater utility of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County. . .
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Nevertheless, Protestors continue to suggest that approval of the Level A Master Plan
was erroneous. This suggestion demeans the ability of both the CPC and BCC to make a sound
decision on a project that was thoroughly reviewed and considered. Despite the evidence to the
contrary, Protestors continue to suggest that there is no source of water for the proposed
development.
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. . . Bernalillo county may, by ordinance or resolution, grant the authority
a franchise for the operation, construction and maintenance of the utility
system and for the use and rental of rights of way in exchange for
consideration.
Bernalillo County and the Water Authority did, in fact, enter into a franchise agreement,
approved by the Water Authority on June 21, 2006, and by the Bernalillo County Commission as
of June 27, 2006.
In entering into the franchise agreement with the Water Authority, the BCC found that:
It is in the best interest of Bernalillo County to grant a franchise to the
Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority (“Authority”) to
develop, lay, relay, construct, maintain, operate and remove pipes,
systems, works, lift stations, manholes, storage tanks, reservoirs,
appliances, and other structures and facilities, on, over, under, along and
across all Rights-of-way in or owned by the County for purposes of
providing water and wastewater services all as more specifically set out
below.
Section 1. Legislative Findings.
As consideration of its rights under the franchise agreement, the Water Authority agreed
pursuant to Section 13, “Water and Wastewater Service,” that the Authority would furnish water
and wastewater service within the corporate limits of the County. More specifically, it is agreed
that:
. . . the Authority shall furnish water and wastewater service within the
corporate limits of the County . . . to the County and to the inhabitants
thereof, and to any persons or corporations doing business in the County
...
The provision of water and wastewater service within the corporate limits of the County
is an absolute obligation of the Authority, and the Authority committed to fulfill its obligations
pursuant to the franchise agreement by agreeing “to take all reasonable and necessary actions to
assure that the terms of the franchise are performed . . .” Section 6, “Performance and
Modification.”
The County Commission took appropriate action, by its adoption of the franchise
agreement, to ensure that County residents would receive water and wastewater service as a
condition of the rights extended to the Water Authority under the franchise agreement. There
can be no serious assertion that the Water Authority is not obligated to provide water within the
corporate limits of Bernalillo County, thanks to the resolute action taken by the BCC.
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It is further provided at Section 72-1-10(J) that:
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The 2012 Addendum to the Planned Communities Criteria, Which Followed the
1990 Enactment of the Planned Communities Criteria, Acknowledged the Interim
Creation of the Water Authority.

The Planned Communities Criteria was original adopted by the Bernalillo County
Commission in 1990. The County Commission subsequently nullified the application of the
PCC to the unincorporated area of the County. The Albuquerque / Bernalillo County Water
Utility Authority was subsequently established by state statute in 2006. Following the creation
of the Water Authority, at a public hearing on May 22, 2012, the BCC approved SPR-20120002, thereby re-establishing the PCC as a guide for master plan proposals within the
unincorporated areas of Bernalillo County. In connection with its re-adoption of the PCC, the
BCC further approved an addendum to the PCC recognizing the intervening creation of the
Water Authority:
The Planned Communities Criteria was initially adopted in 1990. Since
that time demographics within Bernalillo County have changed
significantly. In addition, changes have occurred within several
governmental review agencies. These changes include the establishment
of the Albuquerque / Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority, traffic
modelling improvements and changes governing annexation lands within
the unincorporated area by the City of Albuquerque. These changes in
government structure shall be recognized throughout the review process
for any master plan submitted within Bernalillo County.
(Emphasis added.)
Prior to the establishment of the Water Authority, it was necessary for someone
developing property in the unincorporated area of Bernalillo County to independently establish
the availability of water by domestic water wells or otherwise, because there was no county-wide
water service available. The only significant water service available in the area was provided by
the City of Albuquerque Water Department, which serviced only the area within the incorporated
limits of the City, or land annexed to the City.
Because the Water Authority was statutorily established with a mandate to serve the City
and the County, it is no longer necessary for someone developing property within the
unincorporated area of the County to establish an independent source of water, since new
developments within the County are now able to prove availability of water by becoming a
customer of the Water Authority.
Santolina has previously established that it will be a customer of the Water Authority.
The Water Authority has indicated its capability and willingness to provide water and
wastewater service to Santolina. The BCC has so found and so concluded by its action taken in
connection with its approval of the Santolina Level A Community Master Plan.
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While There is No Requirement That the BCC Treat Santolina as the City Treated
Mesa del Sol, the City’s Treatment of Mesa del Sol is Instructive as How Best to
Proceed With Regard to Planned Communities.

Protestors are attacking a position which no one has taken, by apparently claiming that
the WALH is suggesting that the County Commission is required to treat the Santolina
development in the same fashion as the City of Albuquerque (the “City”) treated Mesa del Sol.
There is no requirement that the BCC treat Santolina as the City treated Mesa del Sol, and
WALH does not so suggest.
However, as was the case with Mesa del Sol, it does make sense to have the Level B land
use approval in place before proceeding with the Level B WALH-Water Authority development
agreement. The Level B Plan provides more definition to the land uses which are to be served
by the Water Authority.
VII.

No Harm Will Result From the Approval of the Proposed Amendments to
Conditions 8, 9, and 11.

As noted in the previously referenced Addendum to the Planned Communities Criteria,
the BCC acknowledges the Water Authority as the agency which supplies water to development
within its area of operation. The requirement that an agreement be achieved with the Water
Authority at some point in the process prior to development provides assurance that there is a
reliable source of water for a development before development is undertaken.
Certainly, no one is suggesting that it is the responsibility of the BCC to review the water
development agreement to make certain that the Water Authority is capable of supplying water
and/or that its infrastructure is sufficient to do so, or to otherwise become involved in the negotiation
of the terms and conditions of the WALH-Water Authority agreement. Instead, the requirement
serves to provide the BCC with assurance of the existence of an agreement by and between WALH
and the Water Authority for the provision of water to the intended development before development
can be undertaken.

Therefore, given that development in a planned community cannot take place prior to a
subsequent Level C approval, it does no harm to postpone the requirement that an agreement
with the Water Authority be achieved before Level C approval, as opposed to Level B approval.
The point is to ensure that there be sufficient water to supply the development. The
Water Authority is capable of making this assessment and has been charged with this
responsibility. Therefore, the public is not prejudiced by having the Water Authority make this
determination, instead of the County Commission. The BCC has acknowledged as much, by its
adoption of the addendum to the PCC, when it readopted the PCC.
The County retains the authority to confirm the existence of a water development
agreement by requiring such before Level C approval. The public retains the right and ability to
provide comment and testimony on the water development agreement because it is a document
that must be approved by the Board of the Water Authority in a public setting. The public will
have ample opportunity to provide comment. Further, members of the BCC will have continuing
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VIII.

No Harm Will Result if Condition 19 of the BCC Approval of the Santolina Level A
Master Plan Remains.

Protestors inaccurately assert that WALH and Bernalillo County staff are trying to
circumvent and violate the County’s subdivision regulations. While the opposition correctly
points out (as has been pointed out by County staff) that there is a conflict between the PC Zone
and the County Subdivision Ordinance with respect to future Level C plan review and approval,
the claim that either WALH or the County staff intend to violate the subdivision regulations is
without merit.
The County staff has acknowledged this conflict and has indicated that steps will be taken
to address it. Because Bernalillo County voters have approved Home Rule, the options for
addressing this problem are expanded. If this conflict is not addressed, then any future
subdivisions within Santolina will be required to follow the subdivision ordinance. WALH has
not suggested nor requested that it be exempt from following the existing subdivision
regulations. To so imply is unwarranted.
The opposition goes on to incorrectly assume that for the CDRA to have exclusive
authority to approve major subdivisions (Level C Plans), that someone must be classifying major
subdivisions as types of subdivisions that would allow a summary plat procedure. This is simply
incorrect. Ms. Juanita Garcia in her testimony to the BCC on April 4, 2017, clearly stated:
We recognize that amendments to the subdivision ordinance will be
required to allow the County’s development review authority, the
CDRA, to have review authority over the Level C plans and some of the
projects with the Level B.1 Plan. Right now, as established in the
Zoning Code, it indicates that any sort of development or approval for
Level C Plans requires it to be approved and reviewed by the CDRA.
However, the CDRA is not structured in such a way to allow for that sort
of review process, so we recognize that and we understand that there are
going to be some amendments needed to allow for that to happen.
(Tr. at pp. 24-25.)
The opposition assumes that the current regulations will simply be disregarded and
circumvented. This is incorrect. County staff is cognizant of the conflict and will be working on
amendments to address it. In the interim, it will be necessary to comply with the County
subdivision ordinance.
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review authority, during the preparation, discussion, negotiation, and execution of the water
agreement since three members of the BCC sit as members of the seven-member Water
Authority Board.

The opposition also presupposes that these amendments and the future process developed
for the CDRA will not include any type of public hearing. It is unclear why this would be
assumed. The City of Albuquerque’s similar board, the Development Review Board (the
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There will be opportunities for the public to comment on proposed amendments prior to
implementation. In the meantime, the current County subdivision regulations will guide any
major subdivision review. The current review process for major subdivisions requires public
hearings before the CPC and BCC.
IX.

The CPC Acted Appropriately When it Recommended Approval of the Proposed
Amendments to Conditions 8, 9, and 11.

Initially, it is important to recall that the Santolina Level B Village Master Plan
proceeding is a legislative proceeding, pursuant to BCC rules and otherwise because it involves
the adoption of a comprehensive community plan, which also serves as a land use planning
document. Therefore, rules that apply to quasi-judicial proceedings are not applicable or
relevant.
Protestors complain that the CPC took note of a communication indicating the position of
the Water Authority on when it would consider a water development agreement for the Santolina
Master Plan development. At issue is whether the Water Authority is willing to consider
entering into a water development agreement with WALH following BCC Level A Community
Master Plan approval or Level B Village Master Plan approval. This was a major point of
contention before the CPC, given that Protestors took the position that the CPC should not
recommend approval of the proposed revisions to Conditions 8, 9, and 11 because there was
nothing in the record supporting the WALH assertion that the Water Authority had made
representations that it would not consider and enter into a water development agreement before a
Level B Master Plan approval. (Tr. at pp. 149-150.) In response to this assertion, Mr. Jim
Strozier produced the e-mail exchange between Mark Sanchez and Jeff Garrett, which is attached
as Exhibit A to this response, to establish that Mr. Sanchez had unequivocally stated that the
Water Authority would require a Level B land use approval in order to proceed with the water
development agreement. (Tr. at p. 177.)
Given that the Level B Master Plan proceedings are legislative in nature, it is rather
astonishing that Protestors would take the position that the CPC could not consider additional,
information relevant to the matter at hand. This is particularly so when it was Protestors that
raised the issue as a key point in their opposition to the requested CPC action. The Rules of
Procedure cited by Protestors are not applicable because they pertain to quasi-judicial
proceedings. Nevertheless, even in the case of a quasi-judicial proceeding, the CPC may waive
the requirement that documentary materials be submitted at least 8 calendar days prior to the
public hearing. That is, in effect, what the CPC did by taking note of the additional information
despite Protestors’ objection.
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“DRB”), addresses these types of projects (Level C equivalent) and has built into their
procedures determination of what items require a public hearing, notification procedures for
those public hearings, and rules for the public hearings. It is reasonable to assume that the
County staff will develop procedures similar to that of the DRB.

Protestors also complained about not being permitted to cross examine WALH’s agent
regarding the Sanchez/Garrett e-mail exchange. However, there is nothing in the record
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Protestors also complained about the participation of Johnny Pena, a member of the CPC,
in the hearing pertaining to Conditions 8, 9 and 11 of the Santolina Level A Master Plan.
Protestors cite Section 62-36 of the Bernalillo County Code of Ordinances, which
provides that:
Any CPC member having an adverse or financial interest in the outcome
of any policy, decision or determination before the CPC or one of its
committees on which he serves shall, as soon as possible after such
interest becomes apparent, disclose to each of the other members voting
on the matter the nature of his adverse or financial interest in the issue
and his disclosure shall be recorded. . . .
(Emphasis added.)
Section 62-36 is only applicable if a CPC member has a financial interest in the outcome
of a decision before the CPC. It is a real stretch to argue that Mr. Pena has a financial interest in
whether or not Conditions 8, 9, and 11 to the Santolina Level A Master Plan should be amended
in a fashion which would permit execution of a water development agreement before a Level C
approval, as opposed to a Level B approval. This is the matter on which a decision was made
and in which Mr. Pena participated. There are no facts that would suggest that Mr. Pena had a
financial interest in the outcome of the decision pertaining to Conditions 8, 9, and 11 of the
Santolina Level A Master Plan, nor at what point in time the water development agreement
should be discussed.
The decision at hand was merely procedural in nature and had no definitive impact on the
project one way or another. Section C(6) of the Guidelines for the Conduct of Business by the
County Planning Commission is even more removed. That Section provides:
A member of the CPC who has a conflict of interest of a financial nature,
that could influence the outcome of a particular case, shall reveal the
existence of such conflict before the case is heard, and physically
withdraw from the consideration for the case.
(Emphasis added.) Mr. Pena had no conflict of interest of a financial nature, as
discussed supra. Therefore, a non- interest would not improperly influence the
outcome of a particular case, and there is no need to reveal the existence of a conflict
which does not exist.
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indicating that Protestors ever requested permission to cross-examine WALH’s agent. Certainly,
Protestors were allowed to make their objection to introduction of the e-mail communication
known. (Tr. at p. 179.)

The “facts” cited by Protestors in an attempt to establish that Mr. Pena had a conflict by
referring to Mr. Pena’s wife, her employment, and her prior action, none of which resulted in a
determination that Mr. Pena had a conflict in a non-related matter, were all known to Protestors
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Furthermore, the CPC vote was unanimous (6-0). Had Mr. Pena not participated, the vote
would have been 5-0, and had Mr. Pena voted in opposition, the vote would have been 5-1.
Therefore, Mr. Pena’s participation or not, was irrelevant to the outcome of the matter.
Furthermore, the “decision” of the CPC with regard to Conditions 8, 9, and 11 of the
Santolina Level A Master Plan was not really a decision at all. It was merely a recommendation
to the BCC, which will consider the matter on its merits and make a decision on whether or not
to adopt the recommendation of the CPC.
CONCLUSION
For any and all of the reasons set forth hereinabove, WALH requests that the BCC accept
and adopt the recommendation of the CPC so that consideration of a Level B Master Plan
approval may proceed, thereby providing the necessary land use information for the preparation
of a water development agreement for the Level B Plan area by and between WALH and the
Water Authority.
Respectfully submitted,
RODEY, DICKASON, SLOAN, AKIN & ROBB, P.A.

By:____________________________________________
John P. Salazar
Post Office Box 1888
Albuquerque, NM 87103-1888
Telephone:
(505) 765-5900
Facsimile:
(505) 768-7395
E-mail:jsalazar@rodey.com
Attorneys for Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC
cc (via e-mail):
Douglas Meiklejohn, NM Environmental Law Center (dmeiklejohn@nmelc.org)
Jaimie Park, NM Environmental Law Center (jpark@nmelc.org)
Attorneys for South West Organizing Project, the New Mexico Health Equity Working
Group, the Pajarito Village Association, the South Valley Coalition of Neighborhood
Associations, the South Valley Regional Association of Acequias, the Center for Social
Sustainable Systems, Javier Benavidez, James “Santiago” Maestas, Roberto Roibal,
Kristine Suozzi, Rod Mahoney, Marcia Beauregard Fernandez, Daniel Richard “Rip”
Anderson, and Dr. Virginia Necochea
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well in advance of the June 7, 2017, hearing before the CPC. However, Protestors did not
challenge Mr. Pena’s participation prior to or at the hearing on the matter. They are not now
entitled to do so.
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Robert M. White, Robles, Rael & Anaya, P.C. (robert@roblesrael.com)
Jordon P. George, Robles, Rael & Anaya, P.C. (Jordon@roblesrael.com)
Attorneys for Bernalillo County
Hessel E. Yntema, III, Esq., Yntema Law Firm, P.A. (hess@yntema-law.com)
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W. Ken Martinez, Bernalillo County Attorney’s Office (kenmartinez@bernco.gov)
Michael I. Garcia, Bernalillo County Attorney’s Office (mikgarcia@bernco.gov)
Attorneys for Bernalillo County
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From: Sanchez, Mark S. [mailto:msanchez@abcwua.org]
Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2017 3:09 PM
To: Jeff Garrett <jeff@gdc-az.com>
Cc: Stomp, John M. <jstomp@abcwua.org>
Subject: RE: Santolina Level B.1- ABCWUA Development Agreement
Jeff,
I think this is premature. The level B specificity is necessary to have us issue the water sewer
availability statement, which is the basis for the development agreement discussions.
Mark

From: Jeff Garrett [mailto:jeff@gdc-az.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2017 3:44 PM
To: Sanchez, Mark S. <msanchez@abcwua.org>
Cc: Jeff Garrett <jeff@gdc-az.com>
Subject: FW: Santolina Level B.1- ABCWUA Development Agreement
Mark, hope you are doing well. I wanted to make sure you got a copy of the development
agreement for Santolina that James sent to John S today. We are available to discuss at your
convenience. WALH and Bernalillo County would like to resolve this matter timely. Thank you
for your time and consideration.
Jeff
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The Santolina Level A Master Plan is the result of the combined eﬀorts of Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC and the professionals of
its development consul ng team. The following submi al was prepared by the:

Santolina Community Development Team
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1. Executive Summary
Western
Albuquerque
Land
Holdings
LLC
“WALH” owns 13,851
acres in Bernalillo County
west of Albuquerque,
New Mexico. WALH
has assembled a team
of development experts
tasked with the mission
to create a master plan
for a vibrant mixed use
community on this land. The team has conducted studies of the site,
developed land plans for the property and analyzed the infrastructure
systems required to serve the community.
The result of this effort is the Santolina Master Plan. Santolina is
envisioned as a master planned community that will develop over a
40-50 year timeframe. The timeframe is influenced by market demand
and the state and region’s ability to attract, support and facilitate new
economy jobs, which are primarily knowledge-based jobs, requiring
at least a two-year degree, in support of the digital economy, global
markets, information technology and/or innovation capacity. During
the design of Santolina, WALH and the development team established
the following vision to guide design and development over that
extended time period. Santolina will be a community where:
Jobs and educational opportunities are plentiful and locally
accessible
Desirable housing responds to changing demographic and market
preferences
Open space and quality of life are preserved and enhanced
A true “live, work, learn and play” community is created for
residents
The property is currently undeveloped rangeland on a large mesa
framed by two escarpments. The mesa offers panoramic views of
the Sandia and Manzano Mountains and immediate views of the

5.A.l

City of Albuquerque and
Bernalillo County’s South
Valley. The land area within
Santolina is the western
gateway to and from the
metropolitan area and
includes
approximately
six miles of exposure
along Interstate 40 (I-40).
Along with access from
I-40, the property is readily
accessible from many significant roadways. These include Central
Avenue, Dennis Chavez Boulevard, Atrisco Vista Boulevard and 118th
Street.
Santolina has been designed as a master planned area with a mixture
of land uses, a variety of housing and employment opportunities and
places for civic life. Today’s market preferences convey that people
want to be engaged in a community, not just live in a nondescript
subdivision that requires driving across town to meet other needs.
Santolina will be a distinct community with a sense of place - a place
to live, work, learn and play. In order to realize this vision, the land
plan proposes the following mix of land use categories:
Residential Villages to accommodate housing, education, public
services, commercial services and recreational uses within
convenient reach
An Urban Center for co-location of regional public and private
facilities such as a community center, APS schools, a postsecondary education campus, a regional park, fire/sheriff facilities
and commercial and high-density residential development
A Town Center with freeway access to attract large scale regional
commercial users
Business Parks with freeway access to attract research,
technology, healthcare, business and educational facilities such
as universities
A large-scale Industrial and Business Park suitable for
manufacturing, distribution and warehousing operations, energy
production facilities and other industrial job and educational uses

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6940 : COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003)
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Approval of this Level A Master Plan is the first step in transforming
ranch land zoned A-1 to a new planned community to serve Bernalillo
County residents and the surrounding MSA.
Long range development within
Bernalillo County is guided by
the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo
County Comprehensive Plan.
The Comprehensive Plan
establishes goals and policies
that provide the framework
for land uses and densities
throughout the County. Based
on the Comprehensive Plan
designations
(Exhibit
4:
Comprehensive Plan Areas)
and corresponding acreages
(Exhibit 5: Comprehensive
Plan Land Use Allocations),
Santolina is permitted 38,045
dwelling units. Along with
the residential units outlined
above, Santolina is envisioned
to include manufacturing,
office and service facilities to accommodate approximately 75,000
jobs, a jobs-housing ratio of approximately 2.0 jobs per household
at full development. The economic impact to Bernalillo County as a
result of the anticipated jobs and output generated by Santolina is
substantial. At full buildout, the recurring direct and indirect economic
impacts to the County will total $10.9 billion annually, with an additional
$18.1 billion in one-time construction wage output during buildout.
The addition of the targeted 75,000 jobs created within Santolina will
increase the County’s overall current jobs-housing ratio from 0.99 to
1.23, a 24.65% increase.

No Net Expense
Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6940 : COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003)

Public and private open space to preserve and highlight the
natural beauty of the community

The Comprehensive Plan
provides that “planned
communities shall not be
a net expense to local
governments”. The “no
net expense” policy is
a mutual commitment
to achieve the goal of
a responsible balance
of infrastructure costs,
including construction,
operation and maintenance, shared between the public and private
sectors. The “no net expense” test can be satisfied if the County’s onsite public expenditures and off-site public expenditures reasonably
allocated to the Project have been, or will be, off-set by revenues and/
or benefits from the Project.
WALH engaged David Taussig & Associates to prepare Fiscal and
Economic Impact Studies for Santolina both dated August 22, 2013
(“Impact Study”), which is included in the Santolina Level A Master
Plan as Technical Appendices. The purpose of the Impact Study is
to provide a detailed summary of the projected fiscal and economic
impacts to the County as a result of the development of Santolina.
The Impact Study concludes that the County will receive significant
positive fiscal and economic impact as a result of the development of
the project. The Bernalillo County Economic Development Department
conducted a third party peer review and approved the methodology
used in the Impact Study to reach this conclusion and agree that
the County’s expenditures reasonably allocated to the project will
be off-set by revenues and/or benefits from the project and that the
Impact Study fully satisfies the “no net expense” policy contained in
the Comprehensive Plan and PCC. The positive fiscal and economic
benefits generated from Santolina will be expended on and within the
project for items that benefit the Project.

9
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The Level A approvals, including the development agreement,
ensure “no net expense” to the County. The fiscal analysis
addresses the ongoing operation and maintenance needs of the
County over time and shows that a significant surplus of revenues
and benefits are generated by Santolina.

Planned Communities Criteria Process
As a master planned community
located within the Reserve Area
of the Comprehensive Plan,
Santolina follows the Planned
Communities Criteria process.
The Planned Communities
Criteria has been adopted by
Bernalillo County to provide
guidance for developers and a framework for County evaluation of
large-scale planned community master plans.
The Planned Communities Criteria requires three levels of plans
for review and approval. The three-tiered review process of the

Planned Communities Criteria allows for a predictable, consistent
and open review process that is appropriately scaled to the level
of detail required at each stage. The three levels of the approval
process are:

A Level A Master Plan is the first step in the approval process.
The Master Plan demonstrates “an integrated and self-sufficient
model of development”, per the Bernalillo County PC Zone. The
Level A Master Plan establishes the big picture vision and overall
framework for the entire community. Boundaries and sizes of subareas may shift to respond to specific development opportunities
and their related infrastructure needs.
Future Level B plans will be
prepared with more detailed
information and analysis as set
forth in the Planned Communities
Criteria. These plans will be
prepared for sub-areas within
Santolina. The Level B plans will
include further refinement of land
uses, zoning details, infrastructure
plans, transportation analyses
and public facilities.

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6940 : COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003)

The “no net expense”
provisions of the PCC
are
implemented
through the Level A
development agreement
that is negotiated with
the Bernalillo County
Manager’s Office and
approved by the Bernalillo
County Commission. The
Level A development
agreement
addresses
both capital expenditures, i.e., the money needed to build
infrastructure, and the operation and maintenance expenses,
i.e., the money needed to operate and maintain such infrastructure.
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Subsequently or concurrently, a Level C plan will be submitted for
sub-area or portions thereof in the Level B plan that are ready for
development. The purpose of the Level C plan will be based on the
requested land use. It is typically of a detailed nature consistent
with a preliminary plat or site plan.
Concurrently with the Bernalillo County approval of this Master
Plan, the Planned Community Zone (PC Zone) has been applied
to the property. The Santolina PC Zone (see Chapter 4), places
zoning on the property in alignment with the vision for Santolina
expressed in this Level A Master Plan.
In summary, via the approval of this Level A Master Plan, WALH
has begun the process necessary to develop a vibrant community
on the Westside to meet forecasted regional growth over the next
40-50 years.
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Overview
The Santolina Level A Master Plan (“Master Plan”) includes
13,851 acres owned by Western Albuquerque Land Holdings
“WALH”. The lands (existing and future) within the Master Plan
(“Master Plan Area”) are the master planned community known as
Santolina. Santolina is located on the Southwest Mesa, bound on
the north by I-40, on the east by 118th Street, on the south by the
Pajarito Mesa grant boundary and on the west by the Rio Puerco
Valley.

Property Conditions
Santolina offers panoramic views of
the Sandia and Manzano Mountains
and immediate views of the City of
Albuquerque and Bernalillo County’s
South Valley. The Master Plan Area is
also the southern half of the western
gateway to and from the metropolitan
area and has approximately six miles of exposure along I-40.
Along with access from I-40, the property is readily accessible
from Central Avenue, Atrisco Vista Boulevard and 118th Street.
The property is a large mesa framed by two escarpments. The gently
sloping terrain of the mesa features dunes, vegetated swales and
natural washes while the escarpments are characterized by more
intense topography. The property features an extensive network
of drainage basins that convey storm water across the site into
closed basins or drain offsite. Additionally, a variety of grasses,
wildflowers, cacti and brush provide groundcover throughout the
community. During the course of preparing the Master Plan, a
number of studies were conducted, resulting in the findings that no
endangered species or archeologically significant properties exist
within the Master Plan Area.

The Master Plan Area is located within Bernalillo County outside
the municipal boundary of the City of Albuquerque. Current zoning
consists of limited non-residential designations along the interstate/
Central Avenue, such as C-1 (Neighborhood Commercial), C-LI
(Commercial/Light Industrial) and M-1 (Light Industrial). The
remainder of the Master Plan Area is zoned A-1 (Rural Agriculture)
allowing one (1) acre minimum residential lots. Development at
this density is not consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s intent
for a master planned community in this area.
The vast majority of the Master Plan Area is currently undeveloped,
unplatted rangeland. Current development on the mesa includes
AT&T and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) facilities along
with some outparcels governed by special use permits. Other
facilities include the Motor Speedway, the Metropolitan Detention
Center and the Cerro Colorado Landfill. These uses have
substantially changed the character of the southwest portion of
the Master Plan Area. They have been excluded from the Master
Plan as outparcels and will be buffered by industrial and business
park uses within the Santolina Land Use Plan.
As discussed earlier, the Plan Area is bookended by escarpments
which are primarily designated as open space. These areas
provide an attractive buffer to land uses east and west of the Plan
Area. Where residential villages are located along the eastern
boundary of the community, efforts will be made to ensure that
future neighborhoods fit contextually with the existing, adjacent
residential character.
Santolina’s southern boundary is primarily identified as open
space, providing a buffer to adjacent land uses. The 148 acre PNM
outparcel, centrally located along Santolina’s southern boundary,
will require screening and buffering to provide separation between
the future PNM Generation and Switching Station site and the
residential neighborhoods within Santolina. Due to the remote
location and lack of major roadway/truck access, it is not an
appropriate location for industrial or heavy commercial land uses.
Therefore, PNM should bear the responsibility for screening
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REGIONAL VICINITY

ESTRELLA
Westland Master Plan

SANTOLINA
Laguna
Indian
Reservation

The Context Map illustrates the boundaries of the Santolina Master Plan Area and identifies adjacent areas of existing development. The area defined as
Estrella delineates WALH’s property on the north side of I-40. Estrella includes the Westland Master Plan which was approved by the City and the County
as a Rank III Plan in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The City of Albuquerque also approved a separate Sector Development Plan for the easterly
portion of the Master Plan that has been amended.

15

Packet Pg. 1268

Santolina Master Plan
Opportunities for jobs and educational opportunities are
plentiful and locally accessible
Desirable housing responds to current demographic and
market preferences
Open space and quality of life is preserved and enhanced
A true “live, work, learn and play” community is created for
residents
In order to realize this vision, the Land Use Plan (Exhibit 7: Land Use
Plan) proposes six (6) land use categories within the community to
provide a wide range of uses and activities as follows:

and noise buffering of their facility adjacent to future residential
neighborhoods within Santolina.

Community Vision
Santolina is envisioned as a master
planned community developed
over a 40-50 year timeframe.
The timeframe is contingent upon
market demand and the state
and region’s ability to support and
attract new economy jobs and
economic opportunities. During the
design of Santolina, WALH and the development team established
the following vision to guide design and development over that
time period. Santolina will be a community where:

Residential Villages (including residential village centers) to
accommodate housing, education, public services, commercial
services and recreational uses within convenient reach
An Urban Center for co-location of regional public and private
facilities such as a community center, APS schools, a postsecondary school campus, a regional park, fire/sheriff facilities,
commercial and high-density residential development
A Town Center with freeway access to attract large-scale
regional commercial service businesses
Two Business Parks with freeway
access to attract employment
centers with research, technology,
healthcare, business and university
and higher educational facilities
A large-scale Industrial & Business
Park suitable for manufacturing,
distribution
and
warehousing
operations, energy production facilities and other industrial
uses
Open Space, including Major Public Open Space, Regional
Parks and open space, to highlight the natural beauty of the
community and provide recreational areas for residents.
The configuration and design intent of each use is further articulated
in Chapter 3 Land Use.

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6940 : COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003)
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While envisioned by WALH and the County, via the Albuquerque/
Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan (the Comprehensive Plan),
as a vibrant master planned community, the Master Plan Area is
currently zoned A-1 as a holding zone until a Planned Community
Master Plan is approved for the property. Following is a summary
of the existing governing documents in place for the Master Plan
Area.
1. Existing Zoning
The Master Plan Area is entirely within Bernalillo County,
outside the jurisdiction of the City of Albuquerque. The
majority of the land is currently rangeland and zoned as A-1
(Rural Agriculture), allowing one (1) acre minimum residential
lots unless master planned as a planned community. There
are a limited number of parcels zoned C-1 (Neighborhood
Commercial), C-LI (Commercial/Light Industrial) and M-1
(Light Industrial) along the Central Avenue/I-40 corridor.
2. The Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
The Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
(Comprehensive Plan) contains long range goals and policies
that guide regional development in the City and the County.
The Comprehensive Plan was most recently adopted and
amended by the Board of County Commission in 2012.
The Comprehensive Plan establishes broad land use
designations that contain goals for how land should develop
within each designation, while the Comprehensive Plan shows
four categories on the Master Plan. The majority of the Master
Plan Area is designated as Reserve.
Reserve Areas are intended to develop as master planned
communities, providing employment, shopping and recreation
opportunities that include transportation solutions to help
alleviate traffic congestion as well as residential uses. Density
allotment in the Reserve Area is restricted to 1 dwelling unit

per acre (du./ac.), unless a master plan has been approved.
Once a master plan has been approved, density allowance is
increased to 3 du./ac. gross. The Master Plan is enacting the
long range vision of the Comprehensive Plan which determined
that this area is appropriate and desirable for a distinct, large
scale, master planned community.

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6940 : COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003)

Existing Plans and Regulations

Based on the Comprehensive Plan, the Master Plan is entitled
to an overall number of allowable dwelling units of 38,045 units
community-wide. These units are averaged, on a gross acreage
basis across all of the residential areas within Santolina.
An overall residential density of
2.7 du./ac. gross is established
once the total number of
allowable
units
(per
the
Comprehensive Plan) is applied
to the total acreage allocated
to four Comprehensive Plan
categories within the Master
Plan Area. As further detailed in Chapter 3 Land Use, in
addition to employment, commercial and open space, the
community will contain a mix of areas of higher-density multifamily development and areas of lower-density single family
development.
The residential unit total within the Master Plan Area is the
driver of projections for population, jobs, infrastructure and
other plan elements. All of these assumptions have been made
in concurrence with the Comprehensive Plan designations,
goals and policies.
3. Planned Communities Criteria
The Planned Communities Criteria was adopted by Bernalillo
County to provide guidance for developers and function as
a framework for County evaluation of large-scale planned
community master plans. The Planned Communities Criteria
requires three levels of plans for review and approval. The three-
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Exhibit 4: Comprehensive Plan Areas

Exhibit 3: Planned Communities Process

Exhibit 5: Comprehensive Plan Land Use Allocations

Comprehensive Plan
Area Designation
Reserve Area
Rural Area
Semi-Urban Area
Developing Urban Area

Allowable Density
3.0 du./ac.*
1.0 du./ac.
3.0 du./ac.
5.0 du./ac.
2.7 du./ac.

Area
11,223 acres
1,961 acres
459 acres
208 acres
13,851 acres

Allowable Units
33,669 units
1,961 units
1,377 units
1,038 units
38,045 units

Percentage of
Master Plan
Area
81%
14%
3%
1%

*3 du./ac. gross permitted in Reserve Areas once a Community Master Plan has been adopted.
Otherwise the permitted density is 1 du./ac.
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tiered review process of the Planned Communities Criteria
allows for a predictable, consistent and open review process
that is appropriately scaled to the level of detail required at
each stage. The three levels of the approval process are:
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Future Level B plans will be prepared with more detailed
information and analysis as set forth in the Planned
Communities Criteria. These plans will be prepared for subareas within Santolina. The Level B plans will include further
refinement of land uses, zoning details, infrastructure plans,
transportation analyses and public facilities.
Subsequently or concurrently, a Level C plan will be submitted
for sub-area or portions thereof in the Level B plan that are
ready for development. The purpose of the Level C plan will
be based on the requested land use. It is typically of a detailed
nature consistent with a preliminary plat or site plan.
4. Southwest Area Plan and West Side Strategic Plan
Both of these plans are
regional area plans. The
Master Plan complies with
the goals and policies of
both plans. A summary of
key plan goals from both
documents is included
below:
Promote higher density development on the mesa top to
preserve the rural character and agricultural lands of the
South Valley
Promote large-scale development that provides a mix
of land uses and appropriately locates commercial and
industrial activities

Provide more commercial services and employment
areas for new jobs on the West Side (the goal being to
reduce traffic accessing jobs and shopping on the east
side of the river by providing jobs and employment on the
West Side).
Promote economic development, especially job
opportunities for residents on the West Side.
Regionally plan the corridors, open space, transportation
and utilities for maximum efficiency and preservation of
critical regional corridor connectivity
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A Level A Master Plan is the first step in the approval process.
The Master Plan demonstrates “an integrated and selfsufficient model of development”, per the Bernalillo County
Zoning Ordinance. The Level A Master Plan establishes
the big picture vision and overall framework for the entire
community. Boundaries and sizes of sub-areas may shift to
respond to specific development opportunities and their related
infrastructure needs.

The Santolina Planned Community
complies with the goals, policies and
intent of these area plans, especially
with regard to providing employment
opportunities, promoting economic
development and providing an
appropriate location for growth in order to protect the valley
agricultural land from development.
5. Agricultural Grazing Use Pending Development
The Master Plan
Area shall continue
to be used for
grazing
purposes
until
development
occurs. Property tax
rates shall recognize
the use of land as agricultural until such time as a Level C
plan (see Requested Entitlements & Process below) has been
approved and vertical development occurs on an individual
final platted parcel or tract. The adoption of the Master Plan
or subsequent Level B or C plan approvals shall not be
considered as a change in land use or agricultural status of
the property for tax purposes.
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1. MRCOG’s 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP)
identifies the high volume east-west commute as a critical
transportation issue to the region. The population west of the
Rio Grande is increasing, while the major job concentrations
have been primarily located east of the River. There is a longidentified need for new employment centers on the West Side.
2. MRCOG projects that by 2035 the West Side will represent
58% of the AMPA’s population.
3. Limited areas of the region can accommodate forecasted
growth due to land constraints caused by:
Tribal, federal and state ownership
Environmental constraints such as escarpments, the Rio
Grande and dedicated open space
Limited infrastructure systems
Fractured land ownership patterns

Regional Projections
Forecasts and projections within the Master Plan were prepared
consistent with data produced in regional studies conducted by
several local and state governmental agencies. WALH will review
data from these agencies and refine projections and forecasts in
future Level B plans. The Master Plan was developed within the
context of the following:
The Mid-Region Council of Governments of New Mexico
(MRCOG) and The Bureau of Business & Economic Research
(BBER) at the University of New Mexico have forecast significant
population growth for the Albuquerque Metropolitan Area (AMPA)
during the next twenty years. As illustrated in the MRCOG 2035
Regional Land Use Forecast Map, (Exhibit 6: MRCOG 2035
Regional Land Use Forecast Map), a large portion of the growth
is allocated to Santolina and WALH’s property north of I-40.

4. Lands adjacent to existing development, able to be served
by the infrastructure are ideal locations to accommodate the
forecast growth.
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Exhibit 6: MRCOG 2035 Regional Land Use Forecast Map
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Zoning
In addition to the Master Plan, WALH also requested adoption of
Planned Community Zone (PC Zone) for the entire Master Plan
Area. The PC Zone is in conformance with the Level A Master Plan
for the planned community.
The Santolina Planned Community Zone consists of six (6) zoning
land use districts similar to and consistent with the land use
districts outlined within the Planned Communities Criteria. The
land use categories are:
Residential Village (including residential village centers)
Town Center
Business Park
Urban Center
Industrial & Business Park
Open Space
Reference Chapter 4 Santolina PC Zone for greater detail of the
land uses and characteristics of the PC Zone.
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Overview
Santolina is envisioned as a
master planned community that
will be developed over a 40-50
year timeframe. The timeframe
is influenced by market demand
and the state and region’s ability
to support and attract new
economy jobs. New economy
jobs are primarily knowledgebased jobs in support of technological innovation, global markets,
information technology, entrepreneurial development and/
or innovation capacity. New economy jobs typically require an
educated (minimum two-year degree) and skilled workforce that
is flexible and creative. These jobs include a broad spectrum
of disciplines including research and development, computer
programming, bioscience, computer/software engineers, doctors,
architects/planners, industrial designers, engineers, scientists,
accountants, lawyers, inventors, financial analysts, writers, graphic
designers and teachers.
During the design of Santolina, WALH and the design team
established the following vision to guide design and development
over that time period.
Santolina will be a community where:
Jobs and educational opportunities are plentiful and locally
accessible
Desirable housing responds to changing demographic and
market preferences
Open space and quality of life are preserved and enhanced
A true “live, work, learn and play” community is created for
residents

As noted in Chapter 2 Introduction, the Master Plan provides a
long term framework for the future development of Santolina. The
framework addresses how Santolina will contribute to the existing
community. Along with the physical contributions outlined within
the Master Plan, Santolina will provide a substantial net-positive
economic and fiscal benefit to the County. Based on the Level A
Master Plan, Santolina provides the following economic benefits:
The overall fiscal impact to Bernalillo County’s general fund
as a result of the development of Santolina will be an annual
recurring fiscal surplus of $22.4 million
Santolina will contribute $20 million in annual non-General
Fund revenues
Santolina will generate annual recurring revenues projected
to equal approximately 1.78 times the General Fund costs
associated with Santolina
One-time construction gross receipt tax revenues flowing to
the County over the build-out of Santolina are substantial,
General Fund revenues totaling $47.7 million and nonGeneral Fund revenues totaling $40.9 million

Addressing Market Trends
There is increasing demand for master planned areas with a
mixture of land uses, variety of housing and places for civic life
and recreation. Today’s market preferences convey that people
want to be engaged in a community, not just live in a nondescript
subdivision that requires drives across town for other needs.
Santolina will be a holistic community with a sense of place - a
place to live, work, learn and play.
Providing Jobs
The economic viability and sustainability of a region hinges on its
ability to generate and provide jobs. The West Side has traditionally
focused on residential and some commercial land uses. It has
lacked jobs, educational opportunities and an adequate amount
of commercial development. While there has been improvement
in recent years, quality of life on the West Side is still a function of
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The economic benefit to Bernalillo County resulting from the
anticipated jobs and output generated by Santolina is substantial.
At full buildout, the recurring direct and indirect economic impacts
to the County will total $10.9 billion annually, with an additional
$18.1 billion in one-time construction wage output during buildout.
The addition of the targeted 75,000 jobs created within Santolina
will increase the County’s overall current jobs-housing ratio from
0.99 to 1.23, a 24.65% increase.
Education for a Lifetime of Productive Work
Education and job training are
critical for success in the new
millennium employment arena.
Education provides students
the tools, skills and knowledge
to successfully transition into
the workforce and contribute
to the local economy. Santolina
is education-oriented, with
potential sites for Albuquerque Public Schools (APS), postsecondary education, including university level campuses,
technical training facilities and independent school opportunities.
All facilities will be easily accessible to employment and residential
areas.
Multi-Modal Transportation Alternatives
The predominance of single occupancy vehicles crossing the
Rio Grande during peak travel times for jobs and education
opportunities east of the river is currently a significant challenge
for the region. This situation will only get worse without jobs and
education opportunities on the West Side. Santolina has been
designed to include a variety of employment and education

centers to address this imbalance. The employment and education
centers are intended to provide jobs for community residents and
import jobs to the community, thereby creating reverse commutes
to the West Side. It is anticipated that increased employment
availability will capture more internal trips within Santolina and
the surrounding area versus typical development. The Master
Plan responds to this by creating denser development within
residential villages and providing transit alternatives, including a
community-wide system of roadside and off-road pedestrian and
bicycle trails that connect residential villages with employment,
commercial and industrial centers as well as schools, parks and
community amenities. Additionally, the proposed bicycle network
will integrate with the MRCOG Long Range Bikeways System Map
providing direct access to the extensive network of existing and
proposed bikeways to allow long-range cycling and/or commuting
opportunities. The community trails system is designed to provide
access to future bus stops located within reasonable walking
distance of residences. As the community grows and demand
increases, additional bus stops will be integrated into residential
villages with additional transit centers proposed for the Urban
and Town Centers. In preparation for future demand, the major
roadways are designed to accommodate High Capacity Transit.
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commute times and traffic congestion due to limited river crossings.
Santolina aims to create job opportunities for the greater West
Side and Southwest Mesa areas by providing a mix of land uses,
from heavy industry to corporate offices and neighborhood scale
employment options.

Meeting the Needs of America’s Changing Demographics
Over the past three census periods the
largest segment of the population has
been the 65+ age brackets. Beginning
January 1, 2011, the first baby boomers
began turning 65. During the next 19
years boomers will be turning 65 at a
rate of 10,000 a day (source: AARP,
Social Security Administration and
Pew Research). At the same time, the
generation born between 1983-2000,
known as the Millennial generation,
is “community shopping”. This young
generation is beginning to raise families
and decide where they will live and work.

25
Packet Pg. 1278

Santolina Master Plan

Community Design Principles
Santolina incorporates the following design principles:
A mix of residential villages and sub-areas defined by
neighborhoods and residential village centers linked by an
extensive open space and trails network.
Employment areas of various scales to accommodate large
industrial and energy production facilities, professional
business parks, regional retail centers and neighborhood
scale retail and work options.
Integration of life-long learning opportunities provided by
educational and training facilities and job incubation.
Integration of open space to provide a network of connected
parks, trails and natural open spaces for water harvesting
and storage, community recreation, cultural and geographic
landmark preservation and wildlife habitat.
A fresh land use mix that may evolve with changes in home
buyer and employer trends during the life of Santolina.
A transportation system that promotes connections to and
from the existing county roadway system and provides
opportunities for alternative modes of transportation such as
transit, walking and biking.
A framework for future public facilities, i.e., sheriff/fire, schools
and parks to serve the community.

A framework for the provision of utilities and drainage
infrastructure to meet the needs of the community.
A framework for creating
the necessary skilled
workforce
needed
in
today’s high tech world.
APS
elementary
and
middle schools feed into
the high school, which
provides students the
education needed for
admittance to post-secondary, training and educational
institutions, colleges and universities. These institutions
provide students education and training resulting in a skilled
workforce. Additionally, these institutions have the leverage
to incubate new companies, creating future tenants for the
business and industrial parks. These businesses in turn will
employ graduates and student interns from the proposed
Santolina education campuses. Students, workers and
their families will require housing located in close proximity
to the schools and businesses. Therefore, the first priority
to achieve this vision, is to build housing in an educationoriented community to create the density to support schools
and employment centers necessary for a thriving economy
and community.

Land Use Plan
As noted in Chapter 2 Introduction, the West Side, including
Santolina, will see significant growth over the next 20 years and
beyond. Over the next 40-50 years a series of residential villages
will be planned and developed within Santolina to meet this
demand.
Santolina is envisioned as a master planned community that
will ultimately be home for up to 38,045 residential units and
approximately 75,000 jobs, creating a jobs-housing balance of
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Both generations desire services, retail, jobs, education and
recreation in close proximity to their residences. The Master Plan
seeks the flexibility to provide a variety of residential options and
walkable uses within close proximity to meet this demand. The
Santolina Planned Community Zone is formulated to accommodate
these anticipated demographic and housing trends.

5.A.l
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Santolina PC Zone
The Santolina PC Zone, Chapter 4, provides detailed information
on land uses and density ranges allowed within Santolina. The

Exhibit 8: Residential Village Density/Character

Santolina Level A PC Zone is Level A zoning that creates a three
step zoning process, that ensures a mix of land uses that are
appropriate to their location and meet the density requirements
of the Comprehensive Plan. The Santolina Level A PC Zone is a
mechanism for implementing the Planned Communities Criteria
and will be implemented in future Level B and C plans.
The first component of the zoning process is establishing the
Land Use Districts. Land Use Districts have been defined and
correspond to the districts illustrated on the land use plan (Exhibit
7: Land Use Plan). Each land use district includes a broad list of
permissive uses, which will be further refined and detailed in Level
B plans.
The second step in the zoning process defines site characteristics.
Site characteristics are determined by the street type on which
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approximately 2.0 jobs per household. This exceeds the target for
jobs-housing balance sustainability of 1.7, resulting in Santolina
being a net importer of jobs. Jobs and employment are a key
component of the Master Plan and an element that will distinguish
the community. To meet these targets the Santolina Land Use
Plan, (Exhibit 7: Land Use Plan), proposes a balanced mix of land
uses designed in a manner to create a strong relation and interplay
of uses. The land uses include five (5) residential villages, two (2)
business parks, one (1) town center, one (1) urban center, one (1)
industrial & business park and significant open space.

5.A.l

28
Packet Pg. 1281

Chapter 3: Land Use
5.A.l

 Residential Local
 Residential Collector & Arterial
 Urban Center Local and Collector
 Industrial and Business Park Local, Collector, and Arterial
sites
Site Characteristics set density ranges, building heights and
development scale as well as establishing land use transitions
from more to less intense uses based on street hierarchy and
location.
For example, office development located along arterial roads
in the Business Park would be permitted higher development
intensity (height, floor area ratio, etc.) than development along
local or collector roads. Similarly, across the arterial loop road to
the south of the Business Park, Residential Village Oro allows
more intense uses along the arterial roadway. These uses may
include neighborhood scale commercial, neighborhood scale
eating establishments and village scale multi-family residential,
as permitted in the Residential Village District. The arterial loop
provides an appropriate location for more intense uses while also
serving as a transition into the less intense, single-family residential
character of the village interior. The Santolina PC Zone, Chapter
4, provides specific details about land uses, site characteristics,
density and development scale.
The third step in the zoning process, Design Standards, are
anticipated to include regulations for setbacks, massing,
streetscape, parking, etc. Santolina PC Zoning is fully implemented
at the Level C site plan scale. The Santolina PC Zone begins on
page 39 of this Master Plan.

Density
The Santolina Land Use Plan (Exhibit 7: Land Use Plan) contains

land use districts that are fully defined in the next section, Land
Uses and in the Santolina PC Zone, Chapter 4. Most of the
Land Use Districts (with the exception of the districts dedicated
solely to employment or parks/open space uses) contain
residential uses. The overall number of permitted dwelling units
has been predetermined by the Comprehensive Plan Reserve
Policy which permits density according to Comprehensive Plan
Designated Areas. The Comprehensive Plan designation and
associated densities as applied to the Master Plan Area are fully
illustrated in Exhibit 4: Comprehensive Plan Areas and Exhibit 5:
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Allocations and. Based on this
policy, Santolina has an overall density cap of 38,045 dwelling units.
The Comprehensive Plan Reserve Policy states that in Reserve
Areas with master planned communities, such as Santolina, the
overall number of dwelling units can be allocated throughout the
Plan Area in order to create areas of higher and lower density as
appropriate. This policy is reflected in the creation of the different
Land Use Districts in Santolina, such as the Urban Center, Village
Centers, and Residential Villages.
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development will occur. Examples of street types and their site
characteristic categories include:

Land Uses
Physical site characteristics form the fundamental structure of any
master planned community. The Master Plan Area is characterized
by a large mesa, framed by two escarpments. The mesa area is flat
and conducive to development. The development of a mix of land
uses will be focused on the mesa, preserving the escarpments in
large open space areas to be enjoyed by the region.
The Santolina Level A Master Plan is designed in the spirit of
the centers and corridors model outlined in the Comprehensive
Plan. Rather than incremental decisions made over decades
that result in a dispersed pattern of commercial, office, industrial
and residential development, Santolina’s Activity Centers are
intended to concentrate a diversity of community activities at
appropriate locations and serve as vibrant, transit-oriented urban
places that encourage walking to destinations throughout each
center. The Activity Centers safeguard single-family residential

29
Packet Pg. 1282

Santolina Master Plan
human emotion to a place, its history, character and culture.
Level B and C plans will define the identity for the residential
villages and establish context with the existing natural and built
environments, history, culture and character of the immediate
region.

The land uses within Santolina are described as follows:
Residential Villages
The five (5) residential villages
of Santolina range in size from
591 acres to 1,935 acres. The
residential villages will provide
a wide array of residential
opportunities to serve the
needs of future generations. It
is anticipated that each residential village may be developed in its
entirety in a single effort or divided into sub-areas (neighborhoods)
with a range of distinct characteristics and housing types.
Housing types within the residential villages may include single
family large lots to higher density single family neighborhoods
associated with production building. Housing may also include a
wide range of single family attached housing such as townhomes
and duplexes as well as live/work residential and multi-family.
While residential villages are primarily planned for residential
development, in order to provide walkable commercial services,
neighborhood scale commercial is also encouraged.
The design criteria (located in Chapter 4
Santolina PC Zone) for each residential
village within Santolina will be further
developed at Level B and C plans. The
intent for the design criteria is to help
develop a sense of place. Establishing
design criteria within the Level A Master
Plan for the 21+ square miles of Santolina, potentially decades
before development, would only result in an “imitation of place”.
The concept of “sense of place” refers to the act of connecting

Residential village centers will be
located within residential villages.
The residential village centers are
envisioned to include a variety
of uses including, but not limited
to, higher density residential,
neighborhood commercial and local
office or healthcare uses that support
the surrounding neighborhoods. The residential village centers
are envisioned as areas located and sized to provide convenient
neighborhood scaled services, supported by more dense
residential lifestyles and easily accessible by the surrounding
residential village.
Open space areas will be incorporated into the residential villages
to accommodate recreational needs, provide water drainage and
storage and pedestrian access to locations within the residential
village. These open space areas are in addition to and will connect
with and/or complement the approximately 3,200 acres (23% of
the Master Plan Area) allocated as open space within the Master
Plan.
The residential villages may also include public and private schools
to serve the surrounding neighborhoods. WALH has established a
strong working relationship with APS. The company is committed
to continuing to work with all schools to ensure the proper school
type, size and locations are provided within Santolina to meet
education needs as the community develops.
Lastly, it is anticipated that libraries, County offices and/or
community centers may be located within residential villages to
serve the community. Additionally, fire and sheriff station facilities
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areas from potential intrusions by more intense land uses while
providing housing close to jobs and services, reducing personal
transportation costs and increasing options for living an urban
lifestyle with easy access to a variety of activities.

5.A.l
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Urban Center
The Urban Center within Santolina
will be a unique mix of civic and
higher-density private uses. The
Urban Center is approximately
746 acres or 1.17 square miles.
To put the area in context, the
University of New Mexico north
and south campuses are 478
acres, Downtown Albuquerque is 613 acres or 0.96 square miles
and Albuquerque’s Nob Hill is 537 acres or .84 square miles.
This site, centrally located within
Santolina and bounded by
Gibson Boulevard (north), Paseo
del Volcan (west), Dennis Chavez
Boulevard (south) and Atrisco
Vista (east), is an appropriate
destination to concentrate a
diversity of community activities
to draw local and regional
residents. Uses located within the Urban Center may include a
regional park, one or more schools (APS, trade/technical, higher
education or combinations thereof), a community library and a
multi-generational community center.
In addition to civic uses, the
Urban Center may also include
corporate offices, entertainment
and athletic venues, commercial
services, high density residential,
live/work residential and retail/
hospitality uses to keep the area
vibrant and active 24/7. The mix

of civic amenities and commercial uses will attract new residents
and workers creating a destination for the community. The Urban
Center becomes the identity of the community as well as a
destination.
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will be located within residential villages as necessary to serve
the community in accordance with National, State and County
standards and at the County’s current level of service.

Open space areas will be incorporated into the Urban Center to
complement the built environment, accommodate recreational
needs, provide pedestrian access and serve as permeable areas
to harvest and store water and improve stormwater quality for the
Urban Center.

Potential vision for Mixed Use Urban Center in “Main Street” style

Town Center
The Town Center, approximately 536 acres, is located between
two I-40 Interchanges. These interchanges enable the site to
conveniently connect to existing regional roadways. The Town
Center has the potential to provide millions of square feet of retail
and related services as well as medium to high-density, multifamily residential living. The site can be expected to attract large
retail stores, power centers, lifestyle centers, malls, car dealership
clusters and other high GRT generators and service providers
for the region. This area will import dollars into the county from
adjacent areas.
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Industrial & Business Park
As noted in Chapter 2 Introduction, there are some outparcels
governed by special use permits. Outparcels are tracts of land
fully or partially surrounded by the Santolina property, not owned
by WALH and not included in the Santolina Level A Master Plan
Area. These facilities are located along the west end of the mesa.
They include the Motor Speedway, the Metropolitan Detention
Center and the Cerro Colorado Landfill.

Conceptual Business Park in proximity to housing
and services to reduce long travel times

In an effort to buffer these existing uses and provide a critically
needed location for heavy industrial and energy facilities, an
industrial and business center has been located along the western
edge of Santolina. This is a vast new industrial and business area
of approximately 2,000 acres. The center is ideally located with
easy access to I-40. Additionally, the location is closest to existing
rail service (approximately 6 miles away on Pueblo of Laguna
land). The proximity of existing rail and access to the interstate
system makes the site ideal for potential distribution, warehouse,
energy production and manufacturing uses. The end-users at
this site are likely to be large facilities with low employee/square
foot ratios but with high potential for manufacturing product or
warehouse/shipping volumes. These users are anticipated to be
those not typically located in corporate parks, retail centers or in
close proximity to residential housing. The developed metropolitan
area has few remaining sites that are appropriate for large-scale
industrial users.
Lastly, there has also been growing
interest in generating power from solar
and other alternative fuels facilities in
the region. This area also provides a
suitable location for manufacturing or
locating solar panel fields and other
alternative fuel powered facilities.
Open Space
Santolina sets aside the escarpments and other significant areas
as open space within the Master Plan, which encompasses Major
Public Open Space, Regional Parks and open space. These areas
have been identified, and subsequently zoned as open space, per
the accompanying Santolina Planned Community Zone. This land
use represents approximately 3,200 acres (23% of the Master
Plan Area) and will serve to meet the open space requirements
for all land uses and parcels within the community. In addition
to the designated open space areas noted on the Land Use
Plan, an extensive open space and trails system located within
development zones will connect residential areas with retail,
employment centers and community amenities.

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6940 : COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003)

Business Park
Critical to achieving the jobs/employment goals of the community
are the two business parks located within Santolina adjacent to
Central Avenue and I-40. Together the business parks comprise
697 acres of the community. The business parks are designed
to be concentrated job generators to potentially attract emerging
technology companies, research facilities, office/light industrial
uses, post-secondary educational campuses or jobs training
educational facilities, healthcare and health research facilities and
hospitality and service commercial uses. The business parks have
the potential to cluster businesses or medical uses in a campuslike setting with easy access to lunchtime needs, i.e., restaurant
and errands, as well as excellent access to existing freeways and
roads.

5.A.l
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The park and open space program is located and further defined
in greater detail in Chapter 8 Government and Public Services.
Trails and open space will be further defined and included within
subsequent Level B and C plans.

Transportation System
The structure of every master
planned community is established
by the physical character of the
site along with the existing offsite
transportation network and the
extension of said network into the
community. Santolina has nearly
six miles of exposure along I-40. Additionally, the community has
ready access to the major regional corridors of Central Avenue,
Dennis Chavez Boulevard, Atrisco Vista Boulevard and 118th
Street.

Atrisco Vista will be extended south through the community to
its southern boundary.
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In addition to pedestrian trails; community
and educational centers, visitor reception
centers and properly designed utilities and
infrastructure may be installed within open
space. Such facilities may include utility
corridors, drainage and water storage
facilities, water and wastewater systems as well as roadways to
serve the community.

A loop road will create internal circulation through the
residential villages and centers, with minor arterials and
collectors branching off from the loop road to create access
within each residential village.
The transportation system is described in greater detail in Chapter
6 Transportation.

Phasing Strategy
Phasing is an important consideration regarding the development
of Santolina. Phasing will be market demand driven within the
framework established for roadway and infrastructure planning.
Additionally, information regarding phasing of parks and
community facilities can be found in Chapter 8 Government and
Public Services.
The development of a community the size and scale of Santolina
will occur incrementally. Full buildout of Santolina is estimated to be
a 40-50 year timeframe based on current demographic trends and
market demand. Multi-staged developments are typically referred
to as “Phases”. In an effort to simplify infrastructure modeling and
other studies, a milestone marker has been established within the
Exhibit 9: 2035 Projected Development Land Use Table

Along with the existing roadways, Santolina incorporates the
extension of several roadways and the creation of new roads to
create a comprehensive road network.
Dennis Chavez Boulevard will be extended west and connect
with the future Paseo del Volcan.
Gibson Boulevard will be extended west from 118th Street up
the escarpment into the community, linking with Atrisco Vista
and terminating at the future Paseo del Volcan.

Land Use
Village
Open Space (Major Public)
Open Space (Regional Parks)
Open Space
Industrial & Business Park
Urban Center
Business Park
Town Center
Master Plan Area Total:

Area
2,156 acres
395 acres
0 acres
301 acres
755 acres
355 acres
294 acres
320 acres
4,576 acres

Percent
48%
5%
0%
12%
16%
8%
6%
6%
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Exhibit 10: Residential Phasing Plan
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The phasing strategy has been separated between the generally
residential and non-residential phases. This has been done
purposefully to recognize, not only the differences, but to promote
the need for flexibility on the economic development/job creation
side of the equation. The residential phasing has been divided into
five phases of approximately 10 years each. This provides for two
residential phases through 2035 and three subsequent phases
to reach Full Buildout within approximately 50 years, or by 2065.
The non-residential uses maintain the two phases used in the
traffic analysis, 2035 and Full Buildout. This allows for flexibility
in responding to specific economic development proposals to
ensure that Santolina, in combination with City, County and State
Economic Development, etc. can respond with sites tailored to
meet an employer’s/project’s specific needs.
Phasing within the Planned Communities Criteria
The Planned Communities Criteria inherently provides a built in
framework for phasing. This framework is appropriately presented
in the PCC’s Level A, Level B and Level C process requirements.
Once a Level A Master Plan is adopted, the next step is the
preparation of a Level B plan that will correspond to the first
phase of the project. The Level B plan is required to include a
more detailed land use breakdown, more specific zoning language
and updated infrastructure plans that address timing, funding and
responsibility. The Level B plan is reviewed by staff and other
agencies, presented to the Planning Commission and approved
by the Board of County Commissioners. Any amendments to
the Level A plan, if required, must be processed and approved
concurrently with the Level B plan. This process ensures that the
County, as part of their review, can verify that the phases (Level
B plans) are consistent with the overall framework of the Level A
plan, address the housing/employment balance, provide a funding
strategy and outline the implementation of necessary infrastructure
and community facilities.

The Development Agreement
Another critical component to project phasing is the Level A
Development Agreement. The development agreement is a
separate document required by the Planned Communities Criteria.
The development agreement addresses specific issues related
to funding, timing (phasing) and responsibility for infrastructure
and community facilities. The agreement also addresses school
infrastructure, financing districts, level of service, conveyance of
infrastructure and relationship to the County’s Capital Improvement
Plan. This agreement is a companion document to the Level
A Master Plan and codifies the Master Plan. The agreement is
reviewed by County staff via the County Manager’s office and is
heard and approved by the County Commission at the same time
as the Level A Master Plan. One of the key items addressed in
the agreement is the Developer’s commitment to meet the “no
net expense” provision of the Comprehensive Plan and Planned
Communities Criteria.

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6940 : COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003)

Master Plan. The Projected Phasing Plans are illustrated in Exhibit
10: Residential Phasing Plan and Exhibit 11: Non-Residential
Phasing Plan.

Housing/Employment Balance
The Santolina development shall achieve a reasonable balance
between residential and employment land uses such that it
maintains the characteristics of a generally self-sustaining
community. The Land Use Plan provides for an approximate
jobs-to-housing ratio of 2:1. This balance is predicated on a goal
of creating 75,000 jobs at the time of Full Buildout by reserving
4,031 acres generally for non-residential uses. The goal is for
jobs within Santolina to have a positive impact on the overall jobs/
housing balance of the West Side. The objective, as it relates to
transportation, is for the overall jobs/housing balance of the West
Side to improve no matter where those jobs are located.
As a component of achieving the housing/employment balance
within Santolina, WALH has committed to actively pursue and
attract employers to Santolina through entitlements, infrastructure
planning and capacity, access, etc. However, it is understood
that WALH does not control economic development incentives
and public policies provided and implemented by state and local
government agencies. It is anticipated that Bernalillo County
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Exhibit 11: Non-Residential Phasing Plan
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The phasing strategy for creating the community takes the
following factors into consideration:
Proximity to existing infrastructure
A logical phasing strategy begins in close proximity to existing
infrastructure. This strategy avoids redundancies and the
expense of extending systems. As a result, areas closer to the
north and east sides of Santolina are expected to develop first,
driving development of residential, commercial, educational
and employment opportunities in the specific area. The
Industrial & Business Park on the west side of Santolina is
the exception, with development near I-40 anticipated within
the Projected 2035 Development Plan.
Proximity to major transportation systems
Proximity to existing transportation systems and potential
transit routes also drive community phasing. As such, areas
closer to I-40, Atrisco Vista Boulevard, Dennis Chavez
Boulevard, Central Avenue, 118th Street, Shelly Road and
other existing roadways will provide access to the early
phases.
Meet needs on the West Side
Most residents on the West Side currently commute to jobs
located east of the river. Businesses and industries on the
West Side need employees who live in close proximity to
their location. There is also a market driven need for housing,
infrastructure and education facilities on the West Side. This

will in turn facilitate additional job creation on the West Side.
Additionally, reaching retail and recreational facilities requires
significant drive times for current West Side residents. Land
uses within the first phases are designed to allow flexibility
with the intent of creating job and educational opportunities,
along with residential development necessary to attract
additional retail and employment development.
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will work collaboratively with WALH, Albuquerque Economic
Development and other economic development agencies to
provide and/or establish incentives to help attract employers to
the west I-40 corridor. The Santolina housing/employment ratio
will be monitored, reported, and evaluated in future Level B plan
submittals. The results shall be considered in the context of the
regional jobs/housing data (west of the Rio Grande) in order to
fully comprehend the jobs/housing balance of Santolina and its
surrounding environment.

Provide choices on the Southwest Mesa
Employment, post-secondary education and retail choices
are currently limited on the Southwest Mesa. Additionally,
the majority of available housing comprises single-family
detached residences that fall within a specific price range.
Phasing will seek to meet employment, commercial and
educational needs and address the market demands for a
variety of residential products. It is anticipated that residential
products will range from multi-family to starter home, move
up and custom residential product options that are offered at
a variety of price points to appeal to a wide range of home
buyers.
Open space amenity and resource
Development of parks and open space will keep pace with
development to ensure residents are provided access to
parks, trails and open space amenities throughout Santolina’s
buildout.
The eastern and western escarpments are designated as
open space in the Master Plan. It is anticipated that the open
space areas may be acquired by the County, City and/or other
entity and used as public open space. As open space, the
escarpments will provide an important amenity to the County
as a whole and for the early residential villages of Santolina
while providing a spatial boundary and buffer between existing
development to the east and Santolina.
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4. Zoning and Governance
As noted within Chapter 2 Introduction, the Master Plan outlines
PC Zone regulations for the Master Plan Area including the amendment process for the Level A Master Plan, Santolina PC Zone and
future Level B plans. The Santolina PC Zone provides the overall
framework and has been developed to a level appropriate for a
Level A Planned Community Master Plan. Future Santolina Level
B plans will expand upon this zoning framework in order to provide
more detailed regulation, i.e., parking, setbacks, landscape, and
refine the permissive uses, suitable for the County to review specific development proposals (Level C plans).
In order to ensure that the Santolina PC Zone addresses the varied conditions of future planning, the Santolina PC Zone will be
detailed and refined in future Level B and C plans.
The Comprehensive Plan establishes broad land use designations that contain goals for how land should develop within each
designation, while the Comprehensive Plan shows four categories
on the Master Plan. The majority of the Master Plan Area is designated as Reserve.
Reserve Areas are intended to develop as master planned communities, providing employment, shopping and recreation opporExhibit 13: Comprehensive Plan Land Use Allocations

Comprehensive Plan
Area Designation
Reserve Area
Rural Area
Semi-Urban Area
Developing Urban Area

Allowable Density
3.0 du./ac.*
1.0 du./ac.
3.0 du./ac.
5.0 du./ac.
2.7 du./ac.

Area
11,223 acres
1,961 acres
459 acres
208 acres
13,851 acres

Allowable Units
33,669 units
1,961 units
1,377 units
1,038 units
38,045 units

Percentage of
Master Plan
Area
81%
14%
3%
1%

*3 du./ac. gross permitted in Reserve Areas once a Community Master Plan has been adopted.
Otherwise the permitted density is 1 du./ac.
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Exhibit 12: Comprehensive Plan Areas
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Based on the Comprehensive Plan, the Master Plan is entitled
to an overall number of allowable dwelling units of 38,045 units
community-wide. These units are averaged, on a gross acreage
basis across all of the residential areas within Santolina.
An overall residential density of 2.7 du./ac. gross is established
once the total number of allowable units (per the Comprehensive
Plan) is applied to the total acreage allocated to four Comprehensive Plan categories within the Master Plan Area. As detailed in
Chapter 3 Land Use, in addition to employment, commercial and
open space, the community will contain a mix of areas of higherdensity multi-family development and areas of lower-density single family development.
The residential unit total within the Master Plan Area is the driver
of projections for population, jobs, infrastructure and other plan elements. All of these assumptions have been made in concurrence
with the Comprehensive Plan designations, goals and policies.

Santolina PC Zone (Planned Communities):
Pursuant to Section 19.5 of the Bernalillo County
Comprehensive Zoning Code
Santolina is a 13,851 acre master planned community located in
Bernalillo County, west of the incorporated city limits of Albuquerque. The community is designed to feature a mix of residential,
commercial, business, industrial, public service facilities and open
space areas. The Santolina PC Zone is structured to maintain flexibility to meet changing market demands and the new economy
and demographics of the region, while creating a unique sense

of place and community identity for Santolina. The Santolina PC
Zone adds the benefit of providing a predictable and easy to use
framework for large-scale zoning that includes a variety of styles
and development types. The Santolina PC Zone conforms to the
Level A Planned Community Master Plan.
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tunities that include transportation solutions to help alleviate traffic
congestion as well as residential uses. Density allotment in the
Reserve Area is restricted to 1 dwelling unit per acre (du./ac.), unless a master plan has been approved. Once a master plan has
been approved, density allowance is increased to 3 du./ac. gross.
The Master Plan is enacting the long range vision of the Comprehensive Plan which determined that this area is appropriate and
desirable for a distinct, large scale, master planned community.

Level A Governance and Interim Uses
All sites within the Santolina Level A boundary area, except those
governed by a Special Use Permit or any site expected to be developed with local, state and/or federal support, shall be governed
by Section 18, Special Use Permits and Section 24, Administration of the Zoning Code until a Level B Plan, affecting such site,
has been adopted by Bernalillo County. No building permits shall
be granted on all remaining sites until a Level C Plan affecting the
subject has been adopted. No special use permit shall be issued
without a demonstration of available necessary infrastructure and
utilities, including water, electricity and sewer, to be installed before, or concurrently with, development of the site.
Amendment Process
Substantial changes to the Level A Master Plan and/or the Santolina PC Zone will follow the amendment process outlined in the
Bernalillo County Comprehensive Zoning Code, Section 19.5.A.
The Santolina PC Zone Process
The Santolina PC Zone establishes a series of land use districts
and combines the land uses with specific site character standards.
The selection of a land use district is followed by the selection of
specific design standards that are relevant to the use and site categories chosen. In this way, Santolina can apply a mix and match
combination of categories for the community, as appropriate for a
specific location or use. Zoning that includes land uses, site characteristics and design standards addresses building forms, the
context of a site and the types of development anticipated within
districts. This form of zoning also allows for unique design and site
character for each subarea of the community enabling development projects to be customized. This prevents the generic cookiecutter approach to development that some zoning standards require.
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1. Land Use District Selections
2. Site Characteristic Selections (Level B/C Plans)
3. Design Standards Selections (Level B/C Plans)
The 3-Step Selection Process
As noted in the three step process above, the Land Use District
Selections of Step 1 are articulated within the Level A Plan. The
types of Site Characteristics and Design Standards are listed in
Level A, but will be further defined and detailed in Level B and C
plans.
1. Land Use District Selections
The first step in the process is the selection of a Land Use
District from the Santolina Land Use Plan (Exhibit 7: Land Use
Plan). Each Land Use District contains a list of permissive land
uses. The list of permissive land uses will be further expanded
and refined in Level B plans. The districts are based on traditional zoning, as each specifies the permissive land uses allowed within the specific land use district. Although the plan
boundaries are conceptual at Level A, development must adhere to the permissive uses within the district boundary. Actual
acreages and boundaries will be determined at Level B and C
plan stages. Land Use Districts are listed below and include:
 Residential Village
 Residential Village Center
 Urban Center
 Town Center
 Business Park
 Industrial & Business Park
 Open Space
The permissive land uses of each of these districts is described
in Section 1 below.

2. Site Characteristic Selections
Once the Land Use District has been selected, the next step is
the Site Characteristic selections. As was the case with Land
Use Districts in Section 1, the Site Characteristics remain
general at Level A. General descriptions of the types of Site
Characteristics are described in Section 2 below, and they will
require more detailed definition at Level B and C plans.
The character of the various districts within Santolina and the
density of development is largely dependent on location within
each sub-area. Development along local streets, away from
arterial intersections, should have a lower intensity scale to
match the neighborhood context of its location. Conversely,
development within the Urban Center or Town Center located
along an arterial or a major transit route should have a higher
density and more urban form commensurate with its locational
context. Based on this design approach, the second component clusters characteristics based on the scale of the surrounding transportation system access. This introduces the
performance based elements of the zoning system. Specific
street sections will be defined at Level B or C, when specific
uses have been determined.
3. Design Standards Selections
The third step in the Santolina PC Zone process is the selection of Design Standards that correspond with the Land Use
Districts (1) and the Site Characteristics (2). The Design Standards create a more refined level of development that should
not be uniformly applied at the large scale of a Level A plan.
Customized design standards should be tailored to each individual development district within Santolina in order to create
distinct places with unique character. This step introduces the
form based elements of the zoning system. The Design Standards will be developed in the Level B and C plans for each
area.

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6940 : COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003)

The selection process includes three steps as outlined below:

5.A.l
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The selection of land uses for a specific area within Santolina is
based on the area’s location within the Land Use Plan within the
Master Plan.
(A) Residential Village District
The Residential Village areas are comprised of five Residential Villages that range in size from approximately 600 acres to
2,000 acres. The Residential Villages will primarily consist of
single family homes while also providing a wide range of multifamily residential opportunities and Residential Village Center
services in appropriate locations. Residential Villages will be
designed to create a small town or neighborhood character.
They will meet resident needs for recreational amenities and
provide convenient access to shopping, services, education
and employment. Excellent connectivity to other Land Use
Districts and the larger region will be provided.
Permissive Land Uses in Residential Villages:
1. Large Lot Single Family
2. Medium Lot Single Family
3. Small Lot Single Family Detached
4. Age Restricted Communities
5. Townhouse (Single Family Attached)
6. Live/Work (Residential and Office)
7. Upper Story Residential (Mixed Use)
8. Residential Village Scale Multi-Family Residential
9. Accessory Dwelling Unit
10. Home Occupation
11. Cemetery
12. Fire/Police/Libraries/Public Buildings
13. Park and Related Facilities
14. Open Space
15. Water Storage/Reservoirs
16. School and Educational Facilities (Daycare through PostSecondary)
17. Senior Transitional Living and Care Facilities
18. Neighborhood Scale Commercial & Services*

19. Neighborhood Scale Eating Establishment with and without Liquor Sales*
20. Eating Establishment, Commercial and Services with
drive-up*
21. Auto Fuel Sales*
22. Urban Agriculture
23. Utility, Drainage and Water Storage Facilities
24. Transit Oriented Development (TOD)*
*Only permitted on Collector/Arterial site types or within Residential Village Centers
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Section 1: Land Use Districts

(B) Residential Village Center District
Five Residential Village Centers are associated with the residential villages in the Land Use Districts. Residential Village
Centers are envisioned to be a cohesive core of residential,
civic and commercial buildings. Each may also serve as a residential village scale transit hub with connectivity to the rest of
the Land Use Districts. The locations of the Residential Village Centers are conceptual at Level A and indicate that each
Residential Village will likely develop with a center. For planning purposes each center is assumed to be approximately 75
acres in size and designed for mixed uses. Sizes, locations
and boundaries of Residential Village Centers will be defined
at Level B/C plans and may exceed the 75 acre estimate used
for planning purposes. Residential Village Centers may also
develop differently in each Residential Village and are not required to be the same size or in a similar location as other
Residential Village Centers.
Permissive Land Uses in Residential Village Centers:
1. Townhouse (Single Family Attached)
2. Live/Work (Residential and Office)
3. Upper Story Residential (Mixed Use)
4. Accessory Dwelling Unit
5. Home Occupation
6. Multi-Family Residential
7. Public and Civic Uses
8. Schools (Daycare through Post-Secondary)
9. Residential Village Scale Commercial & Services
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(C) Urban Center District
The Urban Center is a dynamic, high-density core where office, commercial, civic, educational, multi-family residential,
retail and entertainment uses come together and serves as a
destination for residents to live, work, shop and play. It is defined by a tight network of streets, wide sidewalks, tree-lined
streets, unique architectural elements, street furnishings, pedestrian scale elements and urban green space.
Permissive Land Uses in the Urban Center:
1. Live/Work (Residential and Office)
2. Upper Story Residential (Mixed Use)
3. Multi-Family Residential
4. Public and Civic Uses
5. Schools and Related Facilities
6. Community Scale Commercial & Services
7. Community Scale Eating Establishment with and without
Liquor Sales
8. Eating Establishment, Commercial and Services with
drive-up
9. Food Carts
10. Educational Campus Facilities and Related Facilities
11. Entertainment Activities/Hospitality/Resort

12. Office
13. Outdoor Vendor Market
14. Hospital
15. Park and Related Facilities
16. Transit/TOD
17. Utility, Drainage and Water Storage Facilities
(D) Town Center District
The Town Center has excellent access off Interstate 40. The
site is well located for large retail facilities, entertainment, campus office and multi-family development.
Permissive Land Uses in the Town Center:
1. Commercial and Services
2. Hotel/Hospitality
3. Large Retail Facility
4. Eating Establishment with and without Liquor Sales
5. Eating Establishment, Commercial and Services with
drive-up
6. Live/Work (Residential and Office)
7. Upper Story Residential (Mixed Use)
8. Multi-Family Residential
9. Auto Fuel Sales
10. Entertainment Activities
11. Park and Related Facilities
12. Public and Civic Uses
13. Truck Plaza/Automobile Sales and Service
14. Office
15. Transit Station
16. Utility Facilities
(E) Business Park District
Two Business Parks are located adjacent to Central Avenue
and Interstate 40. They are envisioned as locations for large
job generators such as emerging technologies, research and
development, educational campuses and/or healthcare industries.

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6940 : COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003)

10. Residential Village Scale Eating Establishment with and
without Liquor Sales
11. Eating Establishment, Commercial and Services with
drive-up
12. Food Carts
13. Auto Fuel Sales
14. Entertainment Activities/Hospitality
15. Office (including Medical Clinic and Healthcare)
16. Outdoor Vendor Market
17. Park and Related Facilities
18. Indoor/Outdoor Pool
19. Community Center
20. Senior Transitional Living and Care Facilities
21. Transit Oriented Development (TOD)
22. Utility, Drainage and Water Storage Facilities

5.A.l
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(F) Industrial & Business Park District
The Industrial & Business Park is ideally situated to provide
sites for large industrial development, power generation and/
or heavy industries that are not suitable for smaller business
parks and within the Residential Villages. Due to the large
amount of available acreage, the Industrial & Business Park is
also an ideal location for industrial symbiosis or an industrial
ecology where businesses share resources and make use of
the waste or by-products of another business located in the
park.
Permissive Land Uses in the Industrial & Business Park:
1. General Industry, Manufacturing, Assembly, Processing
2. Heavy Industry, Manufacturing, Assembly, Processing
3. Power Generation (Solar, Wind, Biofuels, Gas)
4. Wholesale Trade
5. Warehouse and Freight Movement/Distribution
6. Eating Establishment, Commercial and Services with
drive-up
7. Food Carts
8. Park and Related Facilities
9. Public and Civic Uses
10. Auto Fuel Sales

11. Recycling Facilities/Refuse/Waste Disposal
12. Transit Station
13. Rail/Freight
14. Utility and Drainage Facilities
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Permissive Land Uses in the Business Parks:
1. Large Community Scale Commercial and Services
2. Eating Establishment with and without Liquor Sales
3. Eating Establishment, Commercial and Services with
drive-up
4. Auto Fuel Sales
5. Educational Campus Facilities
6. Office
7. Park and Related Facilities
8. Public and Civic Uses
9. Research and Development
10. Light Industrial, Manufacturing, Assembling, Processing
11. Medical Research
12. Healthcare/Hospital
13. Utility Facilities

(G) Open Space District
The eastern and western escarpment areas are identified as
open space. As such, they are only appropriate for recreational and educational related development and properly designed
public utilities and infrastructure (including utility corridors,
drainage and water storage facilities, roadways, water/sewer
lines and other infrastructure).
Permissive Land Uses in Open Space:
1. Trails
2. Recreational and Educational Facilities
3. Visitors Center
4. Utility Facilities and Corridors
5. Water Storage and Drainage Facilities
6. Roadway or Transit Rights-of-Way
7. Access Easements
8. Grading and Earthwork, as necessary, for Utility, Water
Storage and Drainage Facilities and Trail and/or Roadway
Construction

Section 2: Site Characteristics
The second component defines Site Characteristics based on the
scale of the surrounding transportation system access to provide
context for the site. As noted above, Section 2 describes the general characteristics included in this portion of the Santolina PC
Zone. More detailed descriptions for each of these elements, as
well as unique methods to address site context of individual sites
will be provided at Level B/C plans.
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1. Residential Local Street Site
Development that follows the Residential Local Street Site
Type is generally located on local streets that primarily
consist of single family residential development.
Residential Local Streets are typically the lowest level
(least intensive) of street in the Master Plan Area. The
primary function of Residential Local Streets is to provide
vehicular, bike and pedestrian access to individual residential properties. Additionally, they provide, depending
on the density, multi-modal connectivity to collectors and
arterials. Residential Local Streets typically have on street
parking and sidewalks with landscape strips that provide
pedestrians safe and comfortable access. Bicycles and
automobiles typically share the travel lane.
Land uses within this site characteristic follow these contextual standards:
a. Building Height: Single Family-Maximum 26 feet,
Multi-Family and Non-Residential-Maximum 50 feet
b. Residential Density: 1 to 24 dwelling units per acre
c. Development Scale: Development in Residential Local Street Sites shall be at a residential village scale.
These areas are envisioned as consisting primarily of
single family homes (attached or detached), live/work,
residential village scale commercial and mixed-use options.
d. Access and Circulation: Primary front access to residences should be through the front entryway, garages
should not dominate the front façade. Front, side, rear
access and garage placement on alleys are permitted.
Sidewalks that provide comfortable and direct pedes-

trian movement within neighborhoods, between neighborhoods and to collectors and arterials, shall be provided on all residential local streets unless they front
trails, parks or other open areas. When trails are used,
sidewalks are not required.
2. Residential Collector & Arterial Street Site
Residential Collector Streets are typically low to medium
capacity roads. These roads are designed to provide access to adjacent residential properties and collect traffic
from the Local Residential Streets. Collectors provide access between residential neighborhoods as well as access
to other collectors and arterials. On street parking is permitted. While there is usually some limited transit access
on Collector Streets, their primary function is to provide
pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular access.
Residential Arterial Street Sites are those adjacent to a Minor or Principal Arterial. Single family homes will not have
direct access from Residential Arterials Streets. The primary function of the residential arterial is to provide multimodal (pedestrian, bike, transit and vehicle) access to adjacent residential development and to connect residential
areas to commercial and employment areas. Land uses
within this site characteristic follow these contextual standards:
a. Building Height: Single Family-Maximum 26 feet,
Multi-Family and Non-Residential-Maximum 78 feet
b. Residential Density: 1 to 50 dwelling units per acre
c. Development Scale: Development on Residential Collector and Arterial sites shall be at a residential village
or residential village center scale. In order to create
walkable, mixed use neighborhoods where residents
can meet their daily needs through non-auto modes of
transportation, commercial, services and restaurants
are encouraged but they are limited by size to keep
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(A) Residential Village Sites:

5.A.l
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d. Site Development: Development is encouraged to
provide attractive building facades and entries toward
the street and to parking areas, as well as to landscaped areas and street trees.
e. Access and Circulation: Wider sidewalks and/or trails
that provide comfortable and direct pedestrian movement within neighborhoods, between neighborhoods,
and to other collectors and arterials, shall be provided
on all residential collector and arterial streets.

(B) Urban Center and Residential Village Center Sites:
1. Urban Center and Residential Village Center Local &
Collector Site
Urban Center and Residential Village Center Local and
Collector Streets provide access to adjacent multi-family
residences, commercial and services, office employment,
or civic and public uses. Streets are pedestrian and bicycle
friendly, with on street parking, wide sidewalks, street trees
and bike lanes. Land uses within this site characteristic follow these contextual standards:
a. Building Height: 78 feet
b. FAR: Maximum 1.0
c. Development Scale: The Urban Center is envisioned
as a mix of schools, public and civic uses, public open
spaces, higher intensity multi-family residential, commercial, services and offices. The Urban Center Local
and Collector sites will form a street pattern that will
encourage and facilitate multi-modal transportation.
The appropriate scale can be compared to Community
Commercial, in an urban setting, with taller buildings
and more density mixed in with public buildings and
spaces that provide a focal point for development.

The Residential Village Centers are envisioned as mixed
use areas, developed at a residential village commercial
scale. Commercial, service and entertainment uses that
will serve the surrounding residential areas are encouraged at a scale of development that is intended to provide appropriate residential transition and connectivity.
The Residential Village Center Local and Collector sites
facilitate pedestrian activity through the location of smaller
scale mixed-use development with slower moving vehicular traffic than that on the Arterials. Land uses within this
site characteristic follow these contextual standards:
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them at a scale that is appropriate to the zone.

d. Site Development: Sidewalks are generally located at
the curb, building setbacks are smaller. Public buildings and open spaces serve as a focal point for the
Urban Center and the Residential Village Centers.
e. Access and Circulation: In order to create a more urban, walkable environment, care should be taken to
allow pedestrian access to and through sites. On street
parking, shared parking areas, and direct pedestrian
access to building entrances from the street, and parking areas are also encouraged.
2. Urban Center and Residential Village Center Arterial
Site
Urban Center and Residential Village Center Arterials are
generally high capacity urban thoroughfares that serve to
connect the local and collector roads in the Master Plan
Area to other arterials, major transit corridors and interstate access.
As compared to the Local and Collector sites, there is less
direct driveway access on Arterial sites from the site to
the road. Parking in front of buildings is encouraged while
parking in the rear of buildings is allowed. Land uses within
this site characteristic follow these contextual standards:
a. Building Height: Maximum 100 feet
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b. FAR: Maximum 2.0

a. Building Height: Maximum 100 feet

c. Development Scale: The Urban Center and Residential Village Center Arterial Sites are at a similar development scale as the Urban Center Local and Collectors
and Residential Village Center Local and Collectors.
Due to the higher volume traffic on arterials, site access is generally provided by either service road and/
or shared access. Streets are designed to accommodate both vehicular and pedestrian access in an urban
environment.

b. FAR: Maximum 1.0

d. Site Development: Arterials are more auto and transit oriented than Local and Collector streets. Setbacks
are slightly larger than on Locals and Collectors with
streetscape between the curb and sidewalk/trails.
Buildings may focus inward to common areas or toward streets.
e. Access and Circulation: Sidewalks, street trees and
internal pedestrian walkways are required. Particular
emphasis should be placed on pedestrian connectivity
between development and transit stops.

(C) Town Center and Business Park Sites:

c. Development Scale: Development on the Town Center and Business Park Local and Collector sites is
envisioned as larger scale Community Commercial,
office campus style or medium to high-density multifamily development. The sites in these areas are large
enough to accommodate large retail facilities, office
buildings and multi-family units. Sites shall be oriented
toward either the local or collector street in order to
facilitate vehicular movement. Pedestrian connectivity
should also be accommodated in site plan design.
d. Site Development: The Town Center is envisioned as
the appropriate Master Plan Area location for large retail facilities and multi-family residential and the Business Park is envisioned as primarily employment uses;
therefore, setbacks from the street shall be generally
larger than those in the residential and mixed use districts. Pedestrian connectivity and access to and from
parking areas and transit stops are included in site plan
design.
For Business Park development, the primary employee
entrance(s), customer entrance(s), and customer parking may be separated and should be clearly marked.

1. Town Center and Business Park Local and Collector
Site
Town Center and Business Park Local and Collector streets
function to connect retail services, employment uses and
multi-family to each other and to higher capacity arterials.
While this site type is typically accessed by vehicular and/
or transit, pedestrian connections are important.

e. Access and Circulation: Parking lots shall be placed
around buildings, in order to provide the shortest distance between buildings and to capitalize on potential
shared parking arrangements.

Town Center Locals and Collectors will provide the primary
access in this site type. Land uses within this site characteristic follow these contextual standards:

Parking pods shall be separated by demarcated, landscaped pedestrian walkways, and shared parking shall
be strongly encouraged.
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2. Town Center and Business Park Arterial Site
Arterial streets are typically characterized by higher volume traffic. Where possible, access to sites shall be via
service drives, regularly spaced intersections, and shared
access points.
Town Center and Business Park Arterials are primarily transit and auto-oriented, serving to connect the Town Center
to the larger Master Plan Area. Parking in front of buildings
is encouraged. The land uses within this site characteristic
follow these contextual standards:
a. Building Height: Maximum 100 feet.
b. FAR: Maximum 1.0
c. Development Scale: Town Center and Business Park
Arterial sites are also at a Community Commercial
scale, and may contain large buildings and parking areas.
d. Site Development: Loading and service uses should
be oriented to and accessed from service drives. Due
to the higher volume traffic on arterials, where possible
building orientation should be toward a local or collector street or common parking areas. Setbacks are
larger than on Collector sites and streetscape is an important design element.
e. Access and Circulation: Aligning and sharing access
points shall be encouraged. Sidewalks, street trees,
and internal pedestrian walkways are required.

(D) Industrial & Business Park Sites:
Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6940 : COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003)

Wide sidewalks, pedestrian entrances, and connectivity to other areas shall be required.

1. Industrial & Business Park Local, Collector and Arterial Site
Due to the industrial uses in the Industrial & Business Park
zone, Industrial Local and Collectors are mostly auto and
truck oriented. Other than the distinction in the hierarchical function of the streets, there is little difference in the
context of development character between local streets,
collector streets and arterials within this district. Therefore,
the site types have been combined.
Industrial & Business Park Locals, Collectors and Arterials
will primarily serve to connect large industry uses with the
remainder of the Master Plan Area and Interstate 40. However, pedestrian connectivity shall be provided from employment sites to transit stops where available. The uses
within this site characteristic have the following contextual
standards:
a. Building Height: Maximum 100 feet.
b. FAR: No requirement
c. Development Scale: Industrial site scale is the largest
in the Plan Area. The scale is intended to accommodate industrial users, energy generation, manufacturing and warehousing. There are no requirements for
pedestrian scale architectural detailing and/or screening. Due to the large site requirements for industrial
sites, pedestrian activity between uses is not always
feasible, therefore pedestrian connectivity should focus on transit stops and parking area connectivity.
d. Site Development: Building placement can be largely
determined by the use on the site, however development should be cognizant of and respond to adjacent
development in order to create a coherent streetscape
and pedestrian connectivity if possible and reasonable.
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e. Access and Circulation: On site loading and truck access should be separated from pedestrian areas such
as sidewalks, plazas, and/or courtyards.

(E) Open Space Site Characteristics:
1. Open Space
Open space occurs throughout the Santolina Master Plan
and is comprised of Major Public Open Space, open space
and trail corridors that may be used for storm water drainage, collection, storage and/or water harvesting. Access
to these areas will be defined in future Level B plans. Additionally, future Level B plans will include community and
neighborhood scale parks. Major Public Open Space will
be acquired, owned and maintained by either the City or
County as provided for in the Comprehensive Plan. Access to Major Public Open Space will be coordinated with
adjacent development to ensure that access (including trail
heads and small parking areas) is provided. Open space
trail corridors will provide off-street bicycle and pedestrian
trail systems connecting neighborhoods to schools, commercial and office centers, parks and community amenities.
a. Building Height: Buildings allowed within this land
use area may include shade structures, informational
kiosks and/or learning and community centers. Height
of these structures will be limited to 36 feet.
b. FAR: N/A
c. Development Scale: The purpose of these areas determined by type, will be the provision of visual open
space, trails and passive recreation. Open space areas will also incorporate utilities, which may include
storm water conveyance and water storage, water/
sewer lines, dry utilities and roadways.
d. Site Development: Building placement will be determined by the use on the site, with consideration given

to minimal disturbance of the natural landscape. Buildings shall be limited to shade structures, restrooms,
information kiosks and signage.
e. Access and Circulation: Roadway access, while allowed, shall be limited within the open space areas.
The primary use shall be limited to pedestrian and bicycles. Trail heads and parking areas for the Major Public
Open Space areas shall be developed in concert with
the City and/or County Open Space staff to provide
pedestrian and bicycle access to these areas. Major
roadways shall be allowed through the Major Public
Open Space to allow Santolina roadways to connect to
the adjacent lands east and west of Santolina.
f.

Buffering and Facilities: Adjacent landowners will not
be required to provide facilities or additional buffering,
vertical or horizontal, to any type of open space (major
or minor, private or public).

Section 3: Design Standards
The third step is the selection of Design Standards that correspond
with the Land Use Districts (1) and Site Characteristics (2) selections. The Design Standards create a more refined level of development that should not be uniformly applied at the large scale
of a Level A plan. In order to create distinct places with unique
development styles and forms, Design Standards shall be tailored
to individual districts. These standards will be established in the
Level B/C plans for each area.
The categories listed below are intended to provide a preliminary
framework for the development of the Design Standards in forthcoming Level B/C plans. As stated above, the design standards
will be customized at Level B/C to create the desired form that will
be in context with the relevant use and site district. The selection
process is complete once the Design Standards are prepared at
Level B/C.
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 Lot Size
 Setbacks
 Walls and Screening
 Entryways
 Garages
 Building Materials
 Landscape
 Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity
 Parking
(B) Multi-Family Residential Standards (will vary by Local, Collector or Arterial Site Character)
 Lot Size
 Setbacks
 Walls and Screening
 Entryways
 Articulation
 Building Materials
 Useable Recreation
 Landscape
 Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity
 Parking
(C) Non-Residential and Mixed Use Standards (will vary by
Local, Collector or Arterial Character)
 Lot Size
 Setbacks
 Walls and Screening
 Articulation
 Building Materials
 Landscape
 Sidewalks and Pedestrian Walkways
 Lighting

 Signage
 Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity
 Parking
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(A) Single Family Residential Standards (will vary by Local,
Collector or Arterial Site Character)

Santolina PC Zone Definitions
Santolina PC Zone Definitions are intended for and only apply to
the Santolina Master Plan Area.
Accessory Structure - A use that is incidental to and customarily
associated with a specific principal use, located on the same lot
or parcel.
Accessory Dwelling Unit - A separate dwelling unit that can include a kitchen and is contained on the same lot as the structure
of a single-family dwelling or business, and that is subsidiary to the
primary use on the lot.
Community Scale Commercial & Services - A mix of commercial land uses typically serving groups of neighborhoods and providing facilities with a larger service area than Residential Village
Scale Commercial and Services, such as branch banks, larger
grocery stores, medium sized retail facilities, and theaters. Typical
individual business square footage parameters can be defined at
Level B.
Community Scale Eating Establishment with and without Liquor Sales - A structure in which the principal use is the preparation and sale of food and beverages; outdoor seating is permitted.
Community scale establishments are typically larger restaurants
than those found in residential village neighborhoods. Square
footage limits can be defined at Level B.
Drive Up Eating Establishment, Commercial and/or Services
- An establishment accommodating the patron’s automobile from
which the occupants may receive a service or in which products
purchased from the establishment may be consumed.
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Education-Related Development - Interpretive signage, informational kiosk or similar structure limited to 36 feet, intended to
convey information to educate and inform residents and visitors
about the history, heritage and culture of the community and region.

neighborhoods. Square footage limits can be defined at Level B.

Entertainment Activities (Indoor) - Predominantly spectator
uses conducted within an enclosed building. Typical uses include
theaters, concert or music halls, resort facilities or indoor sports
arenas.

Low Impact Development - An approach to land development
that uses various land planning and design practices and technologies to simultaneously conserve and protect natural resource
systems and reduce infrastructure costs.

Entertainment (Outdoor) - Predominantly spectator or recreational uses conducted in open or partially enclosed or screened
facilities. Typical uses include sports arenas, music venues, or resort facilities with golf courses or other amenities.

Mixed-Use Development - Development that mixes land use
types on one site, i.e., combines residential and commercial uses.
Mixed uses can be “vertical” (stacked in multi-story buildings), or
can be “horizontal” (adjacent to each other in separate buildings
or spaces).

Live/Work - A dwelling unit used for both dwelling purposes and
any nonresidential use permitted in the zoning district in which the
unit is located.

Food Cart - A mobile venue that sells food.
Food Cart Pod - A pod is a grouping of food trucks assembled at
an established location (usually a parking lot) on a semi-permanent or regular basis. A pod typically ranges from 2-20 trucks, and
there is often some seating or dining area.
Home Occupation - An occupation carried on in a dwelling unit;
provided that the use is secondary to the use of the dwelling unit
for residential purposes and does not change the character thereof.
Hotel/Hospitality - An establishment that provides, for a fee,
sleeping accommodations and customary lodging services, including maid service, the furnishing and upkeep of furniture and
bed linens, and telephone and desk service. Related ancillary
uses may include but shall not be limited to conference and meeting rooms, restaurants, bars, and recreational facilities.
Large Retail Facility - A large-scale self-service retail store selling food, drugs, household merchandise, clothing, and a variety
of other retail goods; large retail facilities are typically located in
community scale retail centers rather than in residential village

Multi-Family Residential - Two or more units that are leased or
rented within a common building, and are not located on separate
lots.
Residential Village Scale Commercial and Services - A mix
of commercial land uses intended to serve adjacent residential
neighborhoods. Residential Village Commercial and services normally includes establishments that meet the everyday needs of
residents such as restaurants, grocery stores, convenience stores,
dry cleaners, etc. Individual business square footage maximums
can be determined at Level B.
Residential Village Scale Eating Establishment with and without Liquor Sales - A structure in which the principal use is the
preparation and sale of food and beverages; outdoor seating is
permitted. The scale of this establishment is appropriate to adjacent neighborhoods. Square footage maximums can be determined at Level B.
Residential Village Scale Multi-Family Residential - Dwelling
units that are leased or rented within a common building and are
not located on separate lots. The size and scale should be ap-
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Senior Transitional Living and Care Facilities - An age targeted
facility for “seniors” (typically 55 years and over) that can provide
a continuum of care and living arrangements: from independent
living apartments, assisted care units, nursing care beds, memory
impaired facilities, or facilities for treating other health and living
needs of seniors. Living units can be owned or leased, separate or
attached, with all units under a common management.
Single Family Detached - A detached building designed to be
occupied by one family, or a group of unrelated persons living together as a unit, with facilities designed to accommodate living
and sleeping, including up to two kitchens, including manufactured
homes and or prefabricated, modular or sectional units meeting
the requirements of the Bernalillo County Building Code, designed
to be permanent structures, placed upon permanent foundations
and taxed as real property. Up to 10 dwelling units per acre allowed. Can be served by local, collector or rear alley and can have
a detached unit/accessory unit. Additionally, can be age restricted.
Townhouse - One of a group of two to ten attached dwelling units
divided from each other by common walls, each having a separate
entrance leading directly to the outdoors at ground level, and each
located on its own, individual lot.
Transit Facilities - The property, equipment, and improvements
of whatever nature owned, used, constructed, maintained, controlled, or operated to provide mass transportation for passengers
or to provide for the movement of people.
Transit Oriented Development - Moderate and high-density
housing, office, or retail/commercial uses concentrated in mixeduse developments located along transit routes.
Upper Story Residential - A dwelling unit that is located on the
second and/or higher story above any nonresidential use permitted in the zoning district, but that maintains a separate entrance

from that use.
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propriate to residential village neighborhoods. Unit caps can be
established at Level B.

Urban Agriculture (Urban Farm, Urban Garden) -The practice
of cultivating, processing, and/or distributing food in, or around, a
residential village, town or city.
Utility Facility/Infrastructure - Any privately, publicly, or cooperatively owned line, facility, or system for producing, transmitting,
storing, or distributing communications, power, electricity, light,
heat, gas, oil, renewable energy, transportation, crude products,
water, steam, waste, storm water, or any other similar commodity,
including any fire or police signal system or street lighting system,
which directly or indirectly serves the public.
Vendor Market - An occasional or periodic market held in an open
area or in a structure where groups of individual sellers offer items
for sale to the public.

Summary of Santolina PC Zone Benefits
The Santolina PC Zone is appropriate for Santolina because of
the community’s large size and long development timeframe. The
goals of creating a cohesive master planned community along with
the scale and timeframe involved make upfront site specific individually zoned parcels impractical. Santolina’s focus as a mixeduse community with mixed-densities and design styles requires
flexible performance based standards. The Santolina PC Zone
selects the best and most relevant parts of zoning (land uses, site
character and design) and creates a unified whole.
Additionally, the Santolina PC Zone allows for mix and match flexibility that responds to future market demand and new building
styles. At the same time, it requires a performance and form based
framework for development suitable for its location, context and
character. The Santolina PC Zone can address the evolving needs
of the new economy and the changing demographics of the region,
while creating a unique sense of place and community identity for
Santolina. The added benefit is that it provides a predictable and
easy to use framework for large-scale zoning.
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One of the primary principles that guided the development of the
Santolina Level A Master Plan was a “systems thinking” approach
to infrastructure. A large scale master plan, such as Santolina, has
the ability to utilize the most environmentally and economically
efficient mechanisms available when creating a comprehensive
infrastructure plan to serve the community. Infrastructure can be
appropriately sized to avoid costly future retrofits. State of the art
technologies can be utilized on a system wide basis to provide
significant efficiencies in energy transmission, stormwater and
wastewater management, and water conservation processes.
The Utilities Chapter includes plans for the provision of stormwater
drainage, water, wastewater, dry utilities and solid waste. More
detailed information on water, wastewater and drainage is included
in the Level A Technical Appendices.

Drainage System
As noted earlier, Santolina is envisioned as a vibrant mixed use
master planned community. Santolina will embrace creative and
innovative stormwater management practices to compliment the
vibrant mix of uses and transit alternatives. Drainage solutions
may include naturalist surface drainage systems intertwined with
the community trails, open space and park system.
The Master Plan establishes guidelines for “…a drainage strategy
for management and maintenance of watersheds and floodplains”,
as required by the PCC. The strategy for stormwater management
within Santolina includes:
Protection of undeveloped and developed property from
flooding in 100 year storm events
Sustainable infrastructure approaches for the control,
conveyance, storage and discharge of stormwater
Improve water quality by the use of stormwater retention and
detention facilities (which trap sediment, pollutants and more,
in accordance with the recently promulgated MS4 guidelines

and regulations)
Individual commercial sites (non-single family residential)
will comply with MS4 Permit requirements, as adopted by
the County, including that sites be designed to retain the 90th
percentile storm event
Shallow groundwater recharge and landscape irrigation by
implementing water harvesting techniques on the mesa top
Recreational activities
Multi-purpose water storage
More detailed stormwater management will be reviewed with
subsequent Level B and Level C plans. Such plans will require
approval from the County and other applicable jurisdictions.
Stormwater Management
As with any significant stormwater
management system, the Santolina public
stormwater management system will
include many components and require
long term maintenance and operational
attentions. The components include:
Closed basin ‘retention’ systems, including retention ponds,
water quality and infiltration devices
Stormwater ‘detention’ facilities including detention ponds,
embankments and water quality and infiltration devices
Stormwater conveyance systems including underground
pipes and open channels to move stormwater around and
through the Master Plan Area
Bernalillo County is anticipated to own and operate the public
stormwater infrastructure within closed basin ponding systems
within Santolina. These systems will be sited within public
right-of-way to accommodate public ownership, operation and
maintenance.
It is anticipated the Albuquerque Metropolitan Arroyo Flood
Control Authority (AMAFCA) will own, operate and maintain the
major drainage channels and detention ponds (or dams) required
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A well designed stormwater management system in, around and
between retention and detention ponds (or dams) will provide
recreational opportunities. WALH will work with the County and/or
AMAFCA to obtain use agreements for those facilities envisioned
as community parkland.
Public stormwater infrastructure generally refers to storm drainage
infrastructure owned and maintained by public agencies, including
the County, AMAFCA or NMDOT. Private stormwater infrastructure
is generally referring to smaller stormwater infrastructure required,
owned and maintained by privately owned sites and facilities,
including commercial development sites, private parks, HOA
facilities, etc.
As with other major systems necessary to service Santolina,
the stormwater system has been designed towards meeting the
2035 Projected Development Plan followed by the Full Buildout.
Private and public ‘site development’ projects will be required
to incorporate “low impact development” (LID) and other green
development practices that improve stormwater quality and harvest
stormwater. These LID improvements will mimic the existing
character of the land in which most of the stormwater remains onsite. These measures will be employed only to an extent that does
not violate Rio Grande Compact agreements.

Water System
The Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority
(ABCWUA) has provided a 40 Year Water Plan to the State of New
Mexico in which the population growth and water needs of the
current and future Bernalillo County/Albuquerque service area are
addressed. The 40-year Plan is updated every five years. However,
the ABCWUA does not specifically identify developments that are
included in the projected water demands.

The ABCWUA has provided a letter dated July 29, 2014, indicating
they have the capability and capacity to serve the Santolina
Master Plan as it develops over its 40-50 year buildout. This letter
is included in the Santolina Water Master Plan Technical Report as
an Appendix to the Level A Master Plan.
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in those basins discharging stormwater to the south and east (to
the river).

The ABCWUA charges a Water Supply Charge to properties
outside of their existing service areas, such as Santolina, to fund
the procurement of additional water rights and other water supply
initiatives. It is anticipated that Santolina, or at least the majority
of the community, will be subject to the Water Supply Charge. The
actual amount of the Water Supply Charge will be determined
at the time services are taken and at the rate described in the
applicable Water and Sewer Rate Ordinance. WALH is committed
to working with the ABCWUA to develop additional/new sources
of water.
The ABCWUA has and continues to make tremendous gains
in water conservation and reductions in the overall demand by
its customers, reducing consumption from 251 gallons/person/
day in 1995 to the current 135 gallons/person/day. Santolina will
comply with all adopted water conservation and usage policies of
the ABCWUA and County. Level B and C plans will provide the
specific enforcement language necessary to support all applicable
water conservation codes.
Santolina anticipates receiving service from ABCWUA for domestic
water service. WALH and the design team have prepared a
conceptual-level Water Master Plan for providing water service
to Santolina. This conceptual plan does not represent the final,
optimized layout ABCWUA water system for the Santolina Plan
Area.
The typical ABCWUA water system is delineated in both pressure
zones and trunk zones. Pressure zones represent ranges of
acceptable service pressures based on ground elevations. The
Master Plan Area spans elevations representing ABCWUA water
pressure Zones 1WR through 8W. See ABCWUA Westside Water
System Pressure Zones (Exhibit 14: Water System Pressure
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Zones). These zones serve customers between elevations 4,975
ft. and 5,945 ft. Currently, the highest area served by existing
infrastructure south of I-40 (excluding the Detention Center) is
Zone 3WR with service from the Franciscan Reservoir.
As noted earlier, the ABCWUA water system is also delineated by
trunk zones, generally extending in an east-west direction. Santolina
is primarily located within the Atrisco trunk zone. See ABCWUA
Westside Water System Trunk Zones (Exhibit 15: Water System
Trunk Zones). It is also within the northernmost extent of the
adjacent Pajarito trunk zone to the south.

Lying just north of Santolina’s Atrisco and Pajarito trunk zones,
the College trunk zone is currently in various stages of study,
design and construction for westward extension, including large
transmission lines, pump stations and reservoirs. Construction of
these water system improvements will be complete in 2014.
Significant excess capacity exists in these College trunk
improvements and this additional capacity could be available for
Santolina on a temporary basis, as approved by the ABCWUA.
This approach is identified in this Master Plan. Ultimately with
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the future construction of Atrisco and Pajarito trunk water system
infrastructure, only when needed, Santolina may be closed off from
the College trunk system. This thoughtful and efficient approach
to Santolina water service optimizes the College trunk water
system financial investment, enhances critical system operational
issues (water age, etc.), maximizes the use of existing available
infrastructure and eliminates duplicative systems until needed.
The Santolina Water Master Plan Technical Report has been
developed to support the Level A Master Plan and is available
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Exhibit 15: Water System Trunk Zones

separately from the Master Plan submittal. This technical Water
Master Plan report outlines the analysis and data, and provides a
concept as to how the proposed water system can provide water
service to the Master Plan Area. The final Water Master Plan,
identifying design parameters, phasing and construction details, is
subject to ABCWUA service requirements and agreements.

Wastewater System
As with the domestic water system, Santolina is located within the
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The Master Plan Area is currently undeveloped. Therefore, no
operational sewer systems or utility districts are in place. However,
there are several wastewater systems in close proximity to the
Master Plan Area.
The Tierra West residential community, located at Atrisco
Vista and Central Avenue is served by a 15 inch ABCWUA
wastewater line. The line extends across I-40 serving Cordero
Mesa Business Park and surrounding lands.
A 10-15 inch wastewater line is located along Dennis Chavez
Boulevard to Atrisco Vista. This line provides service to the
recently completed Atrisco Heritage High School.
The Wastewater Master Plan has been designed to serve Santolina
from three primary existing wastewater outfalls:
The majority of the Master Plan Area drains south and
east towards the Dennis Chavez Boulevard/Atrisco Vista
intersection. At this location flows can be directed to an existing
interceptor in Dennis Chavez Boulevard on a temporary basis,
as approved by the ABCWUA, or to a potential future satellite
reclamation plant in the southern portion of the Master Plan
Area.
A small area of Santolina within the northeast drains south
and east into the existing ABCWUA wastewater system.
A small area of Santolina within the southeast can be served
by future extensions of the ABCWUA system in the Gun Club/
Coors area to the east.

Details of the benefits and challenges at each outfall are described
in the Wastewater Master Plan.
As with other major systems necessary to service Santolina, the
Wastewater Master Plan has been designed towards meeting the
2035 Projected Development Plan followed by the Full Buildout.
The Santolina Wastewater (Sanitary Sewer) Master Plan Technical
Report has been developed to support the Level A Master Plan
and is available separately from the Master Plan submittal. This
technical report outlines data that has been studied and details
how to serve the Master Plan Area wastewater flow and treatment
requirements. A serviceability letter, dated July 29, 2014,
identifying wastewater availability to Santolina has been provided
by the ABCWUA and is included in the Santolina Wastewater
Master Plan Technical Report. The final Wastewater Master Plan,
identifying design parameters, phasing and construction details, is
subject to ABCWUA service requirements and agreements.

Dry Utilities
“Dry utilities” is the term used to refer to electric, natural gas, cable
and telecom utility systems. The Dry Utilities Map (Exhibit 22:
Conceptual Dry Utilities: Existing Facilities) illustrates the location
of existing dry utilities and schematic designs for major systems.
Dry utilities will be installed in coordination with the phased
development of Santolina. The dry utilities are typically located
within shared utility corridors than may also function as trails
and open space corridors. Future Level B and Level C plans will
establish the exact size and location of dry utilities.
The planning, design and construction costs for utility transmission
and distribution facilities are not borne by the developer.

Electric
PNM is the electric service provider for the Albuquerque/Bernalillo
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operational area of the ABCWUA, but outside the adopted service
area. Santolina anticipates receiving service from ABCWUA for
sanitary sewer collection and treatment. WALH and the design
team have prepared a conceptual-level Wastewater (Sanitary
Sewer) Master Plan, (Wastewater Master Plan) for providing
wastewater service to Santolina. This conceptual plan does not
represent the final, optimized ABCWUA wastewater system for the
Santolina Plan Area.
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County area. The utility provider has electric facilities located
in proximity to the Master Plan Area. PNM owns and operates
two transmission lines (a 345kV transmission line and a 115kV
transmission line) paralleling the eastern boundary of Santolina
along the 118th Street. Additionally, the Master Plan Area is bisected
by a 345kV transmission line owned and operated by the El Paso
Electric Company (adjacent to Atrisco Vista ROW).

by PNM and the developer. Based on Santolina’s build-out load
requirements, additional substations will be brought online.

Few electric distribution facilities are currently located in the area.
PNM has an existing overhead 12.47kV distribution line on the
western portion of the Master Plan Area. PNM also has another
overhead 12.47kV distribution line located within Santolina.

The electric distribution system will feed out of the substations
tying the electric users to the substations. Any 12.47kV or 7.2kV
underground facilities, where feasible, will be placed in a joint
trench with natural gas, telecommunications and cable/internet
services.

Electric utility transmission development is guided by the Facility
Plan Electric System Transmission and Generation (2010-2020)
adopted by Bernalillo County. Electric distribution development is
guided by PNM’s Electric Service Guide found on PNM’s web site
(www.pnm.com). In order to provide electric service to Santolina,
the proposed electric system may consist of 115kV overhead
transmission lines, structures and distribution substations.
Additionally, distribution facilities using 12.47kV and 7.2kV lines,
structures and equipment may be required.
In order to support Santolina, overhead 115kV transmission
lines located within 75 ft. easements will be required to connect
with new substations located within load centers. Distribution
substation sites will typically occupy parcels of land approximately
1 to 2 acres in size. Transmission-related stations may require 5
to 10 acre sites.
PNM owns a parcel consisting of approximately 148 acres along
the southern boundary of Santolina. The site is considered for
use as a potential future generation station and switching station.
Future transmission corridors connecting with the 148-acre PNM
parcel will be identified in future Level B and C plans.
The location of transmission related station(s) and the routing of
transmission lines required to support Santolina will be determined
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The PNM distribution system is built and operated as an
interconnected system. The distribution lines of adjacent
substations are interconnected to accommodate transferring load
between substations.

The existing distribution line within Santolina has limited remaining
capacity and will need upgrades to support near-term commercial
growth. Further electric services will need to be brought to
Santolina to continue with buildout. The main distribution system
requires the following easements for the following typical system
facilities:
Distribution Feeder – within a utility easement. PNM will ask for an
additional easement behind the ROW to secure their installation.
Distribution lines require a minimum of 10 feet for an easement.
Switch Cabinets – within utility easement. Each cabinet is
approximately 7’ X 7’ X 4’; and requires at least 23’ X 13’ easement
or clear space for access to the doors. Transformer – Easement
determined by transformer size. Transformers are usually installed
on the front lot line of a given property and require easements for
access and feed.

Gas
New Mexico Gas Company (NMGCO) is the local gas distribution
utility company.
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An existing 20” transmission gas line (600-900psi) runs across
the Master Plan Area along the future Dennis Chavez Boulevard
alignment. There are two (2) existing border stations adjacent to
the 20” transmission gas line. The stations are located near 118th
Street and Shelly Road. An existing 16” very high pressure (VHP)
gas line (175psi) runs west along Central Avenue to Atrisco Vista
and then turns south for approximately 2,500 ft. before ending.
The existing lines are in good condition with significant cathodic
protection maintained throughout the length of the line.

The Master Plan Area is currently split between two CenturyLink
district offices. The Southwest Central Office has jurisdiction of
all territory approximately south of Dennis Chavez Boulevard
and the West Central Office has jurisdiction of the area roughly
north of Dennis Chavez Boulevard. All existing customers outside
of the current municipal limit are served by these district offices.
Telecommunication lines may piggy back on the overhead electric
power poles during the design and expansion of dry utility services
within Santolina.

There is currently no long range plans for infrastructure
improvements for this area. A conceptual natural gas supply
system has been prepared based on the Land Use Plan. The
system includes the following:

XFINITY is considering extending fiber optic service to serve
Santolina. Two extensions would occur. The first is westward from
the Dennis Chavez Boulevard/118th Street intersection for the
southeast portion of Santolina. The second is from 140th Street
and Central Avenue for the northeast area of Santolina. XFINITY
typically follows PNM electrical where possible. The utility will
likely locate services underground within a public utility easement
or public right of way, but as with others, telecommunication
lines may co-locate on the overhead electric power poles where
proposed.

A looped pipe system of 8-12” gas lines will be required. This
looped system will tie into the existing 20” VHP gas lines
at the gas border station near Shelly Road and a possible
future gas border station located near Atrisco Vista. This loop
system will also tie into the existing 16” VHP gas line.
A system of 8-12” looped gas lines may be placed to serve
the northeast portion of the Master Plan Area. This system
will also tie into the existing 16” VHP gas line.
An 8-12” gas line will be installed to service the southeast
portion of Santolina. The line may be looped to future gas
lines in Gun Club Road.
Border stations shall be utilized to reduce pressures from the
20” gas transmission line of 600-900psi to HP gas lines, i.e.,
looped system lines, of 175 psi, then regulator stations will be
utilized to reduce the VHP gas line to a distribution line sized
for 60psi generally.

Telecommunications
CenturyLink (Qwest) and XFINITY (Comcast) provide
telecommunication services (such as television, internet and
voice) in this area.

As with other utilities, the Level A Master Plan provides a framework
for future development. More detailed plans will be provided during
Level B plan review for specific portions of Santolina.

Solid Waste
Santolina will comply with County Solid Waste Management
regulations, as outlined in Chapter 70 of the Bernalillo County
Code. As stated, the County’s reason for providing Solid Waste
Management rules is to preserve and protect the health, safety
and quality of life of county residents. These regulations require
that solid waste collection services be provided by the County
or an authorized contractor. At this time, solid waste collection
services are supplied by private contractors.
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Exhibit 16: Conceptual Water System Master Plan
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Exhibit 17: Conceptual Water System Master Plan, 2035 Projected Development Plan
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Exhibit 18: Conceptual Sanitary Sewer Master Plan
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Exhibit 19: Conceptual Sanitary Sewer Master Plan, 2035 Projected Development Plan
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Exhibit 20: Conceptual Stormwater Management Plan
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KEYED NOTES:
1.

EXISTING / PROPOSED WEST
I-40 DIVERSION
IMPROVEMENTS AS STATED IN
THE WEST I-40 DRAINAGE
MANAGEMENT PLAN (DMP)
UPDATE BY BHI, DECEMBER
2011.

2.

EXISTING DETENTION
FACILITY

3.

EXISTING AMAFCA FACILITY

4.

EXISTING BERNALILLO
COUNTY DRAINAGE FACILITY

5.

EXISTING PRIVATE DRAINAGE
FACILITY

LEGEND

NOTES:

NORTH

1000

0

2000

4000

1.

WITH DEVELOPMENT OF BASINS B AND C, FLOW
ACROSS I40 FROM OFFSITE BASINS A AND B WILL
BE CUT OFF AND RETAINED UPSTREAM OF I40 (IE,
WITHIN THE OFFSITE BASINS RESPECTIVELY)

2.

STORMWATER FACILITIES ARE APPROXIMATE
AND ILLUSTRATIVE, SUBJECT TO CHANGE

3.

THE INTERMEDIATE DETENTION / RETENTION
FACILITIES AND HIGH FLOW CONVEYANCE
FACILITIES ARE ILLUSTRATIVE ONLY. WITH
CREATIVE USE OF OPEN SPACE CORRIDORS AND
PARKS, IT IS ANTICIPATED THAT FUTURE LEVEL
"B" REPORTS WILL MINIMIZE THE NUMBER OF
THESE LARGE FACILITIES

4.

CONVEYANCE FACILITIES (SUCH AS ABOVE
GROUND CHANNELS) WILL BE DESIGNED AS
ENGINEERED NATURAL ARROYOS WITH MULTI
PURPOSE USES.

5.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITIES
LOCATED ON THE SOUTH BOUNDARY ARE
DESIGNED TO DETAIN THE 100-YR 24-HR STORM
WHILE DISCHARGING HISTORIC PEAK FLOW
OFFSITE.
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Exhibit 21: Conceptual Stormwater Master Plan, 2035 Projected Development Plan
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NOTES:
1.

WITH DEVELOPMENT OF THE MASTER PLAN
AREA, ADDITIONAL UTILITY FACILITIES WILL BE
REQUIRED AND PLANNED

2.

EXISTING DRY UTILITIES FACILITIES ARE
APPROXIMATE AND ILLUSTRATIVE, SUBJECT TO
CHANGE

3.

ONLY A SCHEMATIC FUTURE GAS SYSTEM IS
PROVIDED AT THIS TIME. AN ELECTRIC SYSTEM
SCHEMATIC WILL BE PROVIDED WITH FUTURE
LEVEL 'B; MASTER PLANS.

LEGEND
8-12" GAS LINE
EXISTING SUBSTATION

EXISTING ELECTRIC
TRANSMISSION LINE
EXISTING GAS LINE
GAS BORDER STATION
GAS REGULATOR STATION

NORTH

1000

0

2000

4000
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Exhibit 22: Conceptual Dry Utilities: Existing Facilities
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6. Transportation

Transportation Planning

Overview

In conformance with the PCC requirements, the transportation
analysis reviewed two projected development phases (2035 and
Full Buildout), along with existing transportation network conditions.
This approach to phasing is appropriate for the Level A approval
given the overwhelming difficulties of precisely projecting when,
where and how much development will occur in any particular year
over the 40-50 year master plan time horizon for 13,800 acres.
Actual development phasing will be impacted by access, market
conditions, utilities and economic incentives offered by the City,
County and/or State to attract business to Bernalillo County and
Santolina.

The Master Plan Area is generally described as a large mesa
framed by two escarpments. The development of a mix of land
uses will be focused on the mesa, preserving the escarpments in
large open space areas to be enjoyed by the region.
The mix of land uses within
Santolina is designed to
provide residents, workers
and visitors a vibrant
community. Key to this is
the transportation system
which forms the structure
and framework for the land
uses on the mesa. The system will provide a safe, functional and
appropriate transportation system to move people and goods into/
out of and throughout Santolina. Due to Santolina’s multi-decade
buildout, the transportation system is designed to be flexible
and implemented in stages. The system will provide adequate,
functional and attractive roadways, trails and transit options linking
residential villages and uses within each phase of Santolina’s
development.
The PCC contains the following Level B submittal requirements:
B. Transportation, 1. A disclosure statement regarding strict
conformance with the Level A Transportation System Plan will
be required, or a substitute traffic analysis, with consequential
findings, recommendations, and proposed amendments to the
Level A Transportation System Plan and Level A Community
Master Plan, must be conducted prior to formal submittal of the
Level B plan.

The Santolina Level A Transportation Master Plan’s future year
travel demand model used the adopted 2035 MTP model as the
foundation to build the 2035 project development phase. This
model includes the two interchanges at 118th Street and Paseo
del Volcan. Future Level B submittals and Level A transportation
updates will address the Santolina roadway network needs as
actual development proposals progress.
Transportation access to and from Santolina is important to the
success of the community. Santolina is currently accessed by a
road network that includes Atrisco Vista, Dennis Chavez Boulevard,
118th Street, Central Avenue and Shelly Drive. Additionally,
Santolina enjoys approximately six miles of exposure along I-40
with access from the Atrisco Vista/West Central interchange.
The 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) outlines several
projects proposed for public funding that will improve access to
Santolina including:
widening Dennis Chavez Boulevard east of Atrisco Vista
widening Atrisco Vista north of I-40
constructing Paseo del Volcan north of I-40
Paseo del Volcan/I-40 interchange
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Exhibit 23: Transportation Master Plan

NOTES:
1.

TRAFFIC SIGNAL AND INTERSECTION SPACING
GENERALLY CONFIRMS WITH NMDOT STATE
ACCESS MANAGEMENT (SAM) MANUAL FOR
URBAN PRINCIPAL AND MINOR ARTERIALS.

2.

ROADWAY FUNCTIONAL CLASS AND ACCESS
MANAGEMENT PLAN ARE APPROXIMATE AND
ILLUSTRATIVE, SUBJECT TO CHANGE.

3.

FUTURE ROADWAY EXTENSIONS AND
INFRASTRUCTURE OUTSIDE SANTOLINA ARE BY
OTHERS (AS REQUIRED BY DEVELOPMENT
PATTERNS).

4.

SIGNAL LOCATION TO BE EVALUATED PENDING
PASEO DEL VOLCAN INTERCHANGE LAYOUT
AND LOOP ALIGNMENT.

LEGEND
MAJOR SIGNALIZED
INTERSECTION

PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL

POTENTIAL FUTURE SIGNALIZED
INTERSECTION

OFFSITE IMPROVEMENTS (BY OTHERS)

EXISTING INTERCHANGE OR
PLANNED INTERCHANGE
NORTH

1000

0

2000

4000
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Santolina will benefit from the community’s proximity to the
existing roadway network described in the Chapter 2 Introduction.
Roadways will be extended into the community as needed to serve
the residential villages and centers. The roadway system within
the Santolina Transportation Master Plan Level A (Transportation
Plan) has been designed and modeled as a multi-modal system
with adequate space for trails, bicycles and transit. The roadway
network, consistent with the system illustrated on the Land Use
Plan is shown in greater detail on the Master Transportation Plan
(Exhibit 23: Transportation Master Plan). All roads illustrated in
the Transportation Plan are principal arterials designed with four
to six travel lanes. The roadways will adhere to the intersection
and driveway spacing as identified in the Santolina Level A
Transportation Master Plan, which generally adhere to the
intersection and driveway spacing as identified in the NMDOT’s
State Access Management Manual (SAMM). Any deviations from
this intersection and driveway spacing criteria will require County
Staff approval, which may be appealed to the County Planning
Commission and/or County Commission. The Santolina access
management plan and intersection spacing policy approved in the
Level A Master Plan will be implemented for all roadways within
the Master Plan Area.
The Master Plan portrays a new arterial roadway, located just
south of the I-40 Frontage Road, within the Town Center, Business
Parks and Industrial & Business Park. The primary purpose of the
roadway is to provide an alternate east-west roadway between
Santolina master plan areas (which is not the NMDOT-owned

Frontage Road) while at
the same time helping
alleviate Santolina-related
traffic congestion on the
existing I-40 Frontage
Road.
Other
benefits
include maintaining the
flexibility of the Frontage
Road to be converted to a one way system in the future,
minimizing the need to expand/widen the existing Frontage Road
and providing additional access opportunities to existing platted
but non-Santolina properties adjacent to the Frontage road.
The Transportation Plan includes the extension of Dennis Chavez
Boulevard, the extension and improvements to Atrisco Vista
Boulevard, constructing Paseo del Volcan as a northern extension
of Dennis Chavez Boulevard and the extension of Gibson
Boulevard west from its current terminus at 118th Street.
Gibson Boulevard will also be extended up the eastern escarpment
onto the mesa. The extension of Gibson Boulevard plays a critical
role not only as a primary access road for the community, but
also as a means to ensure future roadway and I-40 interchange
development critical to Santolina and the region. The extension is
designed to demonstrate to the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) that the local roadway network is fully developed. The
Gibson Boulevard extension will provide residents an alternative
to I-40 for local trips. This is crucial for the FHWA’s review of I-40
Interchange Access Change Requests for the future 118th Street
and Paseo del Volcan interchanges.
A new loop road will create internal circulation through the
residential villages and centers of Santolina, with minor arterials
and collectors branching off from the loop road to create local
access within each residential village. The loop road, along with
the east-west alignments of the new arterial roadway south of
the Frontage Road and Gibson and Dennis Chavez Boulevards,
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Major Street System
As with the other components of the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
a “systems thinking” approach served as the guiding principle
to achieve an efficient and appropriate design for the Santolina
transportation network. The following section and accompanying
maps illustrate the internally and regionally connected Santolina
Level A transportation network. More detailed information on the
Transportation system is included in the Transportation Technical
Appendix.

5.A.l
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Dedication and Construction
As noted earlier, the roadways illustrated on the Transportation
Plan are all 4-6 lane arterial roadways. The necessary right-ofway will be dedicated during the Level B or C review and approval
process. The Level B and C plans will include studies to establish
the refined location and alignment of the roadways identified
within, or required to serve each Level B and C area.
While right-of-way will be dedicated for the ultimate roadways,
construction of permanent roadways, intersections and other
elements will be phased to serve the development.

A Mix of Transportation Opportunities
The vision for Santolina includes a vibrant mixed-use community
that is home to approximately 38,045 homes and 75,000 jobs.
As part of the vision to create a vibrant community, Santolina will
include multi-modal travel, with an emphasis on pedestrian, cycling
and transit facilities. An extensive trails system will be incorporated
into the residential villages to accommodate alternative transit
modes along with recreational needs. These open space areas are
in addition to and will connect with/compliment the approximately
3,200 acres (23% of the Master Plan Area) of allocated open
space identified within Chapter 3 Land Use.
Pedestrian
Santolina’s trails system will provide a
community-wide system of roadside and offroad trails designed to connect residential
villages with amenities, retail and employment
centers as well as the extensive parks and
open space system. The location of all
trails will be further refined during Level B
and C review and approvals. However, the
Transportation Plan incorporates roadside

trails along one side of all collector and higher levels of streets.
Marked at-grade crosswalks will be provided where appropriate.
Connecting to the roadside trails, off-road trails will meander
between and through the residential villages of Santolina linking
to the open space areas identified on the Land Use Plan.
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provides the backbone to develop a gridded roadway network as
future roadways are developed in Level B and C submittals.

The trails system is designed to encourage pedestrian trips
throughout the community. Sidewalks and roadside trails enable
short walking trips to schools, parks and other amenities within
each residential village. Pedestrian access will be encouraged
and further defined in the Level B and C plans for specific areas
of Santolina.
Cycling
Similar to the pedestrian
trails network, Santolina’s
bikeway network will provide
a community-wide system
of on-street, roadside and
off-road trails. Additionally,
adequate bicycle crossings
at major roadways will be
provided. Multi-use roadside
trails are also proposed along
principal arterials. This will enable cyclists to travel outside the
traffic lanes. Santolina’s relatively flat topography and open space
system provides expanded opportunities for bicycle commuting
and recreation. The bicycle network is illustrated on the Pedestrian
and Bikeways Master Plan (Exhibit 24: Pedestrian & Bikeways
Master Plan).
The proposed bicycle network conforms to, and will integrate
with, the MRCOG Long Range Bikeways System Map. The map
envisions extending bikeway facilities on Dennis Chavez, Atrisco
Vista, 118th Street, Gibson Boulevard, Paseo del Volcan and
Central Avenue. This will provide direct access to the extensive
network of existing and proposed bikeways in AMPA, providing
opportunities for long-range cycling and/or commuting.
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COMMUNITY TRAILS
ALL PRINCIPAL ARTERIALS HAVE
ON-STREET BIKE LANES,
SIDEWALK AND MULTI-USE
TRAIL

NOTES:

NORTH

1000

0

2000

4000

1.

ROADS ARE PRELIMINARY AND SHOWN FOR
ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES.

2.

ALL MINOR ARTERIALS AND COLLECTORS
WILL ALSO HAVE ON-STREET BIKE LANES,
SIDEWALK AND MULTI-USE TRAILS.
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Exhibit 24: Pedestrian & Bikeways Master Plan
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NOTES:
1.

TRAFFIC SIGNAL AND INTERSECTION SPACING
GENERALLY CONFIRMS WITH NMDOT STATE
ACCESS MANAGEMENT (SAM) MANUAL FOR
URBAN PRINCIPAL AND MINOR ARTERIALS.

2.

ROADWAY FUNCTIONAL CLASS AND ACCESS
MANAGEMENT PLAN ARE APPROXIMATE AND
ILLUSTRATIVE, SUBJECT TO CHANGE.

3.

FUTURE ROADWAY EXTENSIONS AND
INFRASTRUCTURE OUTSIDE SANTOLINA ARE BY
OTHERS (AS REQUIRED BY DEVELOPMENT
PATTERNS).

4.

SIGNAL LOCATION TO BE EVALUATED PENDING
PASEO DEL VOLCAN INTERCHANGE LAYOUT
AND LOOP ALIGNMENT.

LEGEND
MAJOR SIGNALIZED
INTERSECTION
POTENTIAL FUTURE SIGNALIZED
INTERSECTION

PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL
2035 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT BOUNDARY

EXISTING INTERCHANGE OR
PLANNED INTERCHANGE
NORTH

1000

0

2000

4000
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Exhibit 25: Transportation Master Plan, 2035 Projected Development Plan
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Public bus service within the region is provided by ABQ Ride,
Albuquerque’s public transit provider and the Rio Metro Regional
Transit District (RTD) providing bus service for the areas of
Bernalillo, Sandoval and Valencia counties. ABQ Ride service,
while expanding, is limited to City of Albuquerque residents and
areas outside the City on contract basis. Currently, no transit routes
serve Santolina. As Santolina develops, the available market for
transit ridership is expected to grow, prompting the consideration
of transit service by the County, ABQ Ride and the RTD. WALH will
communicate and coordinate with the County, ABQ Ride and the
RTD throughout the development process to ensure future transit
services are proactively planned, scheduled and operational once
development, population and ridership thresholds are met. Transit
will likely begin with limited commuter routes providing limited
service during peak hours, then develop into fixed routes with
shorter headways, ultimately becoming a High Capacity Transit
System that could include Bus Rapid Transit if the demand for this
type of service is present.

Studies Conducted
A detailed transportation analysis was conducted to determine the
appropriate internal roadway network for Santolina that grows with
the community to accommodate future traffic volumes.
As noted in Chapter 2 Introduction, Santolina will be developed
in a multi-staged approach. 2035 has been set as a milestone for
transportation and infrastructure modeling within the Master Plan
and the region. The Transportation Plan, consistent with all other
reports, identifies the probable development to occur by 2035.
Specific
to
the
Transportation
Plan,
travel demand modeling
for Santolina, the 2035
Projected Development
Plan
utilized
the
existing 2035 MRCOG
regional travel demand
model.
This
model
functions as the primary
transportation planning
tool for AMPA. Testing
models are based on estimates of population and employment
within the proposed land uses. With this data, the MRCOG
travel demand model has been used to estimate the future traffic
volumes, capacity requirements and network impacts associated
within Santolina.
The Full Buildout scenario is a forecast of the population and
employment anticipated at Full Buildout of Santolina. This analysis
is outside the planning horizon for the region, as all forecasts
and studies currently look out to 2035. Therefore, the balance of
AMPA was held at 2035 levels of development for the Full Buildout
scenario. The Full Buildout analysis will be used to ensure the
internal road network is sized properly to accommodate the full
development of Santolina.
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Mass Transit
Transit must be frequent,
fast and reliable to
effectively reduce regional
traffic congestion. The
extensive trails system
within Santolina allows
the location of bus stops
to be within reasonable
walking distances of
residences. Short walks
and
the
convenient
location of bus stops within the community will encourage bus
transit use. Additionally, transit centers are proposed for the Urban
Center, Community Centers and Employment Center.

5.A.l
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A d d i t i o n a l l y,
roadways beyond
the Master Plan
Area have been
included in the
2035 Projected
Development
Plan modeling to
more accurately
evaluate effects to the Master Plan Area. Comparisons with the
pre-Santolina 2035 MTP model results are favorable and show
the benefits of the jobs-housing balance proposed for Santolina.
Traffic volumes on the surrounding roadway network outside
Santolina are generally reduced from the levels shown in the 2035
MTP. Volume reductions occur on I-40, Rio Bravo, 118th Street
(south of Central Avenue) and Paseo del Volcan, as well as many
other roadways. In the locations where traffic increases, it is in
the opposite direction than current peak hours. For example, the
results show an increase in traffic from east-to-west in the morning,
indicating the counter-commute which results from employment
centers in Santolina. This preserves and optimizes the capacity
and utilization of the existing roadways, thereby reducing the need
for future improvements.

The comparisons with the pre-Santolina 2035 MTP also show
approximately 10-20% of the traffic volume on Paseo del Volcan
and Atrisco Vista in Santolina is pass-through traffic, demonstrating
that Santolina improves regional connectivity. Additionally, the mix
of land uses and anticipated job creation with Santolina results
in 15-35% of the traffic being internal to the community, further
reducing impact to the regional roadway network. Lastly, and
significant from a regional perspective, river crossings are reduced
on a regional basis. 2035 Projected Development Plan has been
identified on the Development Plan (Exhibit 25: Transportation
Master Plan, 2035 Projected Development Plan). Future Level
B plans for the 2035 Projected Development Plan will require
verification and certification that the submittals are consistent with
and adhere to the Level A Master Plan. Otherwise, an amended
Level A Master Plan will be required.
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2035 Projected Development Plan
The road network within the 2035 Projected Development Plan has
been established to provide adequate connectivity and capacity to
serve the forecast 2035 level of development. Analysis of 2035
Projected Development Plan Transportation Plan was based on
available population forecasting from UNM/BBER/MRCOG. The
analysis of the 2035 Projected Development Plan road network and
associated development confirms the internal roadway network
illustrated in the Transportation Plan is sufficient to accommodate
the anticipated traffic volumes. Specific levels of service (LOS) at
roadway links are identified within the Transportation Master Plan.
In summary, the internal roadway system will meet the needs of
the 2035 Projected Development Plan internally generated traffic.

Full Buildout
The transportation system planned for Full Buildout consists of
expanding the 2035 Projected Development Plan roadway network
to accommodate remaining development within Santolina. These
additional roadways include completing the internal loop roadway,
additional primary arterials and connections to Shelly Drive.
Traffic volumes have been modeled for the Full Buildout scenario in
the same manner as the 2035 Projected Development Plan forecast.
However, the Full Buildout scenario will require approximately 4050 years to complete. As noted earlier, no adopted long-range
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As would be expected,
internal traffic volumes
within Santolina will
increase
with
Full
Buildout. Accordingly,
the number of traffic
lanes
will
increase
to accommodate the
additional
capacity.
Internal segments of Paseo del Volcan and Dennis Chavez
Boulevard, along with portions of the loop road are forecast to
experience congestion (volume-to-capacity ratio close to 1.0).
Intersections along these roadways will likely experience peak
hour delays similar to current regional intersections.
All key community entering and exiting roadways are projected
to operate with congested conditions. Atrisco Vista and Paseo
del Volcan, from I-40, south to the loop road could be candidates
for possible expansion to eight lanes. However, it is unlikely that
Gibson or Dennis Chavez Boulevards will be widened to eight
lanes through the escarpment due to environmental impacts.
The potential future extension of Gun Club and/or Grant Roads

would provide additional access to the community. Furthermore,
overpass connections across I-40 to the anticipated growth area
north of I-40 and west of Atrisco Vista would provide relief to Atrisco
Vista and Paseo del Volcan. Additionally, it is anticipated that future
roadway congestion will be mitigated by high capacity transit, local
and commuter bus service. Future Level B plans for Full Buildout
will require verification and certification that the submittals are
consistent with and adhere to the Level A Master Plan. Otherwise,
an amended Level A Master Plan will be required.
In summary, the Transportation
Plan achieves the goals of the
Planned Communities Criteria
by providing an emphasis on
walkability and transit, with the
goal of creating a transportation
and circulation system that
allows for transit connections
throughout the community. Additionally the roadway system
supports the approximate 2.0 jobs-housing goal and will help
reduce the demand for river crossings on a regional basis.
The Planned Communities Level A submittal criteria requires
a phased analyses of travel demand and supply, in addition to
consideration of private and public responsibilities for the provision
of transportation infrastructure. Two phases are provided (2035
and Full Buildout) to satisfy the requirements of the PCC.
The Santolina Level A Master Plan future year travel demand
models used the adopted 2035 MTP model. This model includes
the two projected interchanges 118th Street and Paseo del Volcan.
The analysis included these major transportation changes.
Private and public responsibility for on-site improvements are
defined in the development agreement. The development
agreement addresses specific issues related to funding, timing,
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transportation network or forecast socioeconomic projections
are available for this timeframe. Therefore, the Full Buildout
scenario was modeled on the 2035 Projected Development Plan
socioeconomic and roadway network established by MRCOG.
This limitation leads to challenges identifying the source of
future roadway capacity deficiencies, as future roadways and
developments cannot be projected or analyzed at this time. The
Full Buildout transportation model is expected to be modified and
updated throughout the development of Santolina. The model will
be amended, as needed or required, in conjunction with future
Level B master plan submittals. Any future updates to the MTP
beyond the current 2035 planning horizon will also be incorporated
at that time.
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and responsibility for infrastructure and community facilities
including:
 financing districts
 level of service
 conveyance of infrastructure
 relationship to the County’s Capital Improvement Plan
The agreement is a
companion document to
the Level A Master Plan
and codifies the plan. The
agreement is reviewed by
County staff via the County
Manager’s office and is
heard and approved by the
County Commission at the
same time as the Level A
Master Plan. One of the key
items addressed in the agreement is the Developer’s commitment
to meet the “no net expense” provision of the Comprehensive Plan
and Planned Communities Criteria.
The funding strategy will continue to be further defined in Level
B Plans and development agreements. As a point of reference,
the Planned Communities Criteria Level B submittal requirements
include the following:
Follow through with more detailed infrastructure/
service agreement covering phasing of the village
master plan and its public services/facilities,
and designation of financial, operations, and
management responsibility over time.
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Overview
The physical and environmental
characteristics of the Santolina
property provide the structure
for the Santolina Master
Plan. Baseline studies and
environmental
analysis
of
the existing natural and man-made features were performed to
determine soil conditions, slopes, natural drainage patterns and the
presence of archaeological sites, vegetation and/or wildlife within
and immediately adjacent to Santolina. Environmental analyses
are one of the established pillars of sustainability that informed the
development of the Santolina Master Plan. The process involved
reviewing existing data, plans, maps and GIS information available
from the County and other public sources. The findings represent
important generalized base-line data and serve as the foundation
for the Santolina Level A Master Plan. This data, combined with the
other systems including transportation/access, surrounding land
uses, etc. informed the decisions on where to locate different types
of development and highlighted natural areas for preservation. The
resulting plan features the inclusion of Major Public Open Space
(as identified by the Comprehensive Plan); additional open space
areas based on steep slopes, difficult soils, natural depressions
(playas) and multi-use open space corridors (drainage, water
storage, utilities and trails). This open space network respects
the existing topography and land forms, provides separation from
the surrounding neighborhoods and creates a trails and open
space system that connects future neighborhoods to recreation,
jobs, schools, commercial centers and community amenities.
Additionally, these studies confirmed that from an environmental
perspective, with a focus on preservation of fragile areas, this area
is an ideal location for development.
Significant features have been identified within the Master Plan,
including escarpments and drainageways which have been

designated as open space.
Portions of the designated open
space area also align with adjacent
future Major Public Open Space
areas within the Comprehensive
Plan. WALH will work with the
appropriate public agencies, including but not limited to Bernalillo
County, City of Albuquerque, ABCWUA, AMAFCA and private
conservation groups to negotiate the ownership of these areas as
Major Public Open Space.
Following is a summary of findings related to the assessment of
physical and cultural characteristics within the Master Plan Area.

Landforms/Topography
The Master Plan Area is characterized by
a large mesa, framed by two escarpments.
The mesa area features a series of
dunes overlooking the Rio Puerco Valley,
partially vegetated swales that run parallel
roughly east-west and a group of natural
depressions in the north-central portion of
the community. Gently sloped, finger-like
washes drain most of the mesa southward
to a series of natural depressions in the
Pajarito Grant and on Isleta Pueblo land.
The elevation of the area gradually descends from 6,100 feet at
the top of the western escarpment near the community’s western
boundary to approximately 5,575 feet at the top of the eastern
escarpment, then down to 5,100 feet at the far southeastern
boundary near Gun Club Road. The existing topography is illustrated
on the Topography Exhibit (Exhibit 26: Existing Topography). As
a result, much of Santolina enjoys views toward the Sandia and
Manzano Mountains, the South Valley, the Bosque and the City of
Albuquerque. The Rio Grande bosque is also visible as it winds its
way south while Mount Taylor is visible to the northwest. The most
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Much of the Master Plan Area is flat, with slopes in the 0-5%
range. See the Slope Map, (Exhibit 27: Slope Analysis), for a
graphic location and breakdown of slopes within the Master Plan
Area. The flat areas are highly suitable for development due to
the minimal potential for erosion, significant grading or the use of
retaining walls. The areas with significant slopes are limited to the
area within and along the escarpments. These areas have been
identified on the Land Use Plan and will be designated as open
space or residential village within the Master Plan.

Archeology
In May 2005, a Class I records search and cultural resource
reconnaissance of Santolina was conducted by Cibola Research
Associates (CRA). There have been no changes to the Master Plan
Area since the study was completed. The CRA report is contained
in a separate document (see M. Marshall 2005 Phase I Cultural
Resource Inventory for the prior Zacate Community Master Plan
Area) that was submitted to Bernalillo County with the prior Zacate
Master Plan.
The Class I study involved a review of the New Mexico Cultural
Resources Information System (NMCRIS) files, consultation with
the New Mexico State Register of Cultural Properties (NMRCP)
and the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The review
did not reveal any nominated properties within the Master Plan
Area.
The only cultural property listed on the registers in proximity to the
Master Plan Area is a State-maintained segment of historic Route
66 (HPD No. 1674). This site starts at Atrisco Vista Boulevard and
Central Avenue and runs east along the south frontage road of
I-40.

In an effort to understand the nature, distribution and significance
of cultural resources within Santolina, a brief archaeological
reconnaissance was completed. The reconnaissance included 12
transect miles and resulted in the identification of 14 additional
potential cultural properties. The majority of the area’s significant
cultural resources are located in the Rio Puerco rim and the
Rio Grande Valley rim and slopes of the escarpment areas,
specifically the dune formations and arroyos. An estimated 80% of
the found cultural resources are located within approximately 20%
of the escarpment rim and slopes. To preserve and protect these
resources, the escarpment areas are designated undeveloped
open space within the Master Plan.

Air Quality
Bernalillo County and the Albuquerque region in general, experience
unique meteorological and physiographical conditions. These
conditions affect air quality and are an important consideration in
master planned community development.
Primarily, the conditions reflect the regional geography that
exists in the Rio Grande valley basin, including the proximity of
the parallel mountain ranges. The depressed valley, combined
with raised mountains and high mesas on either side, creates
an opportunity for pollution-capturing stagnant air. The situation
is exacerbated by the temperature inversions, mostly a fall/winter
phenomenon, that predominantly occur in the valley basin. The
mountains tend to minimize wind and storm-related activity from
clearing out the stagnant air. Typically, wind and air movement
increase sufficiently to move airborne pollutants to other vicinities.
Since Santolina is primarily located on the westernmost high
mesas of the Rio Grande valley and upwind of the valley from
the perspective of the prevailing wind patterns, these effects are
reduced. Accordingly, Santolina is better situated for improved air
quality characteristics than most other regional developments.
The primary airborne pollutants of concern for the Albuquerque
and Bernalillo County region include particulate matter, carbon
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striking views are from along the eastern escarpment slope. One
of the goals of the Master Plan is to preserve and enhance these
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Of great significance, all three pollutants are affected to varying
degrees by the ‘vehicle miles travel’ (VMT) of the transportation
system. Accordingly, because clean air is closely related to the
availability of an efficient transportation system with minimum
congestion and multimodal travel opportunities, Santolina is well
positioned to provide a positive impact to regional air quality. Master
planning efforts have emphasized the need to reduce vehicular
travel and increase walkability, thus reducing air pollution. Humanpowered transportation, including pedestrian, bicycle and trail
opportunities, are critical components of the Santolina multimodal
system. Additionally, Santolina’s emphasis on jobs on the west
side of the river further reduces travel by automobile. All of these
efforts result in reduced VMT, which is both a critical requirement
for improved air quality and a specific requirement of the Planned
Communities Criteria.
Santolina plans for significant mixed use development concepts that
promote reduced travel and VMT. The mixed uses will encourage
use of alternate modes of travel and reduced travel between uses,
allowing people to live and work near shopping, schools and
other facilities that are part of their everyday lives. Compatible
residential subdivision design, with interlocking road systems,
minimized use of cul-de-sacs, transit and trail connections, and
more, will complete the picture for air quality-focused planning.
Landscaping palettes and practices will emphasize the need for
reduced pollen, an air borne pollutant that has tremendous impact
on human health and happiness.

Bernalillo County is in an “attainment area” as defined by the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Areas that
are in “attainment areas” do not have a requirement for impact
assessments on a project by project basis. The Clean Air Act
requires every state to establish a network of air monitoring stations
for criteria pollutants, using criteria set by the EPA for their location
and operation. The monitoring stations in this network are called
the State and Local Air Monitoring Stations (SLAMS). The states
must provide the EPA with an annual summary of results from
each SLAMS. This ensures that the region as a whole continues
to meet air quality attainment standards.
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monoxide and oxides. Particulate matter is most often found in
the level of fugitive dust (typically from construction activities
or unpaved roadways) and woodburning smoke emissions. All
of these pollutants and their sources are regulated by current
policies and restrictions established by the Albuquerque Bernalillo
County Air Quality Board. Santolina will comply with these
regulations. Oxides, specifically nitrogen oxides, are a direct output
from vehicles and are a chief culprit in the air pollution status of
many communities.

Further, the Bernalillo County/Albuquerque region continues
to operate the various programs which helped it gain the ‘EPA
attainment area’ status, including oxygenated fuels program,
woodburning restrictions in the winter, vehicle emissions
inspection, municipal ‘clean fuel’ fleets and more.
In summary, the Santolina Master Plan emphasizes a generally
self-reliant community with significantly lower travel (VMT) and
vehicular emissions, careful attention to fugitive dust and pollen,
and importantly, will comply with all future air quality regulations
that may arise in Bernalillo County.

Soils
The Master Plan Area’s
geologic and soils conditions
pose
no
development
restrictions. All of the soils
have been noted in the Soil
Survey for Bernalillo County
and Parts of Sandoval and
Valencia Counties, New
Mexico as suitable for community development. The soils identified
within the Master Plan Area are illustrated on the Existing Soils
Map (Exhibit 28: Soil Survey).
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Applicable LID practices as determined or approved by County
staff and the soil and water conservation district will be provided
in an approved terrain management plan. The plan will, as
appropriate, include:
 scheduling grading and earthmoving operations to expose
the smallest practical area for the shortest possible time,
 soil erosion prevention and control practices,
 construction control methods,
 long-term treatment of disturbed areas through vegetative
and other means,
 balancing cut-and-fill grading plans
 development clustering
An approved soils and terrain management plan for the entire
Level A development will be provided concurrently with the first
Level B plan submittal.

Vegetation
Within Santolina a range of
vegetative groundcovers exist,
primarily grasses, wildflowers,
cacti and brush. Several varieties
of native grasses are found
within the area, including mesa
dropseed, Indian ricegrass,
giant dropseed, spike dropseed,
black grama, blue grama, sand
dropseed, bush muhly, sacaton and galleta. Brush include sand
sagebrush, broom snakeweed, four-wing saltbrush, yucca, cholla,
prickly pear, mormon tea and winterfat. Wildflower species include

chamisa, purple astor, butterfly weed, paperflower, gum weed,
globe mallow, bush penstamen and desert zinnia.

Wildlife
Greater diversity of wildlife is found within the escarpment areas
framing the community. Wildlife found in Santolina and its vicinity
are common to the Southwest Mesa grasslands and include
scaled quail, mourning dove, jackrabbits, cottontail, rats, prairie
dogs, deer mouse and a variety of reptiles and invertebrates. No
listed or endangered species have been identified in Santolina.

Existing Drainage
Santolina features an extensive network of drainage basins that
convey stormwater across the property. The location, size and
water distribution of the basins is indicated on the Stormwater
Management Plan – Existing Conditions (Exhibit 20: Conceptual
Stormwater Management Plan).
Large portions of Santolina are comprised of closed basins.
These are drainage systems that are fully contained within the
mesa top and do not discharge to the Rio Grande. These basins
retain all stormwater runoff within their existing, large natural land
depressions. Furthermore, the natural depressions within these
closed basins have sufficient existing volume to fully capture the
large storm events of the study (100-year, 10-day event). In most
cases, significantly more volume is available in these depressions
than the volume generated in the design storm event. The closed
drainage basins can be considered as basins that do not drain to
the Rio Grande. There is a unique opportunity to capture 100%
of the mesa top stormwater through rainwater harvesting. This
would provide Santolina an additional water source for irrigation of
community landscape and open space. Detailed information about
a potential mesa top, rain water harvesting plan will be further
refined in Level B plans. These areas, combined with open space
where appropriate, could be potentially used and expanded for
multi-purpose water storage.
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However, many of the soils are eolian-deposited, i.e., wind-blown,
and are therefore sensitive to disturbance and prone to erosion by
wind or water. To minimize wind and stormwater erosion during
community development, Santolina’s buildout will comply with all
applicable Bernalillo County grading and drainage standards.
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Some offsite drainage from the north will be diverted east into
the I-40 conveyance system established within the West I-40
Drainage Management Plan Update. The remaining flow south
of the diversion will follow historic paths to discharge into the
Westgate Dam. Flows not contained within the diversion are part
of closed basin systems and will be captured on-site.
As noted above several basins drain east down the eastern
escarpment. These basins drain into several arroyo systems
identified as FEMA floodplains, see Existing Floodplains (Exhibit
29: Existing Floodplains). Formal floodplain modification approvals
must be sought from FEMA and approved by the County prior
to development in the drainage basins that affect these limited
floodplains.

Middle Rio Grande Regional Water Plan
The Middle Rio Grande Regional Water Plan (MRGRWP) is
intended to provide support for policies, programs and projects
that meet the overall water conservation goal, which is embodied
in the mission statement: “Balance water use with renewable
supply”.
Some of the goals of the MRGRWP are listed below:
- Preserve Water for the Region’s Agricultural, Cultural and
Historical Values

- Preserve Water for Economic and Urban Vitality
- Preserve Water for the Qualities of Life Valued by Residents in
the Region
- Conserve Water
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The remainder of the Master
Plan Area drains offsite. A small
portion drains west to the Rio
Puerco watershed. Four basins
free discharge south onto the
adjacent Pajarito Grant lands,
while the remaining drain down
the eastern escarpment into
public drainage facilities.

Santolina will further these goals by providing the appropriate
location for urbanized mixed use development that will attain
the most current water conservation goals. Santolina will take
development pressure off of the region’s established agricultural
areas, which also preserves water for the qualities of life valued by
residents in the Region. If growth is not planned in an appropriate
location and manner, the trend for low density residential
development (1-2 DU/acre) that has begun to replace established
farm land in places like the South Valley will continue.
Examples of the most relevant ways that Santolina will further the
MRGRWP specific recommendations are outlined below:
- Outdoor Conservation Programs: lawns and community
landscaping will incorporate xeriscaping to the greatest extent
possible.
- Rainwater Harvesting: some areas of Santolina will capture
100% (no river return requirement) of rainwater. Other areas will
capture most or all stormwater (not required for the Rio Grande
Compact), onsite or in nearby drainage and/or storage facilities
to harvest and reuse for irrigation within the community.
- Water Conservation Regulations: Santolina will notify and
encourage builders to comply with or exceed the water
conservation and stormwater management regulations of
Bernalillo County and the ABCWUA.
- Wastewater Reuse: as a master planned development, Santolina
has the opportunity to work with the ABCWUA to institute
greywater (and potentially blackwater in the future) re-use
systems during infrastructure construction to provide irrigation in
development areas, thus avoiding costly retrofits.
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- Storm Water Management Plan: Santolina has prepared a
stormwater management plan to control run off through the
use of swales, rainwater harvesting and retention structures to
enhance infiltration and recharge, minimize erosion and reduce
pollution of surface and ground water. Individual sites will be
designed to retain the 90th percentile storm event.
- Protect Water from Contamination: measures, including
stormwater management and dust control, will be implemented
to protect the region’s water from contamination and ensure
compliance with federal, tribal, state and local standards for
water quality.
The Santolina Level A Master Plan recognizes and supports the
goals and recommendations of the MRGRWP. The development
model of a master planned area, like Santolina, is part of the
strategy for sustainable regional water use for the future. Santolina
provides a plan to accommodate population growth in a manner
that makes use of efficient infrastructure systems and requires all
new development to follow the most current water conservation
requirements.
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Overview
As the future home to 38,045 residential units, employment,
commercial and education centers, Santolina will function as a
small city unto itself. As such, the community will feature a variety
of public services and facilities appropriate to serve residents
of Santolina and the Westside. A Public Facilities Plan (Exhibit
31: Santolina Public Facilities Plan) illustrates potential future
locations for schools, parks, community centers, library, public
safety and civic centers within Santolina. Given the community’s
40-50 year buildout, this plan is conceptual in nature and will
be revised throughout the community’s development as sites
are located based on market demand and negotiations with
appropriate governing agencies. Public services and facilities
including parks and open space will be developed in phases
that track with development, as discussed and illustrated in the
Phasing section of Chapter 3 Land Use. The following sections
outline the anticipated public facilities within Santolina.

No Net Expense
The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned communities
shall not be a net expense to the County. The “no net expense”
policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a responsible
balance of infrastructure costs, including construction, operation
and maintenance, shared between the public and private sectors.
The “no net expense” test can be satisfied if the County’s on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures reasonably
allocated to the Project have been, or will be, off-set by revenues
and/or benefits from the Project.
WALH engaged David Taussig & Associates to prepare Fiscal and
Economic Impact Studies for Santolina both dated August 22, 2013
(“Impact Study”), which is included in the Santolina Level A Master
Plan as Technical Appendices. The purpose of the Impact Study is

to provide a detailed summary of the projected fiscal and economic
impacts to the County as a result of the development of Santolina.
The Impact Study concludes that the County will receive significant
positive fiscal and economic impact as a result of the development
of the project. The Bernalillo County Economic Development
Department conducted a third party peer review and approved the
methodology used in the Impact Study to reach this conclusion
and agree that the County’s expenditures reasonably allocated to
the project will be off-set by revenues and/or benefits from the
project. The positive fiscal and economic benefits generated from
Santolina will be expended on and within the project for items that
benefit the project as determined by Bernalillo County.

Schools
The number and types of schools required to serve Santolina
have been estimated for 2035 and Full Buildout using MRCOG’s
forecast for numbers of children of various age groups. The School
Projection Table, (Exhibit 30: School Projections), is an estimate of
the quantity and types of schools required to serve the community
based on current APS standards. These projections are subject to
change as service models change. Future studies at Level B will
be necessary to estimate specific school requirements.
Identified school sites on the Public Facilities Plan (Exhibit 31:
Santolina Public Facilities Plan) are conceptual and subject to
relocation or removal from the plan based on needs at the time.
Specific school sites will be identified and development timed to
meet school and community educational needs during development
Exhibit 30: School Projections
Schools

Elementary

Middle

High

Required in 2035*

3.6

1.3

0.8

Required at Full Build**

9.64

3.54

2.01

Average Population per School

9,404

25,617

45,025

*Based on a 2035 projected population of 34,132
**Based on a full build population of 93,300
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Exhibit 31: Santolina Public Facilities Plan
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space areas. Parks will be included in each phase so that they will
keep pace as Santolina develops. The location and provision of
regional park and open space was determined by an analysis of
Santolina’s topography and natural defining features.

of Santolina. WALH has
established a good working
relationship with APS. The
company is committed to
continuing to work with
all schools to ensure the
proper school type, size and
locations are provided within
Santolina to meet education
needs as the community
develops.

Development of parks and open space will keep pace with
development to ensure residents are provided access to trails,
parks and open space throughout Santolina’s buildout. These
parks will fill a variety of community needs including passive areas,
trails, open space, playgrounds and recreation fields.

Parks
The Santolina public park and open space system will be designed
in coordination with the Bernalillo County Parks and Recreation
Department. The goal is to provide a variety of parks including
neighborhood parks, community parks, regional parks and open

Exhibit 32: Santolina Parks, Open Space and Public Facilities

As noted in Chapter 3 Land Use, the Master Plan presents
approximately 3,200 acres of permanent open space. While the
3,200 acres meets the open space requirements for the entire
project, it is anticipated additional open space will be identified and
dedicated for community trails and parks during the subsequent
Level B and C approval process. These open space areas will be
incorporated into the residential villages, urban center and other
land use areas to accommodate recreational needs, as well as
providing surface drainage, pedestrian access and links between
land use areas and the escarpments.

BernalilloCountyParkStandards
ProjectedPopulationatFullBuild:93,300
ProjectedPopulationat2035:34,132

Park/OpenSpace/Recreation
Type
NeighborhoodPark*
CommunityPark*
RegionalPark
MajorPublicOpenSpace
OpenSpace(publicandprivate)
CommunityCenter
SwimmingPool

SantolinaAcreage
Facilitiesat
FacilitiesatFull
2035
Buildout
34acres
93acres
85acres
233acres
0acres
466acres
411acres
940acres
415acres
1,797acres
2facilities
6facilities
2facilities
5facilities

SantolinaLevelofService

ProvidedatLevelB*
ProvidedatLevelB*
5acres/1,000people
10acres/1,000people
19acres/1,000people
ProvidedatLevelB*
ProvidedatLevelB*
*NeighborhoodandCommunityParks,CommunityCentersandSwimmingPoolsareconceptually
locatedatLevelA.

The goal for parks, recreation facilities and
open space within Santolina is to create a
network of trails, open space and parks that
operate at different scales to accommodate
a variety of uses, activities and purposes
including passive and active recreation,
water storage and drainage facilities. The
intent of the Santolina open space, trails
and parks network is to provide trails and
bikeways connecting these facilities with
schools, community centers and libraries.
In order to meet Bernalillo County park and
open space planning policies and to create
connections to the existing community,
wherever possible the Santolina system
will also connect to other public open space
and facilities outside of the Master Plan

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6940 : COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003)

5.A.l

98
Packet Pg. 1351

Chapter 8: Government and Public Services
5.A.l
fields that are used by youth and adult sports teams, swimming
pools or splash pads, dog parks, etc. These parks are often colocated with Community or Multi-Generational Centers. Community
parks are typically publically owned. Future Santolina Level B
plans will further determine the location, scale and components of
community parks.

Neighborhood Park
Neighborhood parks
are small parks that
are typically between
half an acre and
five
acres.
They
generally serve the
neighborhoods that
are located within a
half mile of the park
and feature facilities such as playgrounds, picnic tables and small
informal sports fields. These parks may be publically or privately
owned. When publically owned, they will typically be privately
constructed and dedicated to the County. Whereas, when they are
privately owned, they are typically maintained by a Homeowners
Association or other private entity. Future Santolina Level B plans
will further determine the location, scale and components of
neighborhood parks.

Regional Park
Regional parks are typically over 20
acres, serving Bernalillo County’s
Westside and often the County as a
whole. Regional parks are typically
more formally programmed and can
include facilities such as sports fields,
swimming pools or splash pads,
destination playgrounds, horseback
riding facilities, water features,
etc. Similar to neighborhood and
community parks, regional parks are
typically publicly owned. Regional
parks in Santolina will often serve
multiple functions of passive and
active recreation, water storage and
drainage facilities. These multiple purposes complement each
other by providing an amenity to the community as well as an
appropriate location where stormwater can be captured for re-use.
Regional parks have been identified on the Land Use and Public
Facilities Plans. Future Santolina Level B plans will further define
the details of these areas.

Community Park
Community parks are typically
between five and 20 acres
and serve a larger area than
neighborhood parks. These
parks typically contain more
formalized programming and
can include formal sports

Community Centers and/or Multi-Generational Centers
Community centers and multi-generational centers are used to
host a variety of community organizations, educational activities,
events, sports leagues and meetings. The current approach to
these types of centers is to include programming for the continuum
of life’s ages and stages. Community Centers are typically
publically owned and Santolina will work with Bernalillo County
Parks and Recreation Department in the development of centers

Park Types

Attachment: Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan 6-23-15 (6940 : COA2017-0003_SPR2017-0003)

Area. These amenities will work together to provide a quality of
life amenity for future residents of Santolina, the Westside and
Bernalillo County. The Public Facilities Plan (Exhibit 31: Santolina
Public Facilities Plan) shows the anticipated number of parks and
community facilities. As a part of future Level B Plans, the amount
of park and open space acreage by type, within the total 3,203
allotted acreage provided with this Level A Plan, may change to
meet the needs of the County and the community.
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Aquatic Recreation
Aquatic recreation has
been identified as an
important recreational
element by Bernalillo
County and as such, a
County Aquatics Master
Plan is currently being
developed. Santolina
will work with Bernalillo
County
Parks
and
Recreation Department
in the development of future Level B plans to ensure that Santolina
is well served with opportunities for water play and recreation.

Ceja, or sometimes the east and west escarpments. The Major
Public Open Space areas have been mapped on the Land Use
and Public Facilities Plans according to the Westside Major Public
Open Space map located in the City of Albuquerque Major Public
Open Space Facility Plan.
The second type of open space identified within the Plan Area is
open space. These areas primarily consist of the steep slopes of
the escarpment and multi-use trail/utility/drainage corridors which
complement the areas that have been identified as Major Public
Open Space. The escarpment areas provide the environmental
foundation for the identity of the Plan Area. The permissive uses
in both the Major Public Open Space and open space areas are
defined in the Open Space District of the Santolina PC Zone
(Chapter 4 Santolina PC Zone). They include trails, recreational
and educational facilities, visitors center, utility facilities and
corridors, water storage and drainage facilities, access easements
and roadway and/or transit right-of-way.

Open Space Types
Trails
There are two types
of open space within
the Plan Area, Major
Public Open Space
and
open
space.
Major Public Open
Space, as identified
on the Land Use
and Public Facilities
Plans, is the area that
corresponds with the
locations identified in
the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan, the City
of Albuquerque Major Public Open Space Facility Plan (jointly
adopted by the City and County), the Bernalillo County Parks,
Open Space, and Trails Master Plan and the Southwest Area Plan.
These areas, as identified on the plans, are typically referred to as
the Eastern Ceja and the Western Ceja and/or the Rio Puerco

Trail corridors are identified
on the Santolina Land Use
and Public Facilities Plans.
These corridors will serve
multiple purposes within the
Plan Area. They are located
to connect the land use
areas of the plan and provide
residents the opportunity
to access different areas
of the community through
alternative, non-motorized modes of transportation. While the
trails are designed to connect destination points such as the
Urban Center, Town Center and residential villages, they also
serve as recreational destination areas in themselves, providing
excellent opportunities for jogging, dog walking and bicycling.
The trail corridors also provide permeable areas that will capture
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in future Level B plans to ensure the programming and facilities
provide well-rounded recreational opportunities for the community.
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Parks Funding Strategy
The Level A Planned Communities
Criteria requires a concept plan and
strategy for funding. The Level A Parks
Concept Plan is provided on page 97
(Exhibit 31: Santolina Public Facilities
Plan). The development agreement
provides the funding strategy and
clearly defines that parks, trails and
open space facilities that solely benefit
Santolina will be the responsibility
of the developer for the design and
construction of the facility. For projects
that are regional in nature, it is required
that Santolina pay its proportional
share of the costs for those facilities.
Major Public Open Space is identified
in the Comprehensive Plan as being a community-wide benefit,
and as such, the cost for acquisition and development would be
provided by the City and/or County (which is consistent with the
other Major Public Open Space areas that have been acquired
and developed in the community).

Public Services Facilities
It is anticipated that Bernalillo County may wish to locate one or
more libraries, community centers and/or County offices within
Santolina. Additionally, state and federal facilities may be located
in Santolina to serve the community. These facilities will provide
residents, employees and visitors convenient access to civic
services and serve as a resource for this region of the County.

WALH is committed to working with the Bernalillo County Sherriff’s
Office and the Bernalillo County Fire Department in order to
ensure that police and fire stations are appropriately located within
the Plan Area. This coordination will also ensure that facilities are
provided at a rate that keeps pace with development and are in
accordance with National, State and County Standards. Street
design will be articulated in future Level B and C plans and will
allow safe and efficient access for police and fire services. As land
use determines the need for public safety facilities and service
areas, the specific locations, size and type of facilities will be
identified and defined in Level B and C plans.
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and improve stormwater as well as serving as utility corridors and
water storage areas.

Government
and
public
facilities are not specifically
identified or located on the
Land Use Plan. Such uses
will be site specific and time
driven to meet public agency
and educational needs within
the community. The uses
typically complement most
land uses, including residential. As such, government and public
facilities are allowable uses within all land uses identified within
Chapter 3 Land Use.
The Planned Communities Level A submittal criteria for Government
and Public Services requires a strategy for funding infrastructure
and demonstrated financial feasibility or proposed phases. As
is explained below, this requirement is addressed through the
adherence to the Planned Communities Criteria and the Level A
Development Agreement.

Government and Public Services Funding
The Planned Communities Criteria provides a built in framework
for phasing. Once a Level A Master Plan is adopted, the next step
is the preparation of a Level B plan that will correspond to the
first phase of Santolina, followed by subsequent Level B plans
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The Santolina Fiscal and Economic Studies, which are included
as Technical Appendices, discuss anticipated costs and revenues,
establish that the Santolina Level A Master Plan meets the “no net
expense” requirement and demonstrate the financial feasibility of
the project.
The Santolina Level A Development Agreement, companion
document to the Level A Master Plan, is a contract between
WALH and Bernalillo County that defines the specific financial
requirements for the provision of infrastructure and public services
within Santolina. The development agreement is reviewed by
County staff via the County Manager’s office and is heard and
approved by the County Commission at the same time as the
Level A Master Plan.
The “no net expense” provisions of the PCC are implemented
through the Level A development agreement that is negotiated

with the Bernalillo County Manager’s Office and approved by
the Bernalillo County Commission. The Level A development
agreement addresses both capital expenditures, i.e., the money
needed to build infrastructure, and the operation and maintenance
expenses, i.e., the money needed to operate and maintain such
infrastructure.
The Level A approvals, including the development agreement,
ensure “no net expense” to the County. The fiscal analysis
addresses the ongoing operation and maintenance needs of the
County over time and shows that a significant surplus of revenues
and benefits are generated by Santolina.

Government and Public Services Network
One of the underlying principles
that informed the Santolina Level
A Master Plan is that a systems
approach to planning produces
sustainable development. Each
of the separate elements that are
described above (parks, Major
Public Open Space, open space,
trail corridors, schools and public
service facilities) has been designed to create a network that
can be easily accessed by multi-modal transportation options.
The intention of the plan is to connect all of these elements
into a system that supports the educational, social, civic and
recreational needs of the community. In order to fully integrate
water conservation and stormwater harvesting into the Plan Area,
water harvesting, drainage retention and detention at appropriate
scales are permissive uses within all types of parks and recreation
facilities. Major Public Open Space, open space and regional
parks are located on the Land Use Plan. Schools, community
and neighborhood parks, libraries, multi-generational centers, law
enforcement and fire stations are conceptually located on the Public
Facilities Plan and will be further defined in future Level B plans. The
intent of the Santolina Government and Public Services network is
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for additional project
phases, as needed.
Each Level B plan is
required to include a
more detailed land
use
breakdown,
more specific zoning
language, and updated
infrastructure plans that
address timing, funding
and responsibility. Each
Level B plan is reviewed by staff and other agencies, presented
to the Planning Commission and approved by the County
Commission. If a Level B requires an amendment(s) to the Level
A plan, they will be processed concurrent with Level B plans.
This process ensures that the County, as part of their review,
can verify that the phases (Level B plans) are consistent with the
overall framework of the Level A plan, provide a funding strategy
and outline the implementation of necessary infrastructure and
community facilities.

5.A.l
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to provide connections between
schools and parks, schools and
neighborhoods, fire stations
and neighborhoods, and so
on. The provision of these
kinds of physical connections
creates the structure for a
well-rounded community that
not only meets the physical
needs of its residents but also provides for the social and spiritual
connections (both to each other and to the place itself), that are an
immeasurable aspect of quality of life.
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Board of County Commissioners (BCC)

Special Zoning Meeting
Meeting: 08/15/17 05:00 PM

Title:

SPR2016-0001 PUBLIC HEARING: Santolina Level B.I Master Plan

COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:
Motion to approve Administrative Resolution AR 2017Master Plan.

adopting the Santolina Level B.I

Summary:
At the April 4, 2017 hearing, the Board of County Commissioners deferred the request for
approval of the Santolina Level B.I Master Plan to allow the applicant to request modifications to
the Santolina Level A Master Plan conditions of approval (8, 9, and 11). At the June 7, 2017
hearing, the County Planning Commission recommended approval of modifications to conditions
of approval 8, 9, and 11 of the Santolina Level A Master Plan (SPR2017-0003). The Board of
County Commissioners is scheduled to consider the request to modify Level A conditions 8,9,
and 11, along with an appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision (COA2017-0003/SPR20170003), at this hearing (August 15, 2017) prior to considering this Level B.I request (SPR20160001) and the appeal that has been filed in opposition to it (COA2017-0001/SPR2016-0001).
At the March 14, 2017 hearing, the Board of County Commissioners had continued the request
for approval of the Santolina Level B.I Master Plan to the April 4, 2017 hearing.
At the January 4, 2017 public hearing, the County Planning Commission (CPC) voted (5-0;
Commissioner Serna excused) to recommend approval of the request for the Planned
Communities Santolina Level B.I Master Plan for more specific development within the
Santolina Master Plan. The Santolina Level B.I plan area is generally bounded by Interstate 40
to the north, 118th Street and the escarpment open space to the east, Dennis Chavez Blvd. on the
south, and the escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on the west, encompassing
projected sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 11, & 12, T9N, R1E and sections 6, & 7, T9N, R2E, sections
25, 26, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, & 36, T10N, R1E, section 31, T9N, R2E, T9N, R2E and section 31,
T10N, R2E N.M.P.M., Town of Atrisco Grant, Albuquerque, Bernalillo County, New Mexico
and containing and approximately 4,243 acres, zoned PC (Planned Communities Zone). The
recommendation was based on 21 Findings and subject to 9 (Nine) conditions (Attachment 1Notices of Decision).
PLAN OVERVIEW
The request seeks approval of a Level B Planned Communities Plan for 4,323 acres within the
Santolina area. Santolina is a proposed Planned Community to be located on approximately
13,851 acres in the southwestern portion of unincorporated Bernalillo County. In June 2015,
following several public hearings before the County Planning Commission (CPC) and the Board
of County Commissioners (BCC), the BCC approved the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
together with Planned Communities Zoning for the entire property. The BCC also denied four
DOC ID: 6946
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appeals that were submitted in opposition to the CPC recommendation. The BCC subsequently
approved the Level A Development agreement with the owner of the property.
The Santolina Level A Plan provides the general framework for development of the property in
such areas as land use, zoning, transportation, natural resource utilization, and infrastructure
development, in accordance with the Planned Communities Criteria, and policies for the Reserve
Area within the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan that have been adopted to
address requests for large master planned communities in the County’s outlying, unincorporated
areas. The Level A Plan included residential villages, an urban center, business parks, a town
center, and an industrial and business park, along with dedication of major public open space and
smaller scale recreation areas and trails. Conditions of approval required the Development
agreement, the transportation network, jobs to housing, and agreement with the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority, and also subsequent Level B Plans with
greater detail. The Level A Plan indicated a potential for a maximum of 37,930 dwelling units
and stated a goal of creating approximately 75,000 jobs over the course of approximately 50
years.
The Santolina Level B.I Master Plan, which is the first of several Santolina Level B Plans, seeks
to provide a more specific framework for the development of 4,243 acres within the within
Santolina (about one-third of the entire property) in accordance with the adopted Santolina Level
A Plan and Development Agreement. It has also sought to follow the Level B Planned
Communities Criteria. Accordingly, the Level B.I Plan covers in greater detail such areas as
land use, transportation; parks, open space, and trails, water, wastewater, and drainage, along
with public services, such as utilities, schools, and public safety. The Level B.I Plan has stated a
maximum of about 9,400 households and the possible creation of as many as 31,000 jobs in the
plan area at the time of full buildout. As indicated in Chapter 2 of the plan, the development will
include residential/commercial uses in village centers, along with a portion of a large town
center, a business park, and an industrial park, together with open space and recreation facilities,
and other public facilities such as schools and a public safety facility. A sequencing plan has
been added to show how the jobs to housing ratio will be achieved within the land use areas and
in relation to infrastructure development.
The Level B Plan also includes the specific zoning regulations and details for the Planned
Communities (PC) zoning that was adopted conceptually in 2015 (See Chapter 3). The zoning
includes eleven specific districts that generally coincide with the land use areas, and it also
provides specific design standards within each of the zoning districts and in a section for Design
Standards.
As with the Santolina Level A Plan, the land uses for the Level B.I area will be linked by a
transportation network that will connect with the existing and proposed road system adjacent to
the Santolina property. including Dennis Chavez Blvd., Atrisco Vista Blvd., Shelly Rd. and
Paseo del Volcan and an arterial that will run parallel to the I-40 Frontage Rd. and possibly two
new interchanges along I-40. The land uses will also be connected by an elaborate system of
trails and open space areas that will be developed to Bernalillo County Standards. Water and
wastewater services will be provided by the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility
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Authority, in accordance with adopted regulations and standards. Plans are also provided in the
Santolina Level B.I Plan for utilities and public services, including schools and public safety.
PLAN REVIEW PROCESS
The Santolina Level B.I Plan request was first submitted on January 25, 2016 for staff and
agency review, and a public hearing was on March 2, 2016 at which time the CPC decided to
hold four Special Public Hearings for the request. Following the initial hearing where comments
were provided by staff and agencies, four special hearings covered the following topics:
- Transportation (April 27)
- Land Use/Zoning (May 26)
- Government and Public Service/Environment and Open Space (June 23)
- Summary and Conclusion (July 21)
Additional hearings on the regular CPC agenda were on November 2, 2016 and January 4, 2017.
At the January 4, 2017 hearing, the CPC recommended approval of the Santolina Level B.I Plan.
The recommendation was based upon specific findings and conditions that had been drafted and
recommended by staff to ensure the request had addressed the Level B Planned Communities
Criteria and the Comprehensive Plan policies for the Reserve Area, and had met applicable
Bernalillo County standards and that the plan will be followed for land use, transportation/road
requirements, water resource, parks and open space, and a required Level B.I development
agreement.
Community Input
Throughout the Level B.I review and approval process, community concern and input for the
Santolina requests has continued. Testimony and letters of support have the questioned the
availability of water for the development and have argued there will be negative consequences of
the development, such as sprawl, increased traffic, environmental degradation, and health
impacts. The Atrisco Land Grant and the Pueblo Council have provided documents in
opposition to the request. Opposition documents have been included in the CPC staff report
(Attachments 2 and 3, and in more recently in Attachment 9).
APPEAL OF THE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION AND
DEFERRAL REQUEST
There has been one appeal of the County Planning Commission recommendation (COA20170001/SPR2016-0001). It has been submitted by the New Mexico Environmental Law Center on
behalf of the Southwest Organizing Project and several other individuals. They argue that the
approval of a Level B Santolina Plan is premature in that the approval of the Santolina Level A
plan is still under appeal in court. In addition, the appeal argues that both Santolina requests
should be denied, related to the anticipated negative impacts to the community and the failure to
meet the requirements specified in the Planned Communities Criteria. Additional details of the
appeal are contained in a separate packet (COA2017-0001/SPR2016-0001).
The appellants have also been requesting a deferral of consideration of the Santolina Level B.I
request for at least three months (Attachment 8). They again argue that consideration of the
request is premature as the applicants have not met conditions from the Level A Plan, namely
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those related the water availability and a water utility plan. They argue further that the Level B.I
recommended findings and conditions recognize that the Level A requirements have not been
met and that the Planned Communities Criteria for Level B have not been met.
The applicant’s agents submitted an objection to the appellant’s deferral request (Attachment
10). They argue that because the matter has been determined to be legislative and no legitimate
grounds for an appeal or delay of the case appear to have been provided, the BCC should
consider the case at the scheduled hearing.
APPLICANT’S REQUEST TO REVISE LEVEL A AND LEVEL B CONDITIONS
As indicated in Attachment 7, the applicant had, within the Level B plan review, requested
changes to conditions of approval for both Level A and Level B requests. This request is related
to the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority’s (ABCWUA) indication,
following the CPC approval recommendation, that BCC approval (as opposed to CPC approval)
of the Santolina Level B.I Plan is needed in order to move forward with the Development
Agreement between the applicant and the ABCWUA. The applicant’s agent had argued, as part
of the Level B.I request, that conditions related to this agreement should therefore be modified or
removed to facilitate the approval of the Level B.I Plan, which would allow the applicant to
pursue the Development Agreement with the ABCWUA.
The modifications would be to Conditions 8, 9, and 11 from the Level A Santolina approval,
which relate to the Water and the required Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. The
Level A conditions should be modified to reflect that the Development Agreement would be
required at the time of Level C plans, rather than at Level B as stated in the BCC conditions of
approval dated 6/19/15 (See Level B.I Conditions of Approval in Attachment 1 and Level A
Conditions in Attachment 6).
The agent has also argued that changes are also needed to Level B.I (one findings and two
conditions) that were recommended by the CPC related to ABCWUA requirements. The agent
states that Finding 19 and Condition 5, which both specify a two-step process for approval of
Santolina Level B.I first for land use and then second for the Development Agreement with the
ABCWUA. The agent states that this two-step process contradicts Condition 6 that calls for
approval of the Development Agreement within a year of BCC approval (without a two-step
process). The agent thus requests that the one finding and two conditions simply be removed
from the Level B.I Plan.
It should be noted that the applicant has, following the April 4, 2017 BCC hearing and the
County Commission’s deferral of the Santolina Level B.I Master Plan request, submitted a
request to modify the three conditions of approval. The modifications were considered by the
County Planning Commission and recommended for approval on June 7, 2017 (Attachment 13CPC Notice of Decision for SPR2017-0003).
Staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners uphold the recommendation of the
County Planning Commission to approve and adopt the Santolina Level B.I Master Plan.
However, the Level B.I findings and conditions of approval as recommended by the County
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Planning Commission would need to be modified for consistency with the changes to the three
Santolina Level A conditions of approval that have been under consideration under SPR20170003 and the appeal COA2017-0003. The BCC may consider continuing or deferring this case
until the findings and conditions are revised.

Attachments:
















Agenda Item BCC SPR2016-0001 8_15_17 (Santolina Level B Public Hearing)
(PDF)
Attachment 1 - CPC Notice of Decision for 1-4-2017 (PDF)
Attachment 2 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 1 (PDF)
Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (PDF)
Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined
(PDF)
Attachment 5 - Planned Communities Criteria (PDF)
Attachment 6 - Level A Notice of Decision and Development Agreement
(PDF)
Attachment 7 - Agent's request to Modify Level A & B Conditions for 3_14_17
(PDF)
Attachment 8 - Appellant's deferral request for 3_14_17 (PDF)
Attachment 9 - Letters from Pueblo Coalition, neighbors for 3_14_17 (PDF)
Attachment 10 - Applicant's Objection to deferral request for 3_14_17 (PDF)
Attachment 11- Appellants' additional documents for 3_14_17 BCC (PDF)
Attachment 12 - Opposition for 3_14_17 & 4_4_17
(PDF)
Attachment 13 - CPC Notice of Decision for SPR2017-0003 for 6_7_17
(PDF)
Santolina Level B Plan with Exhibits.compressed 3_14_17
(PDF)
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BERNALILLO COUNTY
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
Meeting Date: August 15, 2017
Department: Planning & Development Services Staff Contact: Catherine VerEecke, Planner

TITLE: PUBLIC HEARING: Santolina Level B.I Master Plan (SPR2016-0001)
COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:
Approval

Resolution # ______

SUMMARY:
At the April 4, 2017 hearing, the Board of County Commissioners deferred the request for
approval of the Santolina Level B.I Master Plan to allow the applicant to request modifications to
the Santolina Level A Master Plan conditions of approval (8, 9, and 11). At the June 7, 2017
hearing, the County Planning Commission recommended approval of modifications to conditions
of approval 8, 9, and 11 of the Santolina Level A Master Plan (SPR2017-0003). The Board of
County Commissioners is scheduled to consider the request to modify Level A conditions 8,9,
and 11, along with an appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision (COA2017-0003/SPR20170003), at this hearing (August 15, 2017) prior to considering this Level B.I request (SPR20160001) and the appeal that has been filed in opposition to it (COA2017-0001/SPR2016-0001).
At the March 14, 2017 hearing, the Board of County Commissioners had continued the request
for approval of the Santolina Level B.I Master Plan to the April 4, 2017 hearing.
At the January 4, 2017 public hearing, the County Planning Commission (CPC) voted (5-0;
Commissioner Serna excused) to recommend approval of the request for the Planned
Communities Santolina Level B.I Master Plan for more specific development within the
Santolina Master Plan. The Santolina Level B.I plan area is generally bounded by Interstate 40
to the north, 118th Street and the escarpment open space to the east, Dennis Chavez Blvd. on the
south, and the escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on the west, encompassing
projected sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 11, & 12, T9N, R1E and sections 6, & 7, T9N, R2E, sections
25, 26, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, & 36, T10N, R1E, section 31, T9N, R2E, T9N, R2E and section 31,
T10N, R2E N.M.P.M., Town of Atrisco Grant, Albuquerque, Bernalillo County, New Mexico
and containing and approximately 4,243 acres, zoned PC (Planned Communities Zone). The
recommendation was based on 21 Findings and subject to 9 (Nine) conditions (Attachment 1—
Notices of Decision).
PLAN OVERVIEW
The request seeks approval of a Level B Planned Communities Plan for 4,323 acres within the
Santolina area. Santolina is a proposed Planned Community to be located on approximately
13,851 acres in the southwestern portion of unincorporated Bernalillo County. In June 2015,
following several public hearings before the County Planning Commission (CPC) and the Board
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The Santolina Level A Plan provides the general framework for development of the property in
such areas as land use, zoning, transportation, natural resource utilization, and infrastructure
development, in accordance with the Planned Communities Criteria, and policies for the Reserve
Area within the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan that have been adopted to
address requests for large master planned communities in the County’s outlying, unincorporated
areas. The Level A Plan included residential villages, an urban center, business parks, a town
center, and an industrial and business park, along with dedication of major public open space and
smaller scale recreation areas and trails. Conditions of approval required the Development
agreement, the transportation network, jobs to housing, and agreement with the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority, and also subsequent Level B Plans with
greater detail. The Level A Plan indicated a potential for a maximum of 37,930 dwelling units
and stated a goal of creating approximately 75,000 jobs over the course of approximately 50
years.
The Santolina Level B.I Master Plan, which is the first of several Santolina Level B Plans, seeks
to provide a more specific framework for the development of 4,243 acres within the within
Santolina (about one-third of the entire property) in accordance with the adopted Santolina Level
A Plan and Development Agreement. It has also sought to follow the Level B Planned
Communities Criteria. Accordingly, the Level B.I Plan covers in greater detail such areas as
land use, transportation; parks, open space, and trails, water, wastewater, and drainage, along
with public services, such as utilities, schools, and public safety. The Level B.I Plan has stated a
maximum of about 9,400 households and the possible creation of as many as 31,000 jobs in the
plan area at the time of full buildout. As indicated in Chapter 2 of the plan, the development will
include residential/commercial uses in village centers, along with a portion of a large town
center, a business park, and an industrial park, together with open space and recreation facilities,
and other public facilities such as schools and a public safety facility. A sequencing plan has
been added to show how the jobs to housing ratio will be achieved within the land use areas and
in relation to infrastructure development.
The Level B Plan also includes the specific zoning regulations and details for the Planned
Communities (PC) zoning that was adopted conceptually in 2015 (See Chapter 3). The zoning
includes eleven specific districts that generally coincide with the land use areas, and it also
provides specific design standards within each of the zoning districts and in a section for Design
Standards.
As with the Santolina Level A Plan, the land uses for the Level B.I area will be linked by a
transportation network that will connect with the existing and proposed road system adjacent to
the Santolina property. including Dennis Chavez Blvd., Atrisco Vista Blvd., Shelly Rd. and
Paseo del Volcan and an arterial that will run parallel to the I-40 Frontage Rd. and possibly two
new interchanges along I-40. The land uses will also be connected by an elaborate system of
trails and open space areas that will be developed to Bernalillo County Standards. Water and
wastewater services will be provided by the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility
Authority, in accordance with adopted regulations and standards. Plans are also provided in the
Santolina Level B.I Plan for utilities and public services, including schools and public safety.
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of County Commissioners (BCC), the BCC approved the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
together with Planned Communities Zoning for the entire property. The BCC also denied four
appeals that were submitted in opposition to the CPC recommendation. The BCC subsequently
approved the Level A Development agreement with the owner of the property.
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PLAN REVIEW PROCESS
The Santolina Level B.I Plan request was first submitted on January 25, 2016 for staff and
agency review, and a public hearing was on March 2, 2016 at which time the CPC decided to
hold four Special Public Hearings for the request. Following the initial hearing where comments
were provided by staff and agencies, four special hearings covered the following topics:
- Transportation (April 27)
- Land Use/Zoning (May 26)
- Government and Public Service/Environment and Open Space (June 23)
- Summary and Conclusion (July 21)
Additional hearings on the regular CPC agenda were on November 2, 2016 and January 4, 2017.
At the January 4, 2017 hearing, the CPC recommended approval of the Santolina Level B.I Plan.
The recommendation was based upon specific findings and conditions that had been drafted and
recommended by staff to ensure the request had addressed the Level B Planned Communities
Criteria and the Comprehensive Plan policies for the Reserve Area, and had met applicable
Bernalillo County standards and that the plan will be followed for land use, transportation/road
requirements, water resource, parks and open space, and a required Level B.I development
agreement.
Community Input
Throughout the Level B.I review and approval process, community concern and input for the
Santolina requests has continued. Testimony and letters of support have the questioned the
availability of water for the development and have argued there will be negative consequences of
the development, such as sprawl, increased traffic, environmental degradation, and health
impacts. The Atrisco Land Grant and the Pueblo Council have provided documents in
opposition to the request. Opposition documents have been included in the CPC staff report
(Attachments 2 and 3, and in more recently in Attachment 9).
APPEAL OF THE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION AND
DEFERRAL REQUEST
There has been one appeal of the County Planning Commission recommendation (COA20170001/SPR2016-0001). It has been submitted by the New Mexico Environmental Law Center on
behalf of the Southwest Organizing Project and several other individuals. They argue that the
approval of a Level B Santolina Plan is premature in that the approval of the Santolina Level A
plan is still under appeal in court. In addition, the appeal argues that both Santolina requests
should be denied, related to the anticipated negative impacts to the community and the failure to
meet the requirements specified in the Planned Communities Criteria. Additional details of the
appeal are contained in a separate packet (COA2017-0001/SPR2016-0001).
The appellants have also been requesting a deferral of consideration of the Santolina Level B.I
request for at least three months (Attachment 8). They again argue that consideration of the
request is premature as the applicants have not met conditions from the Level A Plan, namely
those related the water availability and a water utility plan. They argue further that the Level B.I
recommended findings and conditions recognize that the Level A requirements have not been
met and that the Planned Communities Criteria for Level B have not been met.

Attachment: Agenda Item BCC SPR2016-0001 8_15_17 (Santolina Level B Public Hearing) (6946 : SPR2016-0001)
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The applicant’s agents submitted an objection to the appellant’s deferral request (Attachment
10). They argue that because the matter has been determined to be legislative and no legitimate
grounds for an appeal or delay of the case appear to have been provided, the BCC should
consider the case at the scheduled hearing.
3
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APPLICANT’S REQUEST TO REVISE LEVEL A AND LEVEL B CONDITIONS
As indicated in Attachment 7, the applicant had, within the Level B plan review, requested
changes to conditions of approval for both Level A and Level B requests. This request is related
to the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority’s (ABCWUA) indication,
following the CPC approval recommendation, that BCC approval (as opposed to CPC approval)
of the Santolina Level B.I Plan is needed in order to move forward with the Development
Agreement between the applicant and the ABCWUA. The applicant’s agent had argued, as part
of the Level B.I request, that conditions related to this agreement should therefore be modified or
removed to facilitate the approval of the Level B.I Plan, which would allow the applicant to
pursue the Development Agreement with the ABCWUA.
The modifications would be to Conditions 8, 9, and 11 from the Level A Santolina approval,
which relate to the Water and the required Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. The
Level A conditions should be modified to reflect that the Development Agreement would be
required at the time of Level C plans, rather than at Level B as stated in the BCC conditions of
approval dated 6/19/15 (See Level B.I Conditions of Approval in Attachment 1 and Level A
Conditions in Attachment 6).
The agent has also argued that changes are also needed to Level B.I (one findings and two
conditions) that were recommended by the CPC related to ABCWUA requirements. The agent
states that Finding 19 and Condition 5, which both specify a two-step process for approval of
Santolina Level B.I first for land use and then second for the Development Agreement with the
ABCWUA. The agent states that this two-step process contradicts Condition 6 that calls for
approval of the Development Agreement within a year of BCC approval (without a two-step
process). The agent thus requests that the one finding and two conditions simply be removed
from the Level B.I Plan.
It should be noted that the applicant has, following the April 4, 2017 BCC hearing and the
County Commission’s deferral of the Santolina Level B.I Master Plan request, submitted a
request to modify the three conditions of approval. The modifications were considered by the
County Planning Commission and recommended for approval on June 7, 2017 (Attachment 13—
CPC Notice of Decision for SPR2017-0003).
Staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners uphold the recommendation of the
County Planning Commission to approve and adopt the Santolina Level B.I Master Plan.
However, the Level B.I findings and conditions of approval as recommended by the County
Planning Commission would need to be modified for consistency with the changes to the three
Santolina Level A conditions of approval that have been under consideration under SPR20170003 and the appeal COA2017-0003. The BCC may consider continuing or deferring this case
until the findings and conditions are revised.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

County Planning Commission (CPC) Notice of Decision Letter for 1/4/17
CPC staff report, 1/4/17 Part 1
CPC staff report, 1/4/17 Part 2
Minutes from CPC hearings
Planned Communities Criteria

Attachment: Agenda Item BCC SPR2016-0001 8_15_17 (Santolina Level B Public Hearing) (6946 : SPR2016-0001)
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6. Level A Notice of decision and Development Agreement
7. Agent’s requests to modify Level A & B Conditions for 3/14/17 BCC
8. Appellant’s deferral request for 3/14/17 BCC
9. Letters from Pueblo Coalition, neighbors for 3/14/17 BCC
10. Applicant’s objection to deferral request for 3/14/17 BCC
11. Additional documents from appellant for 3/14/17
12. Opposition for 3/14/17 & 4/4/17 BCC
13. CPC Notice of Decision for SPR2017-0003 for 6/7/17
14. Santolina revised plan draft, for 3/14/17
15. Additional technical reports located on www.bernco.gov/santolina

STAFF ANALYSIS SUMMARY
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES:
Staff recommends Approval or continuance/deferral to address conditions of approval.
VERSION 5.0
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and make use of the waste/by-products of other
businesses.
While the end users described above create jobs,
tax revenue and excitement for a region, they
are also intensive uses. As a result, the Industrial
and Business Park is ideally located remote from
residential and high visibility non-residential areas.
The Santolina Level B Plan Industrial and Business
Park addresses this concern by locating the Industrial and Business Park remotely and buffering it
with a wide regional open space.
2.2.7

Open Space

Public Open Space as identified by this Level B
Plan is the area that corresponds with Open Space
identified in the:
 Albuquerque Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
 City of Albuquerque Major Public Open Space
Facilities Plan
 Bernalillo County Parks, Open Space and Trails
Master Plan
 Southwest Area Plan
These areas, as identified by the above referenced
plans, are referred to as the Eastern Ceja and the
Western Ceja, and/or the Rio Puerco or the eastern
and western escarpments. The eastern and western
escarpment areas are identified as open space in
this Level B Plan. The open space in this Level B Plan
Area makes up approximately 701 acres, or 17.9%
of the total Level B Plan Area and will serve to meet
the open space requirements for all land uses and
parcels within this Level B Plan. Open space located
on the west side of the Level B Plan Area adjacent

to Industrial and Business Park makes up approximately 167 acres, while the open space on the east
side of the Level B Plan Area adjacent to the Villages
encompasses the remaining estimated 593 acres.
This area is appropriate for recreational and educational uses as well as appropriate public utilities
and infrastructure. Uses in these open space areas
include trails, visitor centers, water storage and
drainage facilities, roadway and transportation,
utility rights-of-way and easement corridors.
This land use is included as part of this Level B Plan
to ensure that residents are provided access to trails
and open space early in the Santolina construction
schedule. The Level B Plan Area open spaces are
linked to adjacent land uses, such as the Industrial
and Business Park on the west and the Residential
Village on the east, through roadways and pedestrian access. Preserving this amenity will provide a
quality of life for future residents of Santolina, the
West Side and Bernalillo County.
The Bernalillo County Board of County Commissioners adopted the Parks, Recreation, and Open
Space Facilities Master Plan for 2015-2030 (PROS)
in October of 2015. The Santolina Level A Master
Plan was adopted by the BCC in June of2015, prior
to the adoption of the PROS Master Plan. The PROS
Plan provides an needs assessment of parks, recreation, and open space facilities based on projected
population growth for 2010-2030. These projections
are based on MRCOG growth projections and are
illustrated in the map below. We have identified the
location of the Santolina Level B Master Plan area
on this map. The Level B Plan area encompasses the
two highest growth categories as identified by this
PROS Plan map.
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CHAPTER 2: LAND USE

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Open Space – 20 acres/1000 people.
Regional Park 3 acres/1000 people.
Community Park – 2 acres/1000 people.
Neighborhood Park 1 acre/1000 people.
Community Center – 1/15,000 people.
Aquatics Facility – 1/15,000 people.
Fully-Inclusive Playground – 1/50,000 people.

Based on these PROS Plan level-of-service and
facility benchmarks, we have conducted an analysis
of standards for the Level A and Level B Master Plan
areas.

PROS Plan LOS Standards
Open Space
Regional Park
Community Park
Neighborhood Park
Community Center
Aquatics Facility
Fully-Inclusive Playground

20 acres/1000
3 acres/1000
2 acres/1000
1 acre/1000
1/15,000
1/15,000
1/50,000

Level B Standards (assuming 23,178
people)
Open Space
Regional Park
Community Park
Neighborhood Park
Community Center
Aquatics Facility
Fully-Inclusive Playground
Total Required Acreage

LOS Provided by Level B Plan
Open Space
Regional Park
Community Park
Neighborhood Park
Community Center
Aquatics Facility
Fully-Inclusive Playground
Total Required Acreage

761
*0
183.6
1
1
**
945

*Regional Parks are identified in the Level A Plan and
shall be developed with future Level B Plans.
**Future Level B Plans will identify/accomodate Aquatic
Facilities, Community Centers, and Fully Inclusive
Playgrounds.
Note: It is anticipated that there will be additional
private/pocket parks within the residential neighborhoods that aren’t shown at this time.

Per the PROS Plan level-of-service standards, the
Santolina Level B Plan area should provide a total
of 603 acres of Parks and Open Space. Based on our
Level B Land Use Plan and population projection,
we are providing a total of 945 acres of Parks and
Open Space. PROS Plan standards suggest providing
one community center and one aquatics center
based on project population counts for the Level B
Plan area. A community center and aquatics center
is anticipated to develop as part of the Level B
Village Center, as identified by the Land Use Map.
Overall, this Level B Plan meets the intent of the
PROS Plan and significantly exceeds the level-ofservices standards.

464
70
46
23
1.5
1.5
0.5
603
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in these future high-growth areas. Planning for
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CHAPTER 5: ENVIRONMENT AND SERVICES

ARCHEOLOGY

As part of the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
a Class I records search was conducted in May
2005. The report included a review of the New
Mexico Cultural Resources System (NMCRIS) files.
The review did not find any nominated properties
within the Santolina Level A Plan Area. As a part of
this study a brief archeological on-site reconnaissance was completed for the reconnaissance of
12 transect miles and resulted in the identification
of 14 potential additional cultural properties. The
reconnaissance confirmed that the majority of the
Level A Plan Area’s resources are located in the
Rio Puerco and Rio Grande escarpment areas. As
previously stated the escarpment areas are being
designated as permanent open space areas within
this Level B Plan. Another resource discussed during
the Level A Master Plan approval process was the
existing FAA arrow located just south of the existing
Bisque Durango Mobile Home Park. This resource
is located within the Level B Plan Town Center.
Consistent with the PCC for Level B Plans, WALH
contracted with Marron & Associates for a Class II
survey for the Level B Plan Area. This survey will
include the development of a representative sample
(approximately 20 percent of the Level B Plan Area)
to be surveyed. The survey will focus on utility, road
corridors and landforms where resources are likely
to be found. Due to the sensitive nature of this
information, access to this report will be limited
to County Planning and Open Space staff for their
review.
The results of the Class II survey will be used to
provide additional guidance for the location and
to determine the probability of cultural resources
in each area. As a part of future Level C Plans,

the identified potential sites will be surveyed and
any cultural resources will be addressed at that
time. The information will also be crucial in the
final design and alignments of roadway and utility
corridors anticipated to cross the escarpment areas.

5.4

AIR QUALITY

The Santolina Level B Plan maximizes the opportunity to achieve high performance standards for air
quality. The opportunity arises because the Master
Plan characteristics address the most significant
air quality factors in the region; carbon monoxide
and airborne particulate matter (typically industrial
emissions, fugitive dust and pollen). Santolina’s
emphasis on job creation is a primary driver of the
ability to achieve high air quality performance. The
creation of significant local jobs within industry
and business districts reduce vehicular trip generation, the main producer of the carbon monoxide
and other oxides that are so problematic. Santolina
also incorporates strategies to directly address the
particulates matter.
An Air Quality Impact Analysis report was prepared
that compared the Santolina scenario development
to the MRCOG MTP Trend scenario. This analysis
used the data from the MRCOG MTP travel demand
model and the Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA) current Motor Vehicles Emission Simulator
(MOVES) model, that was developed with local
data from the City of Albuquerque’s Environmental Health Department (EHD). To evaluate CO
dispersion at localized locations, microscale CO Hot
Spot analysis, the EPA-approved CAL3QHC model
was used.
The last CO violation in the region was in 1991, and
have been steadily in decline since. Current levels
measure less than 30% of the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS).
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The regional analysis found a slight reduction in peak
hour CO emissions under the Santolina scenario
(-0.5%), and a negligible increase in CO emissions
on a daily basis. Both of these are considered of
little significance, given that the region is well under
NAAQS thresholds.
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Overall, the analysis found that the development of
Santolina is not a significant factor affecting regional
deterioration of air quality or localized hot spots
due to the regional characteristics being well within
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
5.4.1

Carbon Monoxide

At this time, all other air quality standards, as established by the National Ambient Air Quality Standards,

are not in exceedance of carbon monoxide
standards. Vehicle emissions are sources of carbon
monoxide, volatile organic compounds and oxide
of nitrogen. Air quality levels are managed closely
and tied directly to the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
within the region. Vehicle emissions are evaluated
by the quantity of VMT within the regional transportation system. The current and projected values
for VMT are fully evaluated and approved under the
Future 2040 MTP which is developed by MRCOG.
Compliance with local, state and federal regulations
associated with vehicular emissions is associated
with the approval of the Future 2040 MTP. MRCOG
is responsible for making a conformity determination on the MTP for the region in accordance
with the Clean Air Act and EPA regulations. The
MTP must also be approved by the Federal Highway
Administration and must conform to the State
Implementation Plan Revision: Limited Maintenance Plan for Carbon Monoxide for Albuquerque/

Bernalillo County, New Mexico. Lastly, the MTP
must conform to the regulations administered
by the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Air Quality
Board (Board). The Board is the federally-delegated
air authority for Albuquerque and Bernalillo County
and ensures compliance with the Federal Clean Air
Act and the New Mexico Air Quality Control Act.
With regard to specific impacts from the transportation system developed for the Santolina Level B
Plan, it is important to establish that the expected
employment and population growth associated
with the Santolina Level A Master Plan is incorporated in the approved 2040 MTP. The MTP
approves projected VMT for the region, through
2040, based on expected land use and travel
patterns. While growth has been modified as a
result of the Santolina Level A Master Plan, the
overall regional parameters for population growth
have been maintained. As a result, on a regional
basis all VMT associated with the Level A Master
Plan development have already been considered
in the regional air quality conformity analysis. The
findings of the analysis align with all local, state and
federal air quality policies.
Travel demand modeling performed in the Level
B Plan indicates no regional increase in vehicle
emissions or air quality impacts. The Level B Plan
provides for a gridded street network (minimizing
time on the street when driving is necessary),
transit accommodation design features in its neighborhoods and commercial areas, trails and bikeways
which encourage non-vehicular (non-emission)
transportation modes and mixed use development
concepts. These land use features, combined
with advances in automobile technology such as
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CO hot spot analysis of the four highest traffic
volume intersections shows very low CO levels that
do not approach NAAQS standards and are equivalent to levels anticipated in the MTP scenario.
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OVERVIEW

This Level B Plan is the first Level B Plan to follow
approval of the Santolina Level A Master Plan. This
Level B Plan regulates development within the
defined boundaries of this Level B Plan Area that
encompasses approximately 4,243 acres. This Plan
is consistent with and supportive of the goals and
policies of the Santolina Level A Master Plan, the
PCC, the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan, the Santolina PC Zoning, Land Use
Plan and Development Agreement.
In the Level B Plan, as required by the PCC, land use
districts of the Level A Master Plan have been further
defined and design standards are codified for all
development within those districts. More general
development characteristics are also defined and
describe provisions for transportation, drainage,
open space, parks, trails and public facilities.
8.1.1

Plan, and will enhance the area. In addition, the
Applicant must also demonstrate at least one of the
following:
The site is unique in terms of physical characteristics and requires the deviation in order to be
developed. This may include, but is not limited to
slope, drainage, safety issues or site constraints.
The site/project will provide for a compatible use
that was not anticipated in the plan and provides a
needed service or use for the community.
The design of the site/project respects the intent of
the plan and implements the plan in a manner that
was not anticipated.
Applicants must provide written statement detailing
how the deviations meet the intent of the plan.
All Applicants seeking deviations shall attend a
Pre-Application Meeting with County staff before
submitting the request for deviation.

Application of Development Standards
8.1.2

The use, building, and lot standards provide general
guidance to assist Applicants, neighborhoods, and
County development reviewers. However, it is
not the intent of these regulations to limit design
creativity or ignore unusual site conditions. As such,
the following two levels of modifications to the
Level B Plan are allowed:
1. Minor: The Planning Director or his/her
designee may approve deviations from
non-dimensional standards, or 25% or less
from any dimensional standard.
2. Major: Any deviation over 25% from any
dimensional standard and deviations to
non-dimensional standards deemed to
require review shall be reviewed by the
County Planning Commission (CPC) via the
Level C (subdivision or site development
plan) approval process.
Criteria/Process: In order for the Planning Director
or the CPC to grant a Deviation, the Applicant must
demonstrate that the applicable intent, goals and
policies of the Santolina Level B Plan are still met
and that the project is of a comparable quality
and design, as otherwise required by the Level B

Approval of the Level B Plan

The authority to approve this Level B Plan is
reserved to Bernalillo County Commission.

8.2

DEVELOPMENT PHASING

Based on the approved Level A Development
Agreement, the overall Santolina project shall be
developed in multiple phases. The term “phase”
and the concept of phased development, as delineated in following discussion, shall be defined as
follows: ordered sequencing of development based
on the provision of services, the establishment of
the planned roadway network, and the ABCWUA
serviceability agreements that will be finalized
in the Level B Development Agreement. Timing,
location and size will be determined by market
demand or the landowner. Accordingly, Santolina’s
infrastructure improvements shall be installed in
phases on an as needed basis and sized to serve the
proposed phase of the development.
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The Santolina Master Plan and this Level B Plan
have been planned to create a livable, complete
community through an integrated implementation
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of transportation facilities, land use areas, and
design standards. Infrastructure will phased to
avoid fragmented, leapfrog development by the
up front consideration of transportation options
and connectivity, mixed and efficient uses of land,
healthy environments, as well as job growth and
business diversity.
Future growth within this Level B Plan area will be
managed with the following objectives:
•
Investing in infrastructure and services in
a manner that promotes quality, efficiency, and
compact growth.
•
Ordered phasing of development through
the provision of services to foster mixed-use and
compact development patterns.
•
Implementation of complete streets for
multimodal transportation options. As part of this
Level B Plan, street sections promote safe access for
all users including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists,
and transit riders.
•
Conservation and protection of natural
resources. The Level B Land Use Map identifies the
preservation of approximately 1,000 acres of public
open space.
Development phasing within this Level B Plan area
will be sequenced based on the 2025 and 2040
projections for build-out. Development phasing of
this Level B Plan area will achieve the following:
•
Orderly development that allows urban
growth to first be located in areas with existing
urban development and existing service capacity;
second in existing urban development areas where
new service can be provided in conjunction with
existing services; and third in the remainder of the
Level B Plan area boundaries;
•
Preventing the commitment of land to
urban growth before the provision of adequate
public facilities. Capital facilities, transportation,
parks, and open space can be programmed based
on an orderly phasing of development; and
•
Preventing low density and sprawling
development from occurring prior to the ability to
support urban densities.
Ensuring the financial tools are available will allow

the developer to provide adequate public facility
infrastructure so that it is in place prior to new
development. Effective growth management has
as much to do with timing of development as the
planned location of uses. This Level B Plan provides
a Land Use Map that identifies target areas for
development. Phasing of infrastructure and, subsequently, development is based on the 2025 and
2040 roadway network. Furthermore, phasing for
this Level B Plan area depends on serviceability
agreements reached with the ABCWUA, as further
delineated in section 8.2.9.
8.2.1

No Net Expense

The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned
communities shall not be a net expense to the
County. As defined in the Level A Development
Agreement, “no net expense” is defined as a mutual
commitment to achieve the goal of a responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including
construction, operation and maintenance, shared
between the public and private sectors. The “no
net expense” test is satisfied if the County’s on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures
reasonably allocated to the project have been, or
will be, offset by revenues and/or economic and
fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced) from
the project.
The Level B Plan analysis for the project must also
satisfy the “no net expense” policy. If the development of a phase results in a revenue shortfall,
then such shortfall will be mitigated. If the development of a phase results in excess revenue, then
such excess revenue will be carried forward and
used when applying the no net expense test to
future phases.
8.2.2

Timing of Development

6.A.c
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Recognition of the size of the project, the time
required to complete development, the need for
development to proceed in phases and the possible
impact of the economic conditions, cycles, varying
market condition and financing availability during
the course of development, owner(s) and developer(s) shall have the right to develop the property
in such order and at such rate and time as the
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Department

Activity

Action

Note Date

1/28/2016

Comments

Response

Fire

Fire Review

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/1/2016

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/1/2016

2) Page 54 and other locations ‐ Remove the term "First Flush" and replace with
"EPA Water Quality Volume".
First Flush is not a defined volume.

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/1/2016

3) Page 55 ‐ Exhibits 14 and 15 appear to be missing from the pdf copy of the plan. We will supply these Exhibits.

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/1/2016

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/1/2016

4) Page 56 ‐ Copy construction phased practices to Terrain Management section
from LID section. Also discuss limiting development in sensitive areas such as the
escarpment areas as a Terrain Management practice.
5) Page 58 ‐ Revise references to First Flush, two yr. storm volumes and 0.5'' of
rainfall to more precise EPA Water Quality Volume.
As this area is currently outside the defined "Urban Area" the 90th percentile
storm rainfall event presented in the EPA technical document is not be
appropriate.

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/1/2016

6/2/2016

Completed

6.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Final plans of the water supply system for fire protection shall be submitted to the We agree. The FMO may review these
Fire Marshal's Office for Review and approval.
Level C plans when available/approved by
the ABCWUA.
Development Shall meet the requirements of the Fire code with adopted
amendments at time of build out.
We agree.
We agree and will revise accordingly.
COMMENTS FOR LEVEL B PLAN
1) Page 53 ‐ see "Compliance with MS4 permit requirements, as adopted by the
County for individual non‐residential tracts. Includes requirements that tracts are
designed to retain the 90th percentile storm event". Revise to include residential
lots also as any development, residential or commercial, over 1 acre will be
required to comply with our MS4 water quality requirements.
We agree and will revise accordingly.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

The rainfall event that initiates runoff for this area should be determined at this
We agree, and have determined this new
time and used to determine required EPA Water Quality Volumes in the LEVEL C
rainfall value. We will supply this value.
plans. This method is acceptable under e terms of the Bernalillo County MS4
permit and is preferred. See "Estimating Predevelopment Hydrology in the Middle
Rio Grande Watershed, New Mexico" (Kosco et al., 201 ) for the accepted
methodology to do this.
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6.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/1/2016

6) Discuss the possibility of 100% water harvesting within the playa basins due to
not having to deliver water to the Rio Grande in these basins.

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/9/2016

COMMENTS FOR SANTOLINA LEVEL B DRAINAGE MASTER PLAN AND TERRAIN
MANAGEMANT PLAN
I) Part of the "concept" of this Level B master plan is to have temporary
impoundments constructed with engineered earthen berms. Bernalillo County
would prefer fully incised impoundments as the Bernalillo County Soil Survey
indicates that the soils in the Santolina area are not well suited for dam
construction.

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/9/2016

2) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated
We agree, and this determination has
"Urban Area",
already been made and will be supplied.
Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply calculations for "Pre‐
Development Hydrology" using the methodology indicated in EPA Publication
Number 832R‐14‐007. This pre‐development hydrology will be used to calculate
the required water quality volumes needed to mimic pre‐development conditions.
The discussion regarding the 0.44 inch storm needs to be revised.

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/9/2016

We agree.
3) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from a
basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An undisturbed
basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter from the basin. The
MS4 permit address the concept of "pre‐development hydrology" or the point at
which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as the water quality volume. An
undisturbed basin will not have a water quality volume.

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/9/2016

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

2/8/2016

Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for post‐
We agree and will revise accordingly.
development water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan by using
"water quality volume" in place of first flush.
WATER MASTER PLAN
We agree and will revise accordingly.
Water Master Plan p. 3 bullet list. Condition & specifies consideration of direct
and indirect potable reuse as one of the elements for the Development
Agreement. It should specifically be included in this bullet list, accordingly, as it is
a summary of Condition 8, which is not yet satisfied.

6/2/2016

Completed

100% harvesting within the basin is
planned and identified in the Master
Plan. Harvesting will occur onsite and
offsite relative to individual site
development characteristics and in
accordance with Bernalillo County MS4
permit.
We generally agree. We will seek to
"incise" the impoundments to the extent
possible, and whenever possible, and/or
provide/import the appropriate
engineered dam construction material.
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6.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.4, next of last P. The preceding paragraphs are short on a
description of approaches used to achieve the 135 gpcd goal by existing users. It
fails to identify which of WATER MASTER PLAN those might be incorporated as
design criteria for this Level B. This paragraph calls out the opportunity to utilize
new development standards and practices to achieve significant water savings
over time, but fails to identify what those may be. Please identify and discuss
these new development building standards and practices as part of the Water
Conservation Plan section for each type of land use. Also if existing system users
can achieve 135 gpcd, as stated as having already occurred, and the WRMS draft
indicates that new construction is expected to use between 25 to 50 percent less
water relative to existing residential properties, than that expectation should be
expressed in Santolina water conservation goals and the design criteria used to
achieve should be conceptually identified at Level B and identified in the Water
Conservation Plan.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/9/2016

Water Master Plan p.4 the potential for utilizing water reclamation
methodologies is mentioned here. However, the water conservation plan fails to
discuss this opportunity, specify design criteria for doing so, does not specify
expected opportunities in this Level B plan to do so, and the water use plan for
this Level B shows no infrastructure for implementing this opportunity.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/9/2016

Please revise the water system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure and
provide and indication of what phasing will incorporate the use of the reclaimed
water which will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full‐build out water use
estimates of 14,380 acre‐feet.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/9/2016

Water Master Plan p.5 continue the conservation practices. Please specify which
practices Santolina should continue.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.
We agree and will revise accordingly.

6/2/2016
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6.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/9/2016

Water Master Plan p.5. The development agreement required in Condition 8 is
needed to ensure that ABCWUA is in conceptual agreement with the Level A and
Level B master plan. There is no assurance to the County that the proposed Level
B water infrastructure is satisfactory to the ABCWUA as this involved cross‐trunk
connection and jumping of development across multiple pressure zones rather
than successive development to higher zones albeit it is consistent with the Level
A approach previously approved by the BCC.

The ABCWUA and the developer are
reviewing and studying the water
infrastructure at this time (including the
above raised funding and phasing issues).
The BCC condition refers to sequential
extension of infrastructure based on
location of existing infrastructure (not
successive zone‐by‐zone extension).

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/10/2016

Water Master Plan p.5, last bullet. That statement is made that service approach
includes participation in new water supply acquisition by paying a Water Supply
Charge, which is of course allowable ABCWUA policy for new development.
However, on page 7, the document indicates that water supply will generally
come from outside the Level A Plan Area from existing infrastructure. If existing
sources are available and adequate, then one or the other of these statements
needs to be revised.

We will provide additional clarity.
The intent here is to say that water
supply (however acquired) will be
generally delivered via existing
infrastructure (and also new
infrastructure).

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/10/2016

Water Master Plan p.6 Water Conservation Plan. This section is inadequate and
needs to address Santolina specific design criteria that are above and beyond the
Bernalillo County Water Conservation Ordinance. As this is a large and very large
user (i.e., a Master Plan) a water conservation plan identifying techniques;
approaches, design criteria, and water use goals for various water land use sectors
as laid out in the WRMS need to be provided and tied back to the various criteria ‐
show us what you are going to do to meet the reductions specified in the WRMS.
For example landscape design standards with appropriate techniques and
specifications to address lower water usage should be included in this session.

The interpretation of the Ordinance's
"large user" as being equal to a Level A
"Master Plan" requires further discussion.
It seems logical that Level C plans should
address "techniques, approaches, etc."
that can be relevant to the "large user"
specifics. The Level A conditions allow for
Level C compliance with this comment.
The BCC Level A condition references
"prior to Level B approval".

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Condition 9 is dependent on the approved ABCWUA development agreement
being provided prior to a Level B approval. Without submittal of such an
agreement, the water use and phasing cannot be placed in context of the 2024
Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

There is no clear explanation of how the proposed phasing fits within the Goal and We agree and will supply additional
Program Update.
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.

6/2/2016
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6.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Condition 10. Compliance with Condition 10 has not been satisfied. The section of
the Water Master Plan (p.6) captioned as Water Conservation Plan is inadequate
and is a solely a summary of existing Water Conservation Ordinance requirements.
No additional concepts or measures needed to meet the planned water use of 135
gpcd have been identified in this Level B. This need for revision is consistent with
Level B criteria. for land use wherein there is to be definition of important design
characteristics, including streetscapes, setbacks, landscaping, parking, etc.

(1) We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures are being
required by this Master Plan (though they
may be encouraged on a Level C plan
basis).
(3) 135 qpcd already met under existing
Water Conservation ordinances.
Additional conservation requirements are
not presented here, but are subject to
future County and ABCWUA regulation
changes.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

The Water Conservation Plan (which can be used across several Level B plan
submittals, and modified as needed for submittal specifics) should address by
design principles, standards, or guidelines how the development is going to
ensure compliance with ABCWUA and Bernalillo County water conservation
provisions, guidelines and design standards and the related development
agreements. For instance, Level A plans mention water reuse, to the Level B plan
should include indirect potable reuse as more than just a remote possibility. One
would expect at Level B to see more detail and conceptual infrastructure to
address eventual water reuse, for example a design criteria that all development
would be constructed with piping to allow future introduction of water reuse.

(1) We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures over and
above current County Ordinances, are
being required (though may be
encouraged), though specific future Level
C or Level B plans may do so.
(3) 135 qped has already been met (even
with old water technology).

6/2/2016

2/8/2016
There is no discussion or design criteria listed which aligns with the new program
elements listed in that plan such as xeriscaping requirements or installation of
rainwater harvesting. Figure 1 of the goals and updates call for reuse and
recycling, yet this Level B does not identify how or when this might be
implemented. Consistent with Table 1 and Figure 6 of the Goals and Update, the
Level B plans are expected to provide a breakdown of expected water use by land
use type and proposed design criteria that will be incorporated in to each type of
land use to achieve or maintain the ABCWUA 2024 water usage of 135 GPCD.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.
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PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

6.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Stormwater System Design Approach page 53 Compliance with MS4 permit
requirements, as adopted by the County for individual non‐residential tracts.
Language must be corrected to read Compliance with MS4 permit requirements,
as adopted by the County for all new development and redevelopment projects
that disturb greater than or equal to one acre, including projects less than one
acre that are part of a larger common plan of development or sale.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

Terrain Management p.60 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils, and
We agree and will revise accordingly.
other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important site
features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils to wind
erosion, their locations within the Level B plan, and the particular techniques that
will be used to prevent excess wind erosion during construction and development.
PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Water System Planning page 63 The proposed Santolina Level B Water System
remains consistent with the system as proposed with the Level A Master Plan
approval. Level B does not incorporate into the water and wastewater design
maps a reclamation/reuse plan nor does it incorporate the infrastructures to
deliver the reclaimed/reused water. Please revise the water system drawings to
incorporate such infrastructure and provide an indication of what phasing/timing
will incorporate the use of the reclaimed water which will likely be necessary to
meet the eventual full‐build out water use estimates of 14,380 acre‐feet.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

We agree.
Stormwater Plan ‐ p.5 High density urban development results in increased
impervious area, leading to increased runoff volumes and velocities. Accordingly,
reduced application of the water harvesting principles is counter intuitive the MS4
permit specifies system alternatives, but only if on‐site measures cannot be
obtained. Only alternatives demonstrated and allowed by the MS4 permit will be
considered at the Level C review.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan P.11 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils, and other
We agree and will revise accordingly.
environmental characteristics which identify unique and important site features.
Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils, their locations within
the Level B plan, and the particular techniques that will be used to prevent excess
wind erosion during development.

6/2/2016

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.
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6.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan p13 ‐ The MS4 permit requirement is for on‐site management of We agree and will revise accordingly.
the 90th percentile storm. Because of the west mesa location of this
development, the applicant needs to define and develop the numeric values for
runoff using the methodology specified EPA 832‐R‐14‐007 and using site
appropriate data. This may be in excess of the 0.44‐inch storm event or other first‐
flush volumes called out in the DPM and in the Stormwater Master Plan.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan p.15. The MS4 permit requirements are briefly summarized, but Additional narrative and design standards
fail to mention post‐construction stormwater management requirements
will be added to the Level B Plan to
including on‐site management of the 90th percentile storm event, the need for
address the use of LID techniques.
post‐construction and recurring inspection requirements, and on‐going
mechanism to ensure effective post‐construction operation and maintenance of
best management practices. The details of these requirements can be addressed
at Level C, but should be at least mentioned in passing at Level B.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan ‐ p.15 The stated percentages listed in Table 4 should be
We agree and will revise accordingly.
considered as maximum impervious cover limitations allowed. The use of LID
techniques implies that efforts, techniques, and approaches should strive to
minimize the amount of impervious cover, and particularly the amount of directly
connected impervious cover. Please address this table as maximum anticipated
impervious cover percentages and techniques that can be used to address the
high parking/paving percentages for commercial/industrial; and low density mixed
use, and educational/institutional. Also there is a reference to a Table 22.13.1 that
doesn't exist in this document.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

CPC NOD
Condition 8. Per the special conditions from the Level A Master Plan, the Level B
master plan cannot be approved until the applicant provides a fully executed
development agreement with the ABCWUA, the water utility provider identified in
the Level A plan. Page 3 states that Coordination with ABCWUA to identify final
water and sanitary sewer system and master plans for Santolina and execute a
Development Agreement is on‐going. Staff cannot recommend CPC approval until
such time as the required development agreement has been fully executed.

6/2/2016

The Level A conditions also state "prior to
Level B" approval, which approval occurs
at BCC, after the CPC process.
Accordingly, and conversely, staff should
not recommend disapproval (this may
already be intended/inferred from the
staff comment).
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6.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

This condition coincides with the Level B criteria, which requires the applicant to
provide statements of water availability. There are multiple comments throughout
the Water Plan, particularly page 9, which states that Santolina will be owned and
operated by an independent water utility, anticipated to be the ABCWUA &
elements of the above described systems are subject to change& established with
the adopted utility provider; And similar on page 12, which indicates that the
ABCWUA may provide water and sewer service for the project Please be advised
that the Level A approval was based on identification of the ABCWUA as the utility
provider and if that changes, resubmittal of the Level A plan may be required.

The Level A Master Plan allowed for other
utilities; however, there is no intent at
this time to use another utility. We agree
that if a new utility provider is utilized (or
added), this will be discussed with County
staff based on details, merits, and nature
of any proposed provider change.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.8 and 9 ‐ please revise to discuss the projected water use
with the context of the 2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal as specified in
Condition 10. What portion of the projected water use does this constitute, what
design criteria will be use to ensure that projected decreases in
commercial/industrial use are realized, etc.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p. 9 There is no apparent use of reclaimed water identified in We agree and will supply additional
this Level B master plan. As part of the water conservation plan, please identify
information, upon completion of current
the conceptual users of reclaimed water and identify the infrastructure necessary agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
to supply it to those land use areas.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.
What design criteria will be used/imposed on developers to ensure the 180 gpcd We agree and will supply additional
maximum is achieved.
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.
Water Master Plan p.10 How will reclaimed sewage for reuse purposes be used
We agree and will supply additional
within the boundaries of this level B, given the lack of infrastructure in the water information, upon completion of current
plan to deliver the same? Where is the conceptual infrastructure identified to
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
convey sewage to the potential future satellite Water Reclamation plant in the
Final methodologies and plans will be
southern portion of the Santolina Level A Plan Area and or what is the phasing/
supplied at that time.
timeline to do so for this Level B plan? And on page 11 the timing of that
construction should likely be included in the Development Agreement though
here you say its to correspond with the WRMS policy document. But you say later
on page 11 that it may be available to the Santolina Level B Plan area will it or will
it not be constructed and available for this Level B plan area and if so, in which
phasing?

6/2/2016
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6.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.12. Much of this paragraph is a restatement of portions of
We agree and we will delete.
the Bernalillo County Level A development agreement. However, the paragraph
should be removed as minor modifications of the language from the development
agreement have been introduced, particularly regarding anticipation of that the
ABCWUA will provide water and sewer to ABCWUA may provide water and sewer,
and expansion throughout the paragraph from solely Owners to owners and
developers, and a third change from negatively affect current County water or
sewer service to negatively impact the System. Given that those provisions are in
the development agreement, this should either be deleted or incorporated by
reference only.

Planning

Outside
Agencies
Review ‐
AMAFCA

Favorable

2/8/2016

We agree.
Santolina Level B Master Plan, (R‐12)
AMAFCA staff reviewed the Level B Master Plan with respect to drainage concepts
and has no adverse comment. Staff also met with the engineer to discuss
maintenance responsibilities and impacts on capacity of AMAFCAs Westgate Dam.
These items will be addressed with future, detailed development plans.

Planning

Outside
Agencies
Review ‐
ABCWUA
Outside
Agencies
Review ‐
ABCWUA

Favorable

2/12/2016

The following are my comments for SPR2016‐0001 Santolina Level B:
I. A Water and Sanitary Sewer Serviceability has been requested.

We agree.

Favorable

2/12/2016

2. Coordination between the engineer and the Water Authority will take place to
develop a more appropriate Master Plan Study for water and sanitary sewer
infrastructure.

We agree.

Outside
Agencies
Review ‐
ABCWUA

Favorable

2/12/2016

3. A Water Authority Board approved development agreement is required. This
development agreement will include the infrastructure improvements identified,
once an approved water and sanitary sewer master plan study has been
completed.

We agree, prior to Level B (BCC) approval.

Planning

Planning

6/2/2016
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
The following is an addendum to Albuquerque Public Schools comments for
We agree.
SPR2016‐0001, a request for approval of Phase 1 Level B Santolina Master Planned
Community.
(i) This Phase 1 Level B plan covers 28% of the entire Level A Santolina Master
Planned community in terms of dwelling units.
(ii) APS will be contacting WAHL and seeking to find a consensual and collaborative
process that will facilitate the smooth provision of school sites and to possibly
obtain assistance from WAHL with the building of schools in the subject area.
(iii)According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed 9,444
housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan; the District would need to
provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school and one half (.5) of a
high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to deliver a K8 instructional
model, this would call for two (2) K‐8 schools and one half (.5) of a High School.
APS will provide educational program models that are cost effective and in
alignment with the District Curriculum models of instruction. See Attachment for
further comments

6/2/2016

6.A.c
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Santolina Level B Master Plan MRCOG Comments

MRCOG Comments
February 8, 2015
SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER PLAN UPDATED TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN (JAN
22.2016)
Pages 80‐84, Section 8.2: MRMPO is generally concerned that the Level B Plan does
not provide enough detail in the development phasing chapter. This makes it difficult
to assess the overall concept of the Level B Plan. The PCC states that the Level B
development agreement should contain a more detailed phasing plan than what was
is in the Level A (PCC, page 40). The proposed Level B Plan shows only two phases, a
2025 phase and a 2040 phase. It is critical to have appropriately sized phases because
Level B Plans include an analysis of important performance benchmarks including the
jobs/housing balance (Level A Plan, page 35) and "no net expense" policy (Level A
Development Agreement, page 9). If the proposed Level B Master Plan is approved
with its current boundaries, MRMPO requests a more detailed phasing strategy where
such performance benchmarks can be evaluated (for reference, the Mesa del Sol
Level B Plan included four phases for development, see Attachment 8).

6/2/2016

6.A.c

Response

To address the phasing of devleopment within this
Master Plan area, we have provided additional
narrative to be included as part of section 8.2 of the
Level B Plan. As part of the material we prepared for
the Land Use and Zoning CPC Hearing, we submitted
this new redline on May 6, 2016.
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Topic

Comments

Response

Environment & Open 6/23/2016
Space/Government
and Public Services

Address the Phasing of the Development. From a regional perspective,
there could be more information provided about the phasing and
implementation of the Santolina development. The Level B Plan
indicates two phases‐2025 and 2040. Where there are still opportunities
for different types of development and infill in the more urbanized
areas and some areas near the site that have some development that
could relate to the Santolina development (e.g., Westland North, Atrisco
Heritage High School), the proposed phasing could be elaborated or
further justified.

As part of our effort to address comments relative to Land Use and
Zoning (in preparation for the May 26, 2016 CPC Hearing), we
included additional narrative to the Level B Plan, section 8.2, that
addresses phasing of development.

Environment & Open 6/24/2016
Space/Government
and Public Services

A Level A Development Agreement has been agreed to for the Level A
Development. A Level B Agreement will also be required to ensure the
specifics of the plan and the financial responsibilities and the
employment‐housing ratio are adhered to. Additional information on
how employment goals will he achieved is necessary.

We agree. The Level B Development Agreement will address this.

Environment & Open 6/25/2016
Space/Government
and Public Services

Policy d of the Reserve Area states that "A planned community master These items will be addressed in the Level B Development
plan shall not be approved if it fails to demonstrate its own sense of
Agreement.
place, self‐sufficiency, environmental sensitivity, separation from the
contiguous Albuquerque urban area by permanent open space and the
provision of infrastructure which is not a net expense to the local
government." Staff comment/recommendation: The Level A Plan and
the Level A Development Agreement addressed this requirement The
current Level B request needs to more specifically demonstrate how
these policies will be addressed in the proposed development, for
instance in such areas as water and sewer availability, provision of parks
and open space, residential neighborhoods, commercial areas, and
more specifically, unifying design standards, as well as demonstrating
not incurring expenses to the local government.

6/2/2016

Hearing Date

Santolina Level B Master Plan Staff Comments

6.A.c
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Staff Comments

Environment & Open 6/26/2016
Space/Government
and Public Services

Land Use‐ Open Space Network‐ calls for setting aside Major Open
The Level B Development Agreement will address Open Space,
Space, parks, trail corridors throughout the Comprehensive Plan area.
Parks, and trails. The Development Agreement will be submitted to
Policies encourage connections between and within the facilities. Open the County Manager.
Space is shown on the Santolina Land Use Map, although staff is
requesting additional information on the Open Space network, its
dedication and maintenance, and the required development agreement
related to it.

Environment & Open 6/27/2016
Space/Government
and Public Services

Community Resource Management ‐ recognizes the importance of
provision of services in community development. The services include
water, energy, transportation, housing, economic development. In
particular, as in staff and agency comments provided below, additional
information should be provided on the proposed transportation system,
water availability, along with mechanisms for achieving economic
development for the community.

The Level B Plan addresses economic developmnt through
allocation of specific uses designated by the Land Use Plan for
employment. Furthermore, the Level A and Level B Development
Agreements provide requirements for jobs (economic
development) as the Santolina community develops over time.

Hearings 1,2, & 3

It appears that these criteria do serve as a guideline for the Santolina
Level B Plan, but that more information is needed to show that they
have been adequately addressed. As noted in the above comments
related to the 'Reserve Area' and also shown in staff and agency
comments below, a more detailed analysis of the Level B Santolina
Master Plan should be provided for each of the areas
‐Land use
‐Environment and Open Space
‐Transportation system
‐Government and Public Service
In addition, because of limited time to review the Plan and the
application, staff will need to provide additional analysis and comments
specifically related to the Planned Communities Criteria in the
subsequent staff report.

We have reviewed the latest Staff Report. There are no new
comments regarding Environment and Open Space/Government
and Public Services. This matrix addresses Agency Comments
received relative to the topics for Hearing 3.

6/2/2016
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Staff Comments

Hearings 1,2, & 4

V. Southwest Area Plan/Westside Strategic Plan ‐The Southwest Area
We agree.
Plan and the Westside Strategic Plan both recognize the importance of
Master Planned Communities for the vacant areas within the Southwest
Area/West Side. They also recognize the importance of attention to
environmental issues and jobs development, and location of industrial
development and design. It would appear the Santolina Level A Master
Plan generally addresses policies in the Southwest Area Plan and the
Westside Strategic Plan.

Parks and recreation 6/26/2016

The comments state that a preliminary review of the plan indicates that
more information needs to be provided:
1. A portion of the Level B Open Space and Parks network, is consistent
with Level A, but the following is not clear:
a. what all the types of Open Space and parks will be included in those
areas;
b. whether that includes neighborhood parks and other recreation
facilities;
c. general, whether the park areas by type and the other recreation
facilities cumulatively meet the Level of service standards set forth in
the Level A plan for the projected population for the Level B plan areas;
and
d. when and how the Open Space, park and other recreation facilities
will be dedicated.

We are providing open space areas, parks, trails, undevelopable
land, and areas with valuable environmental qualities to ensure the
continued health, safety, and welfare of the community and to
provide locations for recreational activities. Furthermore we are
preserving the escarpment area that makes up the eastern portion
of the Level B Plan area as open space. Please refer to the Level B
Land Use Map. We have provide an analysis of the PROS Plan level‐
of‐service standards relative to the Level B Plan based on project
populations. Please see new redline to section 2.2.7 of the Level B
Plan.

Parks and recreation 6/26/2016

2. It does not appear that there is an Open Space zone as described in
the Level a plan.
3. We have a question as to why the open space area to the north of the
escarpment open space described in Level B plan has not been included.
Related to that question, there is parcel was recently acquired to be a
Route 66 gateway park, that would also function potentially as trailhead
for the escarpment open space, that we wanted to ensure open space
connectivity to.

We have added a Major Open Space Zone to the Zoning Chapter
and the Zone Map.
We are coordinating with Bernalillo County Parks and Recreation
Department on identifying the noted parcel so that we can
determine its applicability to the Level B Plan.

Parks and recreation 6/26/2016

6/2/2016
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Comments
1. A Level A Development Agreement shall be entered into between
Bernalillo County and the applicant which reflect this approval and a)
clearly identifies responsibilities for development of and
infrastructure and other facilities in Santolina; b) requires a link
between housing and employment development in Santolina; c)
maintains an overall residential density that is consistent with the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan density
requirements and is included in the Santolina Level A Plan; d) shall
adhere to water use and conservation requirements of Bernalillo
County and the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility
Authority.

Response
The Level A Development Agreement was entered into between
Bernalillo County and Western Albuquerque Land Holdings on
August 10, 2015. The Development Agreement was officially
recorded on August 21, 2015.

2. Bernalillo County and the applicant agree on the "no net expense"
clause of the Planned Community Criteria. Nothing in any development
agreement shall commit this Commission and future Commissions to
public funding or financing mechanisms.

The Level A Development agreement defines this policy on lines
24 through 32, page 9: “The Comprehensive Plan provides that
planned communities shall not be a net expense to the County.
The “no net expense" policy is a mutual commitment to achieve
the goal of a responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including
construction, operation and maintenance, shared between the
public and private sectors. The "no net expense" test is satisfied if
the County's on‐site public expenditures and off‐site public
expenditures reasonably allocated to the Project have been, or
will be, offset by revenues and/or economic and fiscal benefits
(direct, indirect and induced) from the Project.”

7. The submitted Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan, dated December This is addressed in the accompanying Drainage Master Plan.
1, 2014, contains an addendum which includes minor inconsistencies
within the calculations to the revised Land Use Master Plan. However,
these inconsistencies do not alter the concept of the overall Drainage
Master Plan and therefore are acceptable for this Level A Master
Plan. The applicant must provide a Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan
consistent with the proposed Level A Master Plan with any Level B
submittal.

6/2/2016
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8. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
We are coordinating with the ABCWUA staff regarding Santolina
applicant will provide a fully executed development agreement with
the ABCWUA. The development agreement should be structured to
ensure compliance with the ABCWUA's existing guidelines, policies, and
ordinances and as may be amended from time to time. The
development agreement should, at a minimum, address residential,
industrial, institutional and commercial water conservation provisions,
guidelines, and design standards. The development agreement should,
at a minimum, address infrastructure improvements, direct and
indirect potable reuse, and water supply charges, as well as provide; a
Phasing Plan consistent with ABCWUA policies. This condition shall in
no way constrain the ABCWUA from imposing such requirements as it
may deem necessary.
9. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C document, the applicant
The water master plan is included in this submittal and we are in
shall, based on the approved ABCWUA development agreement,
discussion with ABCWUA.
provide to the County a written explanation of the projected Master
Plan water use and phasing and the subsequent level plans within the
context of the 2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update
(July 2013) or subsequent updates.
10. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
applicant shall provide to the County a water conservation plan that is
compliant with Bernalillo County and ABCWUA's guidelines, standards
and requirements and which achieves the conservation goals
expressed in the Bernalillo County Ordinance and ABCWUA's 2024
Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update, July 2013 and
which requires compliance with subsequent revisions of the such
guidelines, standards, requirements, and plans. Residential
development shall occur in a sequential manner adjacent to existing
infrastructure and consistent with ABCWUA's policies.

This will be completed in concert with the ABCWUA. The Level B
submittal addresses all County requirements.

11. Water and wastewater issues for the Santolina Master Planned
Community shall be resolved between the Albuquerque/Bernalillo
County Water Utility Authority (ABCWUA) and the applicant prior to
any Level B approval. An agreement between the applicant and
ABCWUA and regarding timing, responsibilities, and maintenance of
water and sewer facilities required to service Santolina will be
developed and agreed upon prior to any Level B approval.

Agreed, this will be completed.

6/2/2016
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12. A drainage plan and stormwater management plan shall be
submitted at the time of any Level B submittal with provisions for
revision as needed to ensure consistency with any EPA‐issued
municipal separate stormwater system permit provisions or
requirements as issued for the Urbanized Area of Bernalillo County.

We are providing a drainage and stormwater management plan as
part of this Level B application.

13. Prior to any Level B Plan approval, the developer shall provide
documentation that the proposed development will comply with
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Air Quality Standards and will
demonstrate the intent to comply with air quality standards
established by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

The submitted Level B Plan addresses this condition.

14. Development of Parks, Trails, and Open Space shall comply with the This submitted Level B Plan addresses this condition.
Level A Master Plan. The location of open space corridors shall be
developed in accordance with the requirements of the Planned
Community zone with regard to the transportation grid. If the more
detailed plan deviates significantly from the intent and framework
established in the higher level plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts,
then the higher level plan would need to be amended.
15. The Planned Communities Criteria requirements regarding the
The Archaeological study shall be completed prior to the Level B
study and mitigation of archaeological and geotechnical resources shall Plan being approved, or the Level B Plan approval can be
be followed in Level B and Level C Santolina Plans. Prior to any Level B contingent on such work.
approval, documentation regarding the completed study and
mitigation measures within the Level B Plan area shall be provided.
This Level B application satisfies this condition.
17. Level B and C Plans shall be required prior to development of the
Santolina Level A Master Plan Community. Level B and C development
agreements, as prescribed in the Planned Communities Criteria, shall
be provided. Consistency between Level A, Level B, and Level C plans
shall be required throughout the development of Santolina. Ifthe more
detailed plan deviates significantly from the intent and framework
established in the higher level plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts,
then the higher level plan would need to be amended.

6/2/2016

6.A.c

Attachment: Attachment 2 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 1 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

Government/ Public Services Hearing

For June 23,2016 Hearing Page
17
Packet Pg. 1950

Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval

18. The Santolina Development Agreement shall include a section that The approved Level A Development Agreement and this request
pertains to Interim Uses. This section shall indicate that all sites within for a Level B Plan satisfies this condition.
the Santolina Level A boundary area governed by a Special Use Permit
or any site expected to be developed with local, state and/or federal
support shall be governed by Sections 18, Special Use Permits and
Section 24, Administration of the Zoning Code until a Level B Plan,
affecting such site, has been adopted by Bernalillo County. No special
use permit shall be issued without a demonstration of available
necessary infrastructure and utilities, including water, electricity and
sewer, to be installed before, or concurrently with, development of the
site. No building permits shall be granted on all remaining sites until
Level C plan affecting the subject property have been approved. Any
subdivision will occur in compliance with the County's Subdivision
Ordinance.
19. Prior to or concurrent with the first Level B Plan approval, the
We are taking steps towards platting the Level A master planned
property.
subject Level A master planned property shall be legally platted (the
"Boundary Plat"). A summary platting procedure, such as that allowed
for 'a minor subdivision' under County ordinances, shall be permitted
for the Boundary Plat, and for any subsequent platting actions prior to
a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision plat approval. The Boundary Plat
and any subsequent plats submitted in advance of a Level C plan or a
Level C subdivision plat approval shall provide legal access (easements)
to all existing and proposed tracts within the platted area, but
infrastructure installation or guarantee shall not be required prior to
Level C plan or Level C subdivision plat approval, because, before
building permits can be granted or development can proceed,
additional land use approvals and infrastructure installation and/or
guarantees are required at the Level C Plan approval stage and/or at
the Level C subdivision plat approval stage.
20. Minor corrections to the plan, such as typographical and
grammatical corrections, editorial changes agreed to by County staff, or
small changes to acreage related to surveying may be incorporated in
the final, adopted version of the plan.
21. The request shall comply with all applicable Bernalillo County
ordinances and standards.
22. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A
Plan (dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
a. Chapter 4. Zoning, p. 47. Add the following sentence under Level A
Governance and Interim Uses (after ..Bernalillo County ..) "No building
permits shall be granted on all remaining sites until a Level C plan
affecting the subject has been adopted."

6/2/2016

These changes have been made and incorporated into the
approved Level A Master Plan.

6.A.c
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b. Change the language "publicly funded" on page 92 to "proposed for
public funding."
c. Chapter 6, Transportation, Level A Master Plan on page 95: remove
the sentence "The policy supersedes other policies that may be in place
for roadways within Santolina" regarding the SAMP, and remove "(by
others)" regarding the extension of Gibson Boulevard.

These changes have been made an incorporated into the
approved Santolina Level A Master Plan.
These changes have been made an incorporated into the
approved Santolina Level A Master Plan.

d. Exhibit I must be corrected to indicate that the Westland Master
Plan was approved by both Bernalillo County and the City of
Albuquerque. The Board of County Commissioners approved the
Master Plan as a Rank III Plan in accordance with the Comprehensive
Plan. The City of Albuquerque also approved a separate Sector
Development Plan for the portion of the Master Plan that has been
annexed.

These changes have been made an incorporated into the
approved Santolina Level A Master Plan.

6/2/2016
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Planned Communities Criteria

6.A.c

Response

Environment and Open Space
1. Analysis of slopes, drainage, soils, animal life, groundwater, vegetation, airport noise
zones, and other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important site
features for protection and optimum use or which restrict development.

Site specific, unique environmental characteristics, which are
important to consider and restrict certain development, are
identified in the Environment and Open Space Chapter.

Air quality and noise standards are provided within the
Environment and Open Space Chapter.
3. Strategy for promoting energy efficiency, maximizing options for alternative energy
Energy efficiency and alternative energy sources are delineated in
sources.
the Environment and Open Space Chapter.
4. Conceptual drainage plan for management of watersheds and floodplains and preservation A conceptual drainage plan is provided on page.
of arroyo corridor multiple‐use opportunities.
5. Update Class I literature search/and do Class II sample of geotechnical and archaeological A Class II Archaeological study is in coordination and will provided
features; mitigation strategy.
as a technical appendix.
6. Siting of industrial land uses to avoid groundwater contamination and toxic air emissions
Industrial uses are allocated for the Industrial Park and Business
impacts on nearby residential or other sensitive areas.
Park of this Level B Plan area. The location of these land uses is
presented in the Land Use Chapter. Permissive uses in these
districts are specified in the Zoning Chapter.

Government and Public Services
1. Strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites, including open space.
2. Facilities plan including detailed location, phasing of water systems, sewer systems,
drainage systems, and mobility systems.

Funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites will be
outlined in the Level B Development Agreement.
The Utilities and Infrastructure Chapter of the Level B Master Plan
identifies the location and phasing of water systems, sewer
systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

3. Annexation plan/agreement.

Future annexation potentials are discussed in the Approval
Process Chapter.
4. Statements of water availability and availability of public services including liquid and solid Water and public service availability is discussed in Chapter 6,
waste management/recycling, cultural and human service facilities, fire and police
Utility Infrastructure and Services.
protection, transit services, and schools.
5. Level B Development Agreement to:
a. Follow through with more detailed infrastructure/service agreement covering phasing of
These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to
the village master plan and its public services/facilities, and designation of financial,
be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.
operations, and management responsibility over time.
b. Specify measures to mitigate negative consequences of the village's development

Attachment: Attachment 2 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 1 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

2. Strategy for meeting community air quality objectives and standards.

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to
be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.

c. Augment Level A development agreements expressing items mutually agreed to by the City These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to
and/or County and the planned community developer and committing to their permanency be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.
unless re‐negotiated; any limitations on development established at Level A cannot be
increased at Level B.

6/2/2016
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d. Provide a legal recording instrument.

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to
be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.

e. Identify more specifically any public incentives to the developer, or public/private
partnerships, including provisions for affordable housing.

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to
be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.

f. Identify more specifically any public incentives or agreements between the local
government and developer for the appropriate protection and maintenance of the open
space system.

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to
be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.

6.A.c
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June 10, 2016

To:

Catherine VerEecke, Community Development Manager

Cc:

Kizito Wijenje AICP, Executive Director, APS Capital Master Plan
Karen Alarid, Executive Director of Capital, Facilities Design and Construction
Ruben Hendrickson, Chief Operations Officer
Martin Eckert, Director APS Real Estate & Property
Elvira Lopez AICP, Senior Planner/Manager, APS Capital Master Plan

From:

April Winters, Planner, APS Capital Master Plan

Re:

Santolina Level B Master Planned Community, Special HearingEnvironment and
Open Space and Government and Public Service to be heard before the County Planning
Commission on, June 23, 2016

SPR20160001

Santolina is a Level A Master Planned Community that is approximately 13,851
acres, and is bounded by Interstate 40 to the north, 118th Street and the
escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa on the south and the
escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on the west. The master
planned area (Level A) will consist of 34,000 residential units built out over the
next 40-50 years.
The most recent submittal by the agents for the Santolina Level B Master
Planned Community, propose 945 acres dedicated to Parks and Open Space.
APS does not have additional comments specific to the Open Space being
proposed. However, this Master Planned Community will still have major impacts
to the Albuquerque Public School District.
After approval of the Level A Master Planned Community in June 2015, the
developer is currently requesting approval for Phase 1 Level B Master Planned
Community. This phase will include 9,444 dwelling units and will encompass
4,243 acres. Santolina development (Level A Master Plan) will impact G.I
Sanchez ES, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, Atrisco Heritage Academy HS
and West Mesa HS. Currently, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS and Atrisco
Heritage HS enrollments exceed capacity; these schools are overcrowded.

5/16/2016
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Albuquerque Public Schools recently built and opened George I. Sanchez K-8
school in 2015-16 to address growth and overcrowding of schools in the
southwest quadrant of the District.
In addition, with the recent passage of the Bond/Mil Levy 2016 election, APS will
continue plans to construct a new K-8 school to alleviate current overcrowding in
the Northwest; and specifically, to relieve overcrowding at Painted Sky ES,
Jimmy Carter MS, and SR Marmon ES.
To address overcrowding at schools noted in the table above, APS will explore
various alternatives. A combination or all of the following options may be utilized
to relieve overcrowded schools.
(i)
Provide new capacity (long term solution)
a. Construct new schools or additions
b. Add portables
c. Use of non-classroom spaces for temporary classrooms
d. Lease facilities
e. Use other public facilities
(ii)
Improve facility efficiency (short term solution)
a. Schedule Changes
i. Double sessions
ii. Multi-track year-round
b. Other
i. Float teachers (flex schedule)
(iii)
Shift students to Schools with Capacity (short term solution)
a. Boundary Adjustments / Busing
b. Grade reconfiguration
(iv)
Combination of above strategies

Attachment: Attachment 2 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 1 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)
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All planned additions to existing educational facilities are contingent upon

5/16/2016
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(i)

APS finds that the residential development of 34,000 housing units
proposed by the Santolina Master Plan Level A would generate 15,846
K-12 students at build out. These students would need taxpayer
approved school facilities at a cost of $587 million (does not account for
cost of land) in today's dollars for construction of 13 elementary schools,
3 middle schools, and 2 high schools.

(ii)

APS would need approximately 366 acres to develop the 18 schools
needed to serve the Santolina Level A Master Development Plan at full
build out.

The following is an addendum to Albuquerque Public Schools comments for
SPR2016-0001, a request for approval of Phase 1 Level B Santolina Master
Planned Community. APS comments are based on the original Level B submittal
assumption of 9,444 dwelling units.

5/16/2016

(i)

This Phase 1 Level B plan covers 28% of the entire Level A Santolina
Master Planned community in terms of dwelling units.

(ii)

APS will be contacting WAHL and seeking to find a collaborative process
that will facilitate the smooth provision of school sites and to possibly
obtain assistance from WAHL with the building of schools in the subject
area.

(iii)

According to the Phase 1 Level B Santolina Master Plan, the Plan
proposes three residential villages. The Level B Land Use Plan Map
dated May 4, 2016 does not make clear where one residential village
begins and another ends.

(iv)

Within these three residential villages, three elementary schools have
been proposed by the Plan. It is unclear, as to where the additional
levels of educational service, namely middle and high school level of
services, is proposed. It is assumed by APS that the asterisks indicated
on the Level B Land Use Plan Map, indicates K-5 schools, and that
these schools are located at the center of each residential village.
However, additional clarification is needed.

(v)

Albuquerque Public Schools has been engaged with ongoing
discussions with Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC (WALH):
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b. APS land acquisitions will at least be proportional to the quantity of
schools presented on the Level B Land Use Plan map dated May 4,
2016 and part of the applicant’s current submittal. Land needs are
determined by APS educational curriculum, enrollment, and
construction standards.
(vi)

According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan, the
District would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1)
middle school and one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the
District chooses to deliver a K-8 instructional model, this would call for
two (2) K-8 schools and one half (.5) of a High School. APS will provide
educational program models that are cost effective and in alignment with
the District Curriculum models of instruction.

The Table below demonstrates school needs based on the proposed Santolina
Level A Master Plan 34,000 dwelling units:
APS School and Enrollment Projections for 34,000 Housing Units, Santolina Master Plan - Level A Master Plan

School Level
Elementary School
Middle School
High School
Total

School
Projected
Capacity enrollment
(students) (students)
660
8,617
1,200
3,584
2,300
3,645
15,846

Number of
Acres
Schools
Needed per
Needed
School Level
13.1
15
3.0
25
1.6
60
17.6

Total Acres
Needed
195.8
74.7
95.1
365.6

Construction
Cost per school
$ 20,000,000
$ 40,000,000
$ 130,000,000
$ 190,000,000

Total Construction
Cost by School Level
$
261,109,288
$
119,470,517
$
206,049,286
$
586,629,091

The Table below demonstrates school needs based on the proposed Santolina
Phase I Level B Master Plan 9,444 dwelling units:

School Level
Elementary School
Middle School
High School
Total

5/16/2016
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a. Timely identification and acquisition of land for future school facilities
is being requested of the applicant by APS, and the APS school
district will be looking to finalize such land acquisitions as the plan is
being approved.

Number
Acres
School
Projected
of
Needed
Total
Total
Capacity enrollment Schools per School Acres
Construction Construction Cost
(students) (students) Needed
Level
Needed Cost per school by School Level
660
2,393
3.6
15
54.4 $ 20,000,000 $
72,526,945
1,200
996
0.8
25
20.7 $ 40,000,000 $
33,184,693
2,300
1,013
0.4
60
26.4 $ 130,000,000 $
57,233,219
4,402
4.9
101.6 $ 190,000,000 $ 162,944,857
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Larger tables below:
Level A Master Plan assuming 34,000 Housing Units and APS Development Standards:
APS School and Enrollment Projections for 34,000 Housing Units, Santolina Master Plan - Level A Master Plan

School Level
Elementary School
Middle School
High School
Total

School
Projected
Capacity enrollment
(students) (students)
660
8,617
1,200
3,584
2,300
3,645
15,846

Number of
Acres
Schools
Needed per
Needed
School Level
13.1
15
3.0
25
1.6
60
17.6

Total Acres
Needed
195.8
74.7
95.1
365.6

Construction
Cost per school
$ 20,000,000
$ 40,000,000
$ 130,000,000
$ 190,000,000

Total Construction
Cost by School Level
$
261,109,288
$
119,470,517
$
206,049,286
$
586,629,091

Level B Master Plan assuming 9,444 Housing Units and APS Development Standards

School Level
Elementary School
Middle School
High School
Total

5/16/2016

School
Projected
Capacity enrollment
(students) (students)
660
2,393
1,200
996
2,300
1,013
4,402

Attachment: Attachment 2 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 1 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

6.A.c

Number
Acres
of
Needed
Total
Total
Schools per School Acres
Construction Construction Cost
Needed
Level
Needed Cost per school by School Level
3.6
15
54.4 $ 20,000,000 $
72,526,945
0.8
25
20.7 $ 40,000,000 $
33,184,693
0.4
60
26.4 $ 130,000,000 $
57,233,219
4.9
101.6 $ 190,000,000 $ 162,944,857
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ATTACHMENT 12
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Santolina Level B Master Plan
Complete Matrix of Comments & Responses
for Hearings on:
April 27, 2016
May 26, 2016
June 23, 2016
Submitted on July 1, 2016 for Hearing on July 21, 2016
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Packet Pg. 2001

Transportation Hearing
April 27, 2016
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Packet Pg. 2003

Transportation Hearing

1

Department
PW Development
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Comments on Level A (Revised) and B Transportation Plan and Technical
Report
1. Prepare a guideline that defines the parameters in which the Level A and
Level B plans remain relevant and when exceeded shall require appropriate
modifications to these plans and the subsequent review by the County. This
guideline and the associated parameters shall apply to all appropriate
sections of the plans.

Document to be
Response
modified
N/A
Bernalillo County Staff has indicated this
comment will be removed. See PCC
criteria and Level A Development
Agreement. These protections are built
into the process.

2

PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

2. Include adequate information to ensure that appropriate land/ROW for all N/A
major onsite corridors shall be provided to allow for the transition from
interim to ultimate buildout conditions. This is especially relevant regarding
the extension of PDV south of I40, as there is the possibility that this road will
ultimately become a freeway.

This is addressed in the Level B Land Use
Plan. PdV south of I-40 has been
planned to be consistent with the ROW
north of I-40.

3

PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

3. Functional Classification Maps Provide consistent language or footnote
2016 Level B
differences: primary = principal arterial, secondary = minor arterial. Consider Master Plan and
Updated Level A
minor and major collectors.
and 2016 Level
B
Transportation
Master Plan

Level B MP - Exhibits 3, 4, 5 and 6;
Updated Level A Transportation MP,
Figures 1, 2, 3 and 21 and Level B
Transportation MP, Figures 1, 10, 11, 12
will be modified to maintain consistency
with Functional classification. Updated
Level A Transportation MP, Figures 13
and 43 and Level B Transportation MP,
Figures 2, 13 and 21 has been revised to
clarify the functional classification is
based on MRCOG model link definitions.

4

PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

4. LRTS Guide/ Complete Streets Add text describing green infrastructure
techniques used in roadways. Provide a section describing ITS techniques
and adaptive signals as a best practice to consider in Santolina.

Text describing green infrastructure
techniques used in roadways and
describing ITS techniques and adaptive
signals as a best practice to consider in
Santolina has been added to the 2016
Level B Transportation Master Plan,
Section V, p. 41.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

2016 Level B
Transportation
Master Plan,
Section V, p. 41

Staff Response

Status
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6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

For Hearing on July 21, 2016 Page
1
Packet Pg. 2004

Transportation Hearing

5

Department
PW Development
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
5. 2040 V/C Off-site LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
*Provide AM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
a. I40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista/118th St Ramps
b: I40 WB between Unser Blvd and 98th St interchanges.
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40 and approach to Gibson
d. Unser Blvd NB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd NB between
Rio Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd NB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.
e. Gun Club Rd WB approach to 118th St.
f. 114th St NB approach to Central Ave
g. Central Ave WB near 118th St; Central Ave EB approach to 98th St

Document to be
modified
Supplemental
report
submitted to
Bernalillo
County.

Response

PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

6. 2040 V/C On-site LOS Analysis:
Provide AM/PM Peak on-site mitigation recommendations:
* 118th St NB/SB between Dennis Chavez and Gun Club Rd

7

PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

7. 2025 V/C LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
* Provide AM Peak off-:site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB on-ramp
* Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB off-ramp

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Supplemental
report
submitted to
Bernalillo
County.
Supplemental
report
submitted to
Bernalillo
County.

Status

A supplemental report has been
submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations and identify
mitigation requirements.

*Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
a. I-40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista Ramps
b. I-40 EB between 118th St and Unser Blvd interchanges
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40
d. Dennis Chavez Blvd WB approaches to Unser Blvd and Broadway Blvd
e. Central Ave WB and EB approaches to 118th St and 98th St
f. Unser Blvd SB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd SB between Rio
Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd SB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.

6

Staff Response

A supplemental report has been
submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.
A supplemental report has been
submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.
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##

6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

For Hearing on July 21, 2016 Page
2
Packet Pg. 2005

Transportation Hearing
Department

Note Date

8

PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

9

PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
modified
8. Transit MP: Page 62. Although no commuter/ BRT service currently exists Updated Level A
on Dennis Chavez & Mention there is an existing Route 222 transit service on Transportation
Dennis Chavez that serves South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing
Master Plan
Route 98 transit service on 98th St and Dennis Chavez that serves Rio
Technical
Bravo/Coors commercial center.
Report
Comments

9. Pedestrian and Bikeways MP: Proposed trail network runs through the
Updated Level A
proposed street network. Describe how trails will cross roadways (grade
Transportation
separation, signalized arterial crossings, mid-block crossings, etc.).
Master Plan
Disconnected trail network through urban center and other locations. Add
Technical
more connectivity to trail network. Describe how trails will integrate with onReport and
street bicycle and pedestrian network. Describe safety design features for on- 2016 Level B
street bike-ped network (buffered bike lanes, cycle tracks, bike intersections, Transportation
etc.).
Master Plan

Response

Staff Response

Status

The text on page 62 of the Updated
Level A Transportation Master Plan has
been revised to mention existing Routes
222 and 98.

Updated Level A Transportation MP
Section F.3 (p. 67) and Level B
Transportation MP Section V11.A (p. 58)
has been revised. as follows: "Midblock, unsignalized pedestrian/trail
crossing treatments has been evaluated
using the latest research procedures,
such as TCRP 112/NCHRP 562
"Improving Pedestrian Safety at
Unsignalized Crossings." This research
identifies the safest approaches for
safely crossing roadways at mid-block
and unsignalized locations." "At the
intersection of the trails and on-street
network, the trails will enter at-grade
with the sidewalk and provide access to
the on-street bicycle network, or
proposed crossing. At locations where
high traffic volume and high pedestrian
or bicycle traffic volume are present, if a
traffic signal is not present, a pedestrian
traffic signal (such as a HAWK) has been
evaluated. In rare circumstances, a
grade separated structure has been
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##

6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

For Hearing on July 21, 2016 Page
3
Packet Pg. 2006

Transportation Hearing
Department

Note Date

10

11 PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Comments

Document to be
modified

Response

Continued from previous line

considered." Text from the Level B
Tech report section V Typical Sections
(p. 53), has been added to both the
Updated Level A (p. 65) and Level B
Transportation (p. 58) MP's bicycle
sections (p. 65 Level A and p. 58) to
highlight that the proposed typical
sections for principal and minor arterials
provide for a buffer between the
vehicular and bike lanes. The base for
the Level A exhibits has been corrected
to show this open space connection.
The overall open space network hs been
finalized with future Level B plans.

10. Performance indicators, page 59. While vehicle hours travelled (VHT),
Updated Level A
congested lane miles and vehicle hours of delay (VHD) are reduced on the
Master Plan
system network in 2040, vehicle miles travelled (VMT) increases by 2.6% in
2040. This measure has implications for regional air quality degradation and
related health outcomes, meeting new federal ozone standards, and
increased greenhouse gas emissions.
Describe possible reasons for increases to network VMT e.g. induced demand
and provide realistic mitigation recommendations e.g. promoting transit use,
mixed use development, compact/ walkable development, etc.

The likely reason for the increase in
VMT is the location of the jobs in
Santolina results in slightly longer
commute trips, as residents of the east
side travel to the west side for
employment. Although this does result
in increased VMT, it more efficiently
utilizes the existing transportation
infrastructure that is underutilized in
the current west-to-east morning
commute, and the east-to-west evening
commute. The Transportation Demand
Management section of the
Transportation section (Section 4.7, p.
49) of the Level B Master Plan describes
the strategies for promoting transit use,
mixed use development, walkable
development, etc. Air Quality is also
discussed in the Level B Master Plan, in
Section 5.4, page 53, and a separate Air
Quality analysis is being prepared for
submittal.

Staff Response

Status
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

For Hearing on July 21, 2016 Page
4
Packet Pg. 2007

Transportation Hearing
Department

Note Date

12 PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

13 PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

14 PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

15 PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
modified
11. Transportation infrastructure no net costs. Page 19 identifies total 2040 Supplemental
MTP public and private costs. The 2040 MTP estimates $155.5 million on-site
report
Santolina transportation costs ($55.5 million by 2025) not including PDN
submitted to
interchange ($15A million) and PDN roadway through Santolina ($11.6
Bernalillo
million), and Gibson through escarpment {$1.6 million) by 2040.
County.
Off-site improvements listed in the MTP include 118th St roadway ($4.8
million) and 118th St/1-40 interchange ($25 million) by 2040. Provide on-site
and off-site Santolina roadway costs and potential funding mechanisms for
Level B 2025 and 2040 build-out.
Comments

12. Level A Minor corrections:
* Page 14. Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Roadway Design
Guidelines
* Page 22. Footnote: For purposes of this analysis&
* Page 41. &providing opportunities for commuting in the reverse of the
typical west-to-east anticipated in the MPO forecast.
13. Level B Minor corrections:
* Page 45. Transit service within the County areas is provided on a contract
basis with ABQ Ride.
* Page 46. An existing Route 222 provides transit service on Dennis Chavez
to South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing Route 98 on 98th St and
Dennis Chavez serves Rio Bravo/Coors commercial center.
* Page 55. As a transit market grows, the Santolina Master Plan.

Response
A supplemental report has been
submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations. This report will
include cost estimates of the on-site and
off-site infrastructure. The cost sharing
arrangements has been included in the
Development Agreement. The funding
mechanisms will likely include PID's,
TIDD's, developer imposed fees or other
methods to be developed in concert
with the County over the lifetime of the
development of Santolina.

2016 Level B We are in agreement with these
Transportation changes and they have been
Master Plan, p. incorporated into the document.
14, p. 22, and p.
41
2016 Level B We are in agreement with these
Transportation changes and they have been
Master Plan, p. incorporated into the document.
45, p. 46, and p.
55

14. Level B Major Corrections:
2016 Level B 14. The major local typical section have
Page 43 & Exhibit 10: Replace "Local Street 3: with a cross-section of a "Major Transportation been included in the revised Technical
Local" which has 60ft: ROW and 36ft: face-of-curb to. Face-of-curb drivable
Master Plan Appendix. The proposed Local Street 3
width. Contact BCPWD for a copy of the cross-section typical of County Street
will be maintained, but we have added
Standards.
clarifying language to indicate it is
proposed for low volume streets with
ADT < 1,500.

Staff Response

Status
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6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

For Hearing on July 21, 2016 Page
5
Packet Pg. 2008

Transportation Hearing
Department

Note Date

16 City of
Albuquerque
Planning

2/18/2016

17 City of
Albuquerque
Planning

2/18/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
Response
modified
The Engineering Division of the Department of Municipal Development has
N/A
The proposed typical section includes
reviewed the subject applications and submits the following comments:
bicycle lanes and a sidewalk/trail. RightPermit # ZSPR 2016-0001 Santolina Planned Community Level B Master Plan
of-way or easements will be provided
Transportation Section for a half-mile West of 118th St the future Gibson
for the necessary width for construction
Blvd will be a City-owned and maintained Community Principal Arterial that is
of the proposed roadways.
planned to contain bicycle lanes and a paved multi-use trail, per the Long
Range Roadway System Map and the Long Range Bikeway Systems Map.
From Dennis Chavez Blvd. to Gibson Blvd. 118th St. is also a City-owned
facility.
Secondly, Gibson Blvd. through the eastern escarpment (much like Dennis
Chavez Blvd.) will likely have to be constructed at design grades that are
flatter than existing topography, which may require the dedication of more
right-of-way than a community principal arterials typical 156 feet. Dennis
Chavez's right-of-way through the eastern escarpment varies from 400 feet
to 600 feet wide, due to it being cut into existing topography that is
significantly steeper than minimum allowable design slopes.
Comments

Identification of impacts to City-owned and maintained transportation
facilities should be coordinated in detail between the County Public Works
Division; the NMDOT, and the City's DMD/Planning Department during postmaster plan reviews in order to effectively define Santolina's offsetting traffic
mitigation measures.

N/A

Agreed

Staff Response

Status
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

For Hearing on July 21, 2016 Page
6
Packet Pg. 2009

Transportation Hearing
Department

18 City of
Albuquerque
Planning

19 City of
Albuquerque
Planning

Note Date
2/11/2016

2/11/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Comments
GENERAL COMMENTS
MRMPO concerns are largely related to the size of the Level B Plan Area. At
4,243 acres, it is nearly one third of Santolina's total 13,851 acres. The
Planned Communities Criteria (PCC) indicates that Level B Plans are to be
submitted for Village Master Plans, Community Center, Employment Center,
or Urban Center Plans, and that these plans are typically 650 to 1200 acres in
size (PCC, page 38). Having an appropriately sized Level B Plan is important
because, in the case of Santolina, the Level B plans are equated with phasing
(Level A Plan, page 35). If the Santolina Level B Plan is approved at the
currently proposed size, MRMPO strongly recommends a more detailed
phasing strategy to ensure predictable and contiguous development, as well
as to evaluate important benchmarks (see comments for SANTOLINA Level B
MASTER PLAN, pages 80-84). A detailed phasing strategy for the Level B
Master Plan would alleviate the majority of MRMPO concerns. Closely related
to phasing, MRMPO is concerned about different stages of development of
roadways within Santolina during the course of its development: Specifically
MRMPO has concerns regarding funding of roadway widening projects, and
how multi-modal elements will be accommodated at each stage of roadway
development. (see comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER PLAN
UPDATED TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN, page 17). MRMPO appreciates
that the Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Guide is referred to for
roadway designs. However MRMPO has some specific roadways design
concerns (see comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, pages 4142).
Finally, MRMPO has concerns about the way in which the 2040 MTP Trend
Scenario is referenced in the Level B documents in specific areas. MRCOGs
Socioeconomic Program Manager was consulted throughout the
development of the alternative 2025 and 2040 socioeconomic datasets that
were required for the analyses contained within the Level B Master Plan
Transportation Master Plan. The methodology is consistent with those
discussions. However, several references to the 2040 MTP Trend Scenario in
the Level B documents need to be modified or clarified (See multiple
comments).
For more comments from MRMPO please see attachments.

Document to be
Response
modified
N/A
As part of this Level B Plan, we are
allocating approximately 1,000 acres, or
22% of the Plan area, to Open Space.
Additionally, this level B Plan includes
the entire Town Center that will serve
all of Santolina at full buildout. We
recognize that the Town Center will
develop over the life of the project. In
order to meet the benchmarks set out
by the Level A Development Agreement,
we are allocating approximately 45% of
the Level B Plan area to support
institutional, commercial, and
businesses.
MRCOG Transportation comments have
been addressed in later sections.

2016 Level B See MRCOG comment response matrix.
Transportation
Master Plan

Staff Response

Status
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6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

For Hearing on July 21, 2016 Page
7
Packet Pg. 2010

Transportation Hearing
Department

20 NMDOT

Note Date
2/9/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Comments
Department Comments:
" The NMDOT has programmed funding in the STIP (Statewide Transportation
Improvement program) to begin acquiring right -of-way for the proposed NM
347 (Paseo del Volcan) corridor. The final alignment has not been identified
and the spacing between interchanges shall be determined by NMDOT and
FHWA. " The NMDOT has not identified any funding for the construction of
the proposed roadway extensions or proposed interchanges or underpasses
shown in the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). If any of these
improvements do become funded, there is no guarantee that the design
and/or construction would coincide with the time frame of the plan phasing.
The developer shall commit cost sharing or matching a portion of the
construction costs associated with any future roadway extensions and
infrastructure outside, but in the vicinity of, the Santolina area. If Santolina's
phased development occurs prior to funding becoming available for the
proposed MTP improvements, then those improvements must be installed at
the cost of the developer. " Based on the transportation analysis prepared in
the Level 'B' report, increased congestion is projected as early as 2025 at
several existing interchanges including but not limited to, Atrisco Vista
Boulevard, 98th Street and Unser Boulevard. The developer shall identify
mitigation alternatives for each of the impacted locations at each
development phase for review by the NMDOT and FHWA prior to finalization
of these measures.

Document to be
Response
modified
N/A
It is our understanding that right-of-way
for the proposed PdV alignment has
been identified and is in the process of
being acquired. This includes right-ofway for the roadway from I-40 to
US550, as well as the right-of-way for
the proposed interchange location. A
supplemental report identifying
mitigation alternatives is being
developed for County review, and all
future development proposals requiring
NMDOT review will include NMDOT
review and approval.

Staff Response

Status
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

For Hearing on July 21, 2016 Page
8
Packet Pg. 2011

Transportation Hearing
Department

Note Date

21 NMDOT

2/9/2016

22 NMDOT

2/9/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
Response
modified
Revise, Note 5, from The Notice of Decision dated December 12, 2014 as
N/A
It is our understanding the FHWA does
follows: Written approval from the NMDOT will be obtained prior to the
not review local land use development
improvement or expansion of state roads identified in the Level 'A' and Level
plans, and therefore will not approve
'B' submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration) review
future Level C Plans. However, we do
and approval will be required for any Level 'C' plan defining any required
agree that the approval of the NMDOT
modifications and improvements to Interstate 40 and to other state facilities
and/or FHWA will be required prior to
as a result of the development of Santolina and its roadway network. The
any construction modifications on I-40
approvals shall itemize financial obligations with participation and
or associated ramps, State facilities, or
commitments spelled out. The coordination of the time frames for the offsite
projects with Federal funding. We also
roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be identified.
concur that all roadway improvements
must be listed in and follow the
procedures of the MRCOG Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) and
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP),
which are ultimately approved by the
NMDOT and FHWA. We anticipate that
the approved Level A Master Plan and
future Level B plans will impact future
MTP efforts.
Comments

Continued from previous line

N/A

We suggest the following revision to the
proposed condition: Written approval
from the NMDOT will be obtained prior
to the improvement or expansion of
state roads identified in the Level 'A' ,
Level 'B' and Level 'C' submittals.
NMDOT and/or FHWA (Federal Highway
Administration) review and approval, as
appropriate to the nature of the request
(i.e., FHWA review will be sought only
for interstate facilities and during the
design review process), will be required
for any Level 'C' plan defining any
required modifications and
improvements to Interstate 40 and to
other state facilities, that are proposed
under a Level C plan in Santolina as a
result of the development of Santolina
and its roadway network.

Staff Response

Status
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

For Hearing on July 21, 2016 Page
9
Packet Pg. 2012

Transportation Hearing

2/26/2016

24 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

25 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

26 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

4) General Comment, Page 15: Same comment as #2 above.

Department

Note Date

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Comments

2016 Level B Agreed, the maps have been revised to
Transportation include a legend.
Master Plan
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Status
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23 PW Development
Review

Document to be
Response
modified
1) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 9: - Is the existing frontage road south of
N/A
NMDOT wishes the Frontage Road to
I-40 adequate as a 2-lane (1 lane per direction) facility adequate to carry the
remain a two-lane road and the
future full buildout traffic volumes? Might a 4-lane (2-lane per direction) be
modeling was done to satisfy that
considered?
request. Turn lanes may be required at
some point in the future at major
intersecting roadways to achieve
acceptable levels of service.
2) General Comment, Pages 11 - 13: for the full buildout traffic volume maps 2016 Level B Agreed, the maps have been revised to
(ADT page 11, AM Peak page 12 and PM Peak page 13) should consider
Transportation include a legend.
providing a legend for the reader to identify the volumes shown are in
Master Plan
hundreds or thousands.
3) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 14: How many lanes for the full buildout IN/A
The MRCOG model assumes a single
40/PDV interchange WB exit ramp and EB entrance ramp are considered?
lane for the ramps, and at the
Since this interchange is planned for future buildout after 2025 shouldn’t it
intersections with future PdV. The poor
have a better LOS and v/c condition in 2040 other than severe? Maybe
performance is due to the low capacity
consider increasing the number of ramp lanes (if only considering 1 lane) and
used on the off-ramp or on-ramp link in
re-run the model to improve the condition.
the model. This indicates the
expectation that the intersection will be
signalized. Improvements will be
identified in the supplemental report at
the intersection with PdV, however final
configuration will be dependent on
future NMDOT studies of the
interchange.
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5) General Comment, Page 16, second paragraph: Regarding the discussion of 2016 Level B It is considered unlikely roundabouts
the roundabouts. Maybe consider providing potential candidate locations for Transportation will be located on major principal
future roundabouts. If only to earmark those intersections for possible
Master Plan arterials (Atrisco Vista, Paseo del Volcan,
roundabouts and planning real estate needs. Right-of-Way most of the time
Gibson, Dennis Chavez and the Loop
becomes an issue when constructing a roundabout footprint.
Road). Minor/minor intersections, and
minor/collector intersections could be
considered possible candidates for
roundabouts. A statement have been
added that says "Roundabouts are not
precluded in this Master Plan, and can
be considered at appropriate locations,
in consultation with Bernalillo County
Transportation Staff. Right-of-way will
be provided in the event previously
granted ROW is not adequate."
Comments

27 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

28 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

6) General Comment, Pages 26 – 28: for the 2025 build traffic volume maps
(ADT page 26, AM Peak page 27 and PM Peak page 28) same comment as #2
above, should consider providing a legend for the reader to identify the
volumes shown are in hundreds or thousands.

29 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

7) Traffic Modeling Comment, Pages 27 – 28 and 34 – 35: – In the AM/PM
peak hour volumes exhibit, in the year 2025, there are traffic volumes at the
end of Shelly Road but in the year 2040, this traffic volume “disappears”.
Could this be explained?

N/A

There was a coding error in the
connector from the zone south on
Shelley Road for 2040. The existing uses
(Detention Center, Landfill and Motor
Sports Park) were mistakenly connected
to the Loop Road. However the base
year model (2012) from MRCOG shows
just 100 vph in the peak hour on
Shelley, and also shows no employment
growth for the existing uses in 2040.
Adding these 100 trips to the 2040
volumes shown in Figures 25 and 26
would still result in v/c less than 0.90 in
2040. No change is proposed.

30 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

8) General Comment, Page 34 and 38: Did the traffic modeling analysis factor
in traffic to/from the Metropolitan Detention Center and Sandia
Motorsports?

N/A

2025 has it incorporated correctly, 2040
does not. See response above.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

2016 Level B Agreed, the maps will be revised to
Transportation include a legend.
Master Plan

Staff Response

Status
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31 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

32 PW Review

3/10/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
Response
modified
9) General Comment, Page 66: - Is there sufficient evidence to justify that the
N/A
These reductions on US 550 and
Santolina development will affect EB traffic on US-550 and Alameda Blvd?
Alameda are due to the normalization
Can this scenario be explained as to how the model factored these volume
of the socioeconomic forecast required
reductions?
to maintain regional control totals of
households and employment, as
directed by MRCOG. Households, and
retail and service jobs, from the west
side of Albuquerque/Bernalillo County
and Rio Rancho were reassigned to
Santolina (to maintain regional control
totals). This reduces the traffic
generation in those parts of the metro
area. The result is fewer river crossings
on US 550 and Alameda in the Santolina
scenario as compared to the MRCOG
Trend scenario.
Comments

Prepare a Transportation Conformity Determination for air quality by June
2016.

N/A

Per discussions with Bernalillo County
Staff, an Air Quality analysis has been
submitted prior to the June
Environment Hearing.

Staff Response

Status
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1

SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER PLAN UPDATED TRANSPORTATION
MASTER PLAN (JAN 22.2016)

2

Page 1: Atrisco Vista widening from Dennis Chavez to north of 1-40 is not
proposed to be publicly funded in the 2040 MTP. Would this widening project
fall under 719.0 and 719.1 in the 2040 MTP project listing under proposed
privately funded projects? Paseo del Volcan (PdV) construction south of 1-40
is also not proposed for public funding. Please specifically identify which
projects in this paragraph are proposed for public funding and which are
proposed for private funding per the 2040 MTP.

N/A

The Level A and Level B Development Agreements identify the
shared funding responsibilities for system and project
infrastructure, and should be incorporated into future MTP's
as the Development Agreements identify. The supplemental
mitigation evaluation report submitted to Bernalillo County
identifies the updated funding amounts for 719.0 and 719.1.
Widening of Atrisco Vista is included in those project
numbers, as are all roadways within Santolina.

3

Page 17A: Under Strategies for Street Construction and Dedication, the
statement is made that "the initial 2-lanes of permanent roadways,
intersections, and other elements to serve the development will be
constructed by the developer, per the Planned Communities Criteria and the
Development Agreement." It then states that additional widening, based on
"actual demand and short term projections," could be conducted through
local government capital funding mechanisms. The transportation analysis
demonstrates the need for additional on-site roadways to be widened to 4 or
6 lanes in order to adequately serve the proposed levels of development
seeking approval. This means the results of the study are dependent on the
widening occurring. The potential for reprioritization of public monies for
roadway infrastructure needed to serve any approved levels of development
is a concern, given the emphasis on "no net expense" language throughout
the submitted documents. MRMPO expects limited additional public funding
options in the future, especially for capacity expansion projects (2040 MTP,
page EX-1). The current program 2040 MTP, with the exception of the
widening of Dennis Chavez east of Atrisco Vista, does not anticipate any
public funding for roadways within Santolina before 2040, with the exception
of the PdV I-40 interchange at the north boundary of the Santolina, which is
expected to have combined private and public funding.

N/A

A. Not quite. This language simply repeats the PCC language
regarding roadway improvements. The Level A and Level B
Development Agreements have and will identify under what
conditions the developer will pay for project and system
infrastructure, which are based on proportional use of the
required improvements. The transportation analysis shows
that widening is required to support development. Therefore,
it is reasonable to conclude that a portion of the
improvements will be funded by the developer. However, to
be clear, the Level A Development Agreement defines “no net
expense” as the following: “The "no net expense" policy is a
mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a responsible
balance of infrastructure costs, including construction,
operation and maintenance, shared between the public and
private sectors. The "no net expense" test is satisfied if the
County's on-site public expenditures and off-site public
expenditures reasonably allocated to the Project have been,
or will be, offset by revenues and/or economic and fiscal
benefits (direct, indirect and induced) from the Project.” It is
also assumed that as the MTP is updated every 5-years, that
specific funding and construction projects will be updated to
reflect decisions, and approvals relate to both public and
private funding.

Staff Response

Status

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

Document to be
modified
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Page 17B: Relatedly, MRMPO is also concerned with how additional elements
N/A
B. Multi-modal and landscape improvements will be phased
and it is expected that all roadways will include a reasonable
in the roadbed will be covered in each phase of roadway construction, such
portion of these elements at each stage of construction.
as bike lanes, paths, sidewalks, and landscaping, which are depicted in the
Phased implementation of these improvements will be
street sections on page 16. Will these elements be implemented only at the
ensured through each individual Level C Plan applications and
final phase of roadway construction? If so, this would greatly diminish bicycle
improvement agreements. For example, until transit service is
and pedestrian systems during the interim period, which in the case of a
anticipated, the construction of dedicated bus lanes is not
project this size, could span decades.
warranted and cannot be constructed. However, an emphasis
will be placed on ensuring that pedestrian and bicycle
improvements are in place as soon as practical. The phasing
of development within Santolina is included in the Level A
Development Plan document under section 6.3 Phasing of
Project and Infrastructure: “The Project shall be developed in
multiple phases at such times, location and size as
determined by market demand or the Owner. The Project
Infrastructure improvements shall be installed in phases on an
as needed basis and sized to serve the phase of Project then
proposed for and/or being developed.” The phasing of
development through future Level C Plan applications will also
be delineated further in the Level B Development Agreement.
Comments

5

Page 19: The first sentence on this page incorrectly cites the University of
New Mexico's Bureau of Business and Economic Research (BBER). It should
cite the UNM's Geospatial and Population Studies (UNM-GPS).

Updated Level A Agreed, thishas been revised throughout the document.
Transportation
Master Plan

6

Page 19: The last statement references $5 billion of publicly financed
roadway capacity projects. This is incorrect. The 2040 MTP identifies almost
$6.3 billion for all types of transportation projects by 2040, including roadway
capacity, rehabilitation, as well as multimodal projects. Of this $6.3 billion,
publically financed roadway capacity projects account for only
$1,036,980,106 and privately funded roadway projects account for only
$1,555,881,922 for a combined total of $2,592,862,028 in roadway capacity
projects by 2040.
Page 21: The first sentence of the Socioeconomic Forecast section should
read 'Population projections for each county in New Mexico were developed
independently by UNM's Geospatial and Population Studies department, and
refined by MRCOG for the metropolitan area.'

Updated Level A Agreed, this has been revised
Transportation
Master Plan

7

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Staff Response

Status
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9

Document to be
Response
modified
Technical Appendix T-1, Page 16: The fifth paragraph incorrectly cites (BBER), Updated Level A Agreed, this has been revised
the UNM Bureau of Business and Economic Research. It should read 'and
Transportation
UNM's Geospatial and Population Studies department, who independently
Master Plan
produces county level population projections'
Comments

Staff Response

Status

SANTOLINA LEVEL 'B' MASTER PLAN
TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN (JAN 25, 2016)

10 Technical Appendix, page 5: The 2nd paragraph in Section E. states ''The
2016 Level B Agreed, the text has been revised as suggested
original Level A Transportation Master Plan used the MRCOG 2035 MTP
Transportation
socioeconomic forecast, which was found to have overestimated population
Master Plan
and employment in 2035. These overestimated forecasts were discovered
after the completion of the original Level A Santolina Transportation Master
Plan analyses." MRCOG informed the Santolina project team during the initial
planning meetings for the Level A plan that a new, lower, projection would
be forthcoming. In addition, we request removal of the term overestimation,
which is an oversimplification. MRMPO requests language similar to the
following - "The original Level A Transportation Master Plan used the MRCOG
2035 MTP socioeconomic forecast. Since that time, the MRCOG board has
approved a 2040 MTP socioeconomic forecast. The 2040 forecast is lower
than the 2035 forecast due to the availability of new information regarding
growth trends in the region. The 2040 forecast was not finalized for use at
the completion of the original Level A Santolina Transportation Master Plan
analyses."
11 Technical Appendix, page 9: A table displaying the number of
2016 Level B Agreed, the table has been added.
modelled/proposed lane-miles by functional classification should be included Transportation
to compliment Figure 3, which depicts number of directional lanes at Full
Master Plan
Buildout.
12 Technical Appendix, page 15: A map should be included showing the number
of directional lanes for the Level B network (similar to Figure 3 for the Full
Buildout network). This map should also be accompanied by a table
displaying the number of modelled/proposed lane-miles by functional
classification.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

2016 Level B Agreed, the map and table has been added.
Transportation
Master Plan
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14 Technical Appendix, page 39: The "off-site roadway effects" can be
considered with inbound and outbound cordon-analyses and summary
tables. See comment above in the Level A update comments.

2016 Level B Screenline volumes for the Santolina Scenario are included in
Transportation Technical Appendix T-2 of the 2016 Level B Transportation
Master Plan Master Plan Technical Appendix, p. 15 (full Build), p. 27 (2025)
and p. 51 (2040).

15 Technical Appendix, page 45: Discussion of the interface between transit and 2016 Level B The current text addressing this has been expanded as
bike/ped should include "last mile" language and the need for an effective
Transportation suggested.
transit system to have robust bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure
Master Plan
connectivity to stations in order to effectively penetrate the
origins/destinations of neighborhoods and employment areas.
16

SANTOLINA LEVEL 'B' MASTER PLAN (JAN 2016)

17 Page 2, Section 1.2.1: This section incorrectly cites the Bureau of Business
Santolina 2016 Agreed, see previous response.
and Economic Research (BBER) as the source for the projections. It should
Level B Master
city the University of New Mexico's Geospatial and Population Studies (UNMPlan
GPS).
18 Page 3, Section 1.2.1:The statistics in this sentence have been corrected and
a projection year added - "The projections suggest that by 2040,
approximately 44% of the Albuquerque metropolitan area housing units will
be located on the area west of the Rio Grande River (West Side). Yet,
employment distribution for the West Side is projected to represent 27% of
the jobs within the AMPA."

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Santolina 2016 Agreed, this has been corrected.
Level B Master
Plan

Staff Response

Status

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

Document to be
Response
modified
13 Technical Appendix, page 22: The MTB establishes the regional
N/A
This is the correct summary of the current MTP. Discussions
in Santa Fe and recent Legislative funding requests may result
transportation project programming priorities for the AMPA, using estimates
in changes to the current policy and funding availability with
of anticipated travel demand based on approved socioeconomic data and
respect to PdV.
reasonably anticipated funding levels. The current set of regional priorities
identified in the 2040 MTP anticipates the funding of Paseo del Volcan (PdV)
north of I-40 including the interchange at I-40 as being comprised of a
combination of public and private funding sources. PdV north of the
interchange is not anticipated before 2040, with the exception of potential
right-of-way acquisition. The section of Paseo del Volcan south of I-40 is
anticipated to be funded entirely with private sources.
##
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20 Page 34, Section 4.1: Paragraph 3 in the Overview presents a comparison
Santolina 2016 Agreed, the text has been clarified.
between the Level A Transportation analysis using the 2035 Forecast and the Level B Master
Level B Transportation analysis using the 2040 Forecast (volumes go down on
Plan
Central, 118th ...). MRCOG asserts that any comparison between the 2035
and 2040 forecasts is invalid due to the differences in the control totals.
Please keep all comparisons between the 2040 MTP forecast and the 2040
Santolina Scenario.
21 Page 34, Section 4.1: The statement regarding a 2040 reduction in river
crossings (0.1% and 0.5%) is well within the limits of model variability
("noise") and should not be presented as a benefit.
22 Page 36, Section 4.2.1: The Auto Transit Circulation, Full Buildout network
takes advantage of major opportunities to connect to surrounding areas. The
Level A Master Plan (page 74) states that a gridded roadway network would
be identified at Level B and C Plans. MRMPO appreciates that the area of
Santolina north of Dennis Chavez has achieved this, which includes the entire
first Level B Plan Area. The internal grid fulfills the Long Range Transportation
System (LRTS) Guide's connectivity recommendations with the approximate
quarter mile spacing of the collector and arterial network together. MRMPO
asks that this gridded network continue to areas south of Dennis Chavez in
future Level B Plans, and that Minor Arterial connections be made south of
Santolina.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Santolina 2016 Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Level B Master
Plan
N/A

When future Level B Master Plans come forward, the
additional roadway networks will be developed. It is
anticipated they will be similar to the gridded network
considered in the 2016 Level B submittal.

Staff Response

Status

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

Document to be
Response
modified
19 Page 3, Section 1.2.1: The last statement in the first paragraph "The
Santolina 2016 Agreed, the text has been clarified.
projections highlight the longstanding need for new employment centers on Level B Master
the West Side" is an opinion stated in the context of MRCOG's projections.
Plan
MRCOG supports the idea that we need successful employment centers on
the West Side (whether they are new or not). Please modify this statement or
remove it from the context of MRCOG's projections. Similarly, the first
sentence of the second paragraph "Due to land constraints, limited areas of
the region can accommodate the forecasted population growth" is an
assumption framed in the context of MRCOG's projections. MRCOG's forecast
does indeed accommodate the vast majority of the forecasted growth
without Santolina, as described in Santolina's Transportation Master Plan.
Please remove this sentence or clarify that this is the viewpoint of the project
team and not a finding associated with the MRCOG forecast.
##
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24 Page 39, Section 4.3: This section is presented as though the Level B traffic
volumes are based on the 2040 MTP. Please add a clarifying statement to the
opening paragraph that states that the Level B transportation analysis
required modifications to the 2040 MTP forecast to create a "Santolina
Scenario" because the 2040 MTP forecast does not reflect the level of
anticipated development. This is an important detail that belongs in the Level
B Master Plan.
25 Page 40, Section 4.3.2: This page should reference or include language
related to the ultimate cross section anticipated in the Full Build/Level A Plan.
26 Page 40, Section 4.3.2: Conduit associated with new intersections must be
built with input from agency staff and be consistent with regional Intelligent
Transportation Systems plans.
27 Page 41, Section 4.4.1: The sentence "roadways within the Level B Plan Area
consist of typical roadway functional classifications" is incorrect. FHWA
classifies roads as interstates, other freeways & expressways, principal
arterials, minor arterials, major collectors, minor collectors, and local roads.
This section needs to be rewritten using language according to federal
criteria (for more information see
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway
functional classifications/section03.cfm). Specifically, what is depicted and
shown as "local" in the Level B plan more closely resembles "minor
collectors" according to federal criteria.
28 Page 41, Section 4.4.1:186 feet is an exceedingly large right-of-way. A
roadway this wide is challenging for pedestrians to cross, and would difficult
to integrate with activity centers. Please see comments below related to
activity centers, BRT, and median size.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Santolina 2016 Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Level B Master
Plan

Santolina 2016 Agreed, the text has been added.
Level B Master
Plan
Santolina 2016 Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Level B Master
Plan
Santolina 2016 Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Level B Master
Plan

N/A

The proposed ROW has additional width for sidewalks/path
compared to the LRTP guideline, so this accounts for some of
the additional width, as does the ROW provided for dual left
turn lanes. The typical sections have been reviewed to more
accurately considered curb and gutter and median curb
widths.

Staff Response

Status

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

Document to be
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modified
23 Page 37, Section 4.2.1: The phrase "once development occurs north of the
N/A
The Level A Master Plan Area extends past the 2040 horizon,
so this statement was presented in the context of post-2040
interstate" is inappropriate. There is currently no approved master plan in
roadway network requirements.
the area north of I-40 near Shelly Road and an interchange there is not listed
in the 2040 MTP. The federal long range transportation planning process
conducted by MRMPO will determine which transportation improvement
projects are prioritized in the future.
##
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30 Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please explain the purpose of a 30' wide median
on the principal and minor arterials. Is this to accommodate left-hand and
right-hand turn lanes at intersections? Or is this for the BRT routes to
accommodate station platforms? Or is this this space intended for future
expansion? This is a remarkably large median.

N/A

The LRTP guideline has an 18' median. As many of the
principal and minor arterial intersections are expected to
require dual left turn lanes, an additional 12' was added to
the LRTP guideline median.

31 Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: The cross sections on the arterials and collectors
show trail widths of 6'-10'. The AASHTO minimum trail width is 10', typically
trail widths range from 10' to 14'. The recommended clear sidewalk width in
urban areas is 10'. The bicycle lane width shown in the 4-lane minor arterial
cross section and the 4-lane collector cross sections meets LRTS
recommendations. For minor arterials and collectors, please consider having
the outside lane be wider (12') instead of the inside lane. This helps if transit
is provided along the roadway as it will most likely run in the outside lane.
Wider outside lanes also help with the level of comfort for bicyclists and
pedestrians and improve multi-modal level of service scores.

N/A

The typical sections has been revised accordingly.

32 Page 42, Section 4.4.1: It is difficult to understand the elements that will
make up a 77' or 99' right-of way for a 2-lane collector. The combined
minimum bicycle lane and parallel parking width needs to be 13'.This also is
an opportunity for back angle parking in urban areas.

N/A

These typical sections were based on the LRTP major collector
typical section, and include ROW widths for wider sidewalks,
as well as the possibility of a two-way left turn lane in the
median.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Staff Response

Status
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29 Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please relate the roadway cross-section design to
N/A
Agreed. We have developed a new cross section for major
streets adjacent to the Urban Center. We have developed a
the surrounding context by providing cross sections for roadways within
new cross section for the minor streets that pass through the
activity centers. Wider sidewalks in the urban, town and village centers are
Urban Center.
highly encouraged. For example, please consider a multi-way boulevard
where principal arterials boarder the urban center or the town center (see
Attachment 7.B). This would allow free flow of regional traffic while also
allowing access to the higher intensity adjacent land uses.
##
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34 Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The current transit centers are adjacent to minor
arterials within the Town Center and Urban Center. Please continue to plan
for minor arterial and collector roadways to be integrated within centers and
concentrations of employment and retail so that these roads can be used by
transit. At some point in a transit round-trip, transit users need to cross the
road to get to a bus stop. If transit routes are aligned on minor roadways,
then transit users do not have to cross regional principal arterials, which
improves pedestrian safety and the regional network traffic flow.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

N/A

Agreed.

Staff Response

Status
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33 Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The two transit routes entering into Santolina
2016 Santolina The typical sections were developed with the provision for
have been identified-Central Ave and Dennis Chaves Blvd. Please also take
Level B Master BRT in the future. A Gibson transit connection has been
added to the Transit section graphic and discussion, p. 45-47.
into consideration Gibson Blvd which could provide a connection to the
Plan and
Bridge/Westgate Route 54. Given the low density on Dennis Chavez Blvd the Transportation
Bridge/Westgate Route is probably more important than the Dennis Chavez
Master Plan
Blvd route. The likelihood of BRT within Santolina is minimal, and would be a
Technical
significantly lower priority than providing high-capacity and high-frequency
Appendix
service in more dense parts of the region with proven ridership. More
important than identifying routes is developing a roadway network that does
not preclude transit. The current proposed grid network with approximate
quarter mile spacing of the arterial & collector network goes a long way to
assist transit.
##
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Land Use Hearing
Department

Note Date

1

PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

2

PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

3

PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016
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As observed in the Level B Village Master Plan 21% of land use is proposed as 2016 Level B
We are working in coordination with
low density residential zones. Outdoor usage is the significant variable
Master Plan,
County Zoning on Design Standards to
between the identified land use classifications, particularly between low
Zoning Chapter supplement the Zoning Chapter of this
density and high density residential - there is generally less land to irrigate
Level B Plan to be incorporated as a
per unit within high density residential areas as compared to that of low
separate section, addressing low water
density and rural residential areas. Level B should incorporate design
usage landscaping in all zones, but
standards or criteria designed specifically to lower water usage for outdoor
specifically Low Density Residential
landscaping in Low Density Residential zones to meet 135gpcd 2024 ABCWUA
zones. Future residential development
Water Conservation Plan goal.
will be required to participate in the
Home Builders Association of Central
NM Build Green NM program. Standards
specifically address ABCWUA 2024
Water Conservation Plan goal to meet
135 GPCD.
Comments

Additionally landscape design standards with appropriate techniques and
2016 Level B
We are working in coordination with
specifications to address lower water usage should also be included.
Master Plan,
County Zoning on Design Standards to
Santolina Master Community will be located in an area with predominantly Zoning Chapter supplement the Zoning Chapter of this
silty and sandy soils, less than average precipitation, higher than average
Level B Plan for low water usage
temperatures and higher evapotranspiration rates compared to other parts
landscaping. Future residential
of the region. Outdoor water usage could be significantly higher than in other
development will be required to
participate in the Home Builders
service areas because of this natural variability. The Water Conservation Plan
Association of Central NM Build Green
should address exterior best management practices and design criteria
NM program. As requested, a revised
specific to the zone that significantly reduce water use and chemical use by
Water Conservation Plan (Chap 6,
proposed densities. For example soil amendment program, passive water
Section 1.4) will be supplied prior to the
harvesting, irrigation design standards and other techniques should be
June 26th Environment Hearing to
included to address water usage in landscape design.
address exterior best management
practices.
A good example of the level of detail and explanation of what is needed is
2016 Level B
We agree. A revised Water Conservation
provided in the Stormwater Master Plan. ln many instances, the techniques Master Plan,
Plan (Chap 6, Section 1.4) has been
Zoning Chapter provided and includes the level of detail
and approaches listed may serve both purposes, particularly as regards
outdoor water use and conservation. However, these elements should be
and explanation sought for by this
evaluated separately with respect to the use of reclaimed water and water
comment.
conservation principles. This would include separately addressing capture
and reuse of rooftop rain water capture from other site runoff which has to
be treated as stormwater runoff.
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4

PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

5

PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
Response
modified
SANTOLINA LEVEL B LAND USE PLAN
2016 Level B
The Zoning Chapter now includes 2024
p. 5 ABCWUA letter. The letter was adequate per CPC decision. However it is Master Plan,
Water Conservation goals for each land
not adequate for Level B approval a fully executed development agreement is Zoning Chapter use. Future residential development will
needed prior to approval. Zoning p.16 - The Level B Plan includes portions by
be required to participate in the Home
land type use Design principles, guidelines; and standards demonstrating how
Builders Association of Central NM Build
2024 Water Conservation goals are to be met should be included in the
Green NM program. Chapter 6, Section
proposed zoning for each land type use. That discussion probably should be
1.4 addresses how the ABCWUA's 2024
addressed in either Chapter 5 or Chapter 6.
goals will be met.
Comments

Stormwater Plan p.15. The MS4 permit requirements are briefly
2016 Level B
Additional narrative and design
summarized, but fail to mention post-construction stormwater management Master Plan,
standards has been included in the Level
requirements including on-site management of the 90th percentile storm
Zoning Chapter B Plan to address the use of LID
event, the need for post-construction and recurring inspection requirements,
techniques. A revised Stormwater Plan
and on-going mechanism to ensure effective post-construction operation and
will be supplied to address postmaintenance of best management practices. The details of these
construction stormwater management,
requirements can be addressed at Level C, but should be at least mentioned
impervious cover limitations, and
in passing at Level B.
removal/correction of the table
reference.
Stormwater Plan - p.15 The stated percentages listed in Table 4 should be
considered as maximum impervious cover limitations allowed. The use of LID
techniques implies that efforts, techniques, and approaches should strive to
minimize the amount of impervious cover, and particularly the amount of
directly connected impervious cover. Please address this table as maximum
anticipated impervious cover percentages and techniques that can be used to
address the high parking/paving percentages for commercial/industrial; and
low density mixed use, and educational/institutional. Also there is a
reference to a Table 22.13.1 that doesn't exist in this document.
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6

Department
PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
Response
modified
Water Master Plan p.10 How will reclaimed sewage for reuse purposes be
2016 Level B
We agree with the request for
used within the boundaries of this level B, given the lack of infrastructure in Master Plan,
additional clarity. Accordinlgly, further
the water plan to deliver the same? Where is the conceptual infrastructure Zoning Chapter explanation has been supplied to
identified to convey sewage to the potential future satellite Water
address the question of reclaimed
Reclamation plant in the southern portion of the Santolina Level A Plan Area
sewage infrastructure. Reclaimed
and or what is the phasing/ timeline to do so for this Level B plan? And on
(reuse) water distribution infrastructure
page 11 the timing of that construction should likely be included in the
will be provided in appropriate street
Development Agreement though here you say its to correspond with the
corridors at the time of initial
WRMS policy document. But you say later on page 11 that it may be
subdivision/site development activity.
available to the Santolina Level B Plan area will it or will it not be constructed
Additionally, please note that reclaimed
and available for this Level B plan area and if so, in which phasing?
water will not be available to Level B
until the Water Reclamation Plant is
installed in the Master Plan area (see
Level A plans), as can be seen in the
Level B Sewer Master Plan. A
Development Agreement with the
ABCWUA may have more to say about
specific timing of the Reclamation Plant.
Comments
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Comments

7

APS

2/9/2016

SPR2016-0001 Santolina is a Level A Master Planned Community that is
approximately 13,851 acres, and is bounded by Interstate 40 to the north,
118th Street and the escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa
on the south and the escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on
the west The master planned area (Level A) will consist of 34,000 residential
units built out over the next 40-50 years.
After approval of the Level A Master Planned Community in June 2015, the
developer is currently requesting approval for Phase 1 Level B Master
Planned Community. This phase will include 9,444 dwelling units and will
encompass 4,243 acres. Santolina development (Level A Master Plan) will
impact G.I Sanchez ES, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, Atrisco Heritage
Academy HS and West Mesa HS. Currently, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS
and Atrisco Heritage HS enrollments exceed capacity; these schools are
overcrowded.
Albuquerque Public Schools recently built and opened George I. Sanchez K-8
school in 2015-16 to address growth and overcrowding of schools in the
southwest quadrant of the District.
In addition, with the recent passage of the Bond/Mil Levy 2016 election, APS
will continue plans to construct a new K-8 school to alleviate current
overcrowding in the Northwest; and specifically, to relieve overcrowding at
Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, and SR Marmon ES.

8

APS

2/9/2016

To address overcrowding at schools noted in the table above, APS will
explore various alternatives. A combination or all of the following options
may be utilized to relieve overcrowded schools.
(i) Provide new capacity (long term solution)
a. Construct new schools or additions
b. Add portables
c. Use of non-classroom spaces for temporary classrooms
d. Lease facilities
e. Use other public facilities

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
modified
N/A
We agree.

N/A

We agree.

Response
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9

Department
APS

10 APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

2/9/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Comments
(ii) Improve facility efficiency (short term solution)
a. Schedule Changes
i. Double sessions
ii. Multi-track year-round
b. Other
1. Float teachers (flex schedule)
(iii) Shift students to Schools with Capacity (short term solution)
a. Boundary Adjustments/Busing
b. Grade reconfiguration
(iv) Combination of above strategies

Document to be
modified
N/A
We agree.

All planned additions to existing educational facilities are contingent upon
taxpayer approval
(i) APS finds that the residential development of 34,000 housing units
N/A
proposed by the Santolina Master Plan Level A would generate 15,846 K-12
students at build out. These students would need taxpayer approved school
facilities at a cost of $587 million (does not account for cost of land) in
today's dollars for construction of 13 elementary schools, 3 middle schools,
and 2 high schools.
(ii) APS would need approximately 366 acres to develop the 18 schools
needed to serve the Santolina Level A Master Development Plan at full build
out.

Response

We have been in coordination with APS
throughout this Level B Plan process.
We are in discussions with APS to
ensure effective planning of future
facilities within the Level B Plan area.
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Document to be
modified
N/A
We agree.

11 APS

2/9/2016

The following is an addendum to Albuquerque Public Schools comments for
SPR2016-0001, a request for approval of Phase 1 Level B Santolina Master
Planned Community.
(i) This Phase 1 Level B plan covers 28% of the entire Level A Santolina Master
Planned community in terms of dwelling units.
(ii) APS will be contacting WAHL and seeking to find a consensual and
collaborative process that will facilitate the smooth provision of school sites
and to possibly obtain assistance from WAHL with the building of schools in
the subject area.
(iii)According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan; the District
would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school
and one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to
deliver a K8 instructional model, this would call for two (2) K-8 schools and
one half (.5) of a High School. APS will provide educational program models
that are cost effective and in alignment with the District Curriculum models
of instruction. See Attachment for further comments

12 MRCOG

2/11/2016

GENERAL COMMENTS
N/A
MRMPO concerns are largely related to the size of the Level B Plan Area. At
4,243 acres, it is nearly one third of Santolinas total 13,851 acres. The
Planned Communities Criteria (PCC) indicates that Level B Plans are to be
submitted for Village Master Plans, Community Center, Employment Center,
or Urban Center Plans, and that these plans are typically 650 to 1200 acres in
size (PCC, page 38). Having an appropriately sized Level B Plan is important
because, in the case of Santolina, the Level B plans are equated with phasing
(Level A Plan, page 35). If the Santolina Level B Plan is approved at the
currently proposed size, MRMPO strongly recommends a more detailed
phasing strategy to ensure predictable and contiguous development, as well
as to evaluate important benchmarks (see comments for SANTOLINA Level B
MASTER PLAN, pages 80-84). A detailed phasing strategy for the Level B
Master Plan would alleviate the majority of MRMPO concerns. Closely related
to phasing, MRMPO is concerned about different stages of development of
roadways within Santolina during the course of its development: Specifically
MRMPO has concerns regarding funding of roadway widening projects, and
how multi-modal elements will be accommodated at each stage of roadway
development. (see comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER PLAN
UPDATED TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN, page 17).

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Response

As part of this Level B Plan, we are
allocating approximately 1,000 acres, or
22% of the Plan area, to Open Space.
Additionally, this level B Plan includes
the entire Town Center that will serve
all of Santolina at full buildout. We
recognize that the Town Center will
develop over the life of the project. In
order to meet the benchmarks set out
by the Level A Development Agreement,
we are allocating approximately 45% of
the Level B Plan area to support
institutional, commercial, and
businesses.
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2/11/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
Response
modified
MRMPO is concerned about certain design elements of Santolina in the Level N/A
We are working in coordination with
B Master Plan. MRMPO is very encouraged to see the high level of nonCounty Zoning on Design Standards to
residential land uses proposed in the Level B Master Plan. As was
supplement the Zoning Chapter of this
demonstrated by the Level A Transportation plan, the development of these
Level B Plan. The addition of these
non-residential uses will be critical to performance of the surrounding
standards will alleviate these concerns.
regional roadway network. MRMPO is also encouraged to see a variety of
housing densities proposed in the Level B plan and the close proximity of
housing to services. This will help shorten automobile trips as well as make
alternative transportation options, such as walking, biking, and future transit,
more viable. However, MRMPO is concerned that the proposed zoning will
be inadequate to ensure the development of certain aspects of the built
environment envisioned in the Level A Plan (see comments for SANTOLINA
LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, page 12, and pages 16-31).
Comments

Staff Response
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Page 4, Section 1.2.1: This is the only mention of the Jobs-housing ratio in the Level B N/A
It is anticipated that any further refinement of this shall
Plan, and does not provide any additional information other than what is found in the
be addressed in the Level B Development Agreement.
Level A Development Agreement.
Comments

2

Condition #2 of the Findings and Conditions passed with the Level A Plan states that
N/A
"A plan for attaining the ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans, such that
the anticipated job development shall occur in relation to residential development."

Please see our response to the Level A Conditions of
Approval included as part of this Matrix.

3

Pages 8-14, Section 1.5.1 and all of Chapter 2: MRMPO is very encouraged to see the N/A
high level of nonresidential land uses proposed in the Level B Master Plan. As is
demonstrated by the Level A Transportation Plan, the development of these nonresidential uses will be critical to performance of the surrounding regional roadway
network as Santolina develops. MRMPO is also encouraged to see a variety of housing
densities proposed in the Level B plan and the close proximity of housing to needed
services. This will help shorten automobile trips as well as make alternative
transportation options, such as walking, biking, and future transit, more viable.
MRMPO is also very encouraged to see that each proposed elementary school is
located along an open space trail, separate from automobile traffic. This will provide
safe opportunities to for students to walk and bike to school, helping to address public
health issues articulated in the 2040 MTP (Section 3.8).

We Agree.

4

Page 11, Section 2.2.2: The boundaries of the Residential Village Centers, which have 2016 Level B
zoning implications described in Chapter 3, are not clearly defined in the Level B Plan. Master Plan

The Residential Village Boundaries are based off of the
approved Level A Land Use Plan and are also shown in
Exhibit 3 of this Level B Plan.

5

Page 12, Section 2.2.3: MRMPO has concerns about the proposal for a Primary
N/A
Education Campus and a Secondary Education Campus in the Urban Center District.
The character of the Urban Center will be critical to the success of the multi-modal
transportation system. In the Level A Plan, the Urban Center is described on page 44
as "a dynamic, high-density core where office, commercial, civic, educational, multifamily residential, retail and entertainment uses come together and serves as a
destination for residents to live, work, shop and play. It is defined by a tight network
of streets, wide sidewalks, tree lined streets, unique architectural elements, street
furnishings, pedestrian scale elements and urban green space." While educational land
uses are among those listed above, the character described is that of an integrated
urban environment. MRMPO is not concerned with the proposed educational land use
itself, but rather how well it will be integrated into the urban center environment
described in the Level A Plan. Underlying these concerns is that recent secondary and
primary education developments have not been designed in a way that would fit with
the described character of the Urban Center District.

We have been in coordination with APS thorughout this
Level B process. We are in discussion with APS/CNM to
ensure effective planning of future facilities within the
Level B Plan area.

Printed on: 6/30/2016
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Rather, these developments have been built in a suburban style, with closed access,
2016 Level B
We have updated the land use map to indicate general
and are not wellintegrated with the surrounding environment (see Attachment 1).
Master Plan
school locations that are based on our conversations with
MRMPO believes that, in order to fit into the vision of the Urban Center described in
APS. The Urban Center Land uses have also been revised
Level A, the proposed educational uses must be developed in and urban style with a
to include a more general office/institutional, and
pedestrian campus, and must be fitted to the Urban Center District as described (see
education area with additional roadways to better
Attachments 2 and 3). MRMPO is also concerned about the size of the proposed
facilitate the grid in this area. This also reduces the size of
education campuses, which totals 177.9 acres (91.3 primary education campus, 86.6
the land use blocks to a more urban framework. This
secondary education campus). For reference, that is slightly larger than the of portion
allows flexibility per our evolving coordination with
UNM main campus bounded by Central Aye, Campus Blvd/Las Lomas Rd, University
APS/CNM. We have included institutional/civic uses in
Blvd, and Girard Blvd 172.04 acres, see Attachment 4).
this land use area.
Comments

Pages 16-31, all of Chapter 3: The Level A Master Plan states on page 29 that the
2016 Level B
activity centers in Santolina are intended to "serve as vibrant, transit-oriented urban Master Plan
places that encourage walking to destinations throughout each center." This vision is
complemented in several other places in the Level A Plan that show the intention to
use innovative land use planning strategies in Santolina including formbased zoning
(pages 42, 53), transit oriented development or TOD (pages 43, 44, 53) and mixed-use
development (pages 31,43, 44, 52). These strategies are important tools that are
becoming more widely used across the nation to create built environments that
support multi-modal transportation systems.
However, the zoning proposed in the Level B Plan is largely based on traditional singleuse Euclidian zoning with some variation by district, and there is no mention of TOD or
form-based zoning. Certain zoning categories in the proposed Level B Plan do allow for
mixed-use, but only as a conditional use. MRMPO recommends, per their mention in
the Level A Plan, that TOD and form-based zoning strategies be articulated in the Level
B Plan. MRMPO also recommends an incorporation of a true mixed-use zone, and that
mixed-use be considered a permissive use where it is currently designated a
conditional use in the Level B Plan. These concerns apply in particular to the Urban
Center and Village Center Districts. For reference, the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan
submitted diagrams and tables to articulate building form dimensions (see
Attachment 5). Also for reference, the draft (October 2015) zoning districts proposed
for the city of Albuquerque's Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO) provide a good
example of how mixed-use zoning strategies can be implemented (see Attachment 6).

Printed on: 6/30/2016

We have provided language in the Land Use Chapter that
addresses Transit Oriented Development. The Santolina
Master Plan envisions a mixed-use community of nonresidential and residential uses that are further defined in
the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan. We have also
included Design Standards to ensure that the future built
environment supports this mixed-use vision.
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8

Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please relate the roadway cross-section design to the
surrounding context by providing cross sections for roadways within activity centers.
Wider sidewalks in the urban, town and village centers are highly encouraged. For
example, please consider a multi-way boulevard where principal arterials boarder the
urban center or the town center (see Attachment 7.B). This would allow free flow of
regional traffic while also allowing access to the higher intensity adjacent land uses.

9

Page 47, Section 4.6.2: The open space network has the opportunity to provide an off- N/A
street trail network that makes highly meaningful connections (to the urban center,
village centers, office parks and schools) as well as integrating and connecting with
residential development to make for a high quality of life. Depending how the open
space trail network interfaces with residences and with roadway crossings, this trail
system could provide a locally unique non-motorized network, particularly since it
penetrates the urban center from three different directions. MRMPO encourages
further planning and development of the open space network to make meaningful
connections and foster public space, where people will want to live, travel and
recreate. The on-street bikeway network in Exhibit 12 goes above and beyond the
Long Range Bikeway System. If the gridded street network continues for the southern
portion of Santolina in future Level B submittals, MRMPO expects the on-street
bikeway network to be included.

10 Page 77, Section 7.6: Remove two references to the MRCOG 2040 projected
2016 Level B
population on this page. The connotation is that the need for new schools within the Master Plan
Santolina Master Plan area is determined by our projections, and that is not the case.

As future Level B Master Plan areas are submitted,
additional on-street bike and pedestrian network will be
provided, as they are included in the typical roadway
sections.

These references have been removed.

Staff Response

Status
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N/A
We have provided three new roadway cross-section
designs that address this comment and various design
considerations.

##
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Topic

1

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

It could be argued, given the goals of the request and for the Reserve Area,
that a greater variety of uses and descriptions of them could be provided
either in the Land Use Chapter, or in the Zoning Code for Santolina.
Additional details could also be provided for how all of these connect to the
wider area in which the site is located.

2

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

Types of and density/scale of land uses and zoning should be clearer and
2016 Level B
"We have been in coordination with the
consistent. The Santolina Level B Master Plan provides a more detailed Land Master Plan,
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Use Map and details for each of the land uses than the Level A Plan.
Zoning Chapter Chapter. We have worked closely with
However, more detailed information could be provided in the current
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
request about the more specific land uses and densities within Santolina Land
on our discussion and her comments.
Use Areas - for the various areas or neighborhoods that will develop with
We havemet 2-3 times a week during
residential uses, with some additional parameters for density (e.g., average,
the month of June to revise the zoning
maximum). Areas that may be of mixed use or mixed densities, or areas that
chapter. We have submitted this
should have residential (urban center, town center) are not detailed as such
chapter as part of the redline to the
in the plan. It is still not clear if residential use will be allowed in the Town
level B plan document."
Center.

3

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

The information listed in the Level B Plan for density under zoning (up to 50 2016 Level B
We have provided narrative and a table
dwelling units per acre) should be described ( e.g., in a table or map) in a
Master Plan,
as part of Chapter 2 Land Use Tables 3 &
manner that demonstrates the development will not exceed the 3 dwellings Zoning Chapter 4 to indicate how we will not exceed the
per acre limit in the Reserve Area. Based on the information provided staff in
3 du/acre limit for the Reserve Area.
the Level B Plan, a density higher and number of dwelling units could be
achieved than the approximate 9,444 units stated in the plan (page 4).

Printed On: 6/30/2016

Comments

Response

2016 Level B
"We have been in coordination with the
Master Plan,
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Zoning Chapter Chapter. We have worked closely with
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
on our discussion and her comments.
We havemet 2-3 times a week during
the month of June to revise the zoning
chapter. We have submitted this
chapter as part of the redline to the
level B plan document."

Staff Response
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Topic

4

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

Additional information could also be given about the different characteristics 2016 Level B
This Level B Plan builds off of the
of business, commercial, and industrial areas, including the range of Floor
Master Plan,
general intent and vision of the Level A
Area Ratios, and commercial building size. Zoning information for some of
Zoning Chapter Plan. We have been in coordination with
the County Zoning Manager on revisions
the new land use areas, such as open space, educational campus are not
to the Zoning Chapter (see previous
provided or consistent with the Level A Plan. Some particular land uses that
previous response). We have included
fall in the residential areas or more intense land use areas such as town
definitions, where needed,
center and business park could be identified or described following the
original zoning chapter in the Level A Plan (see pages 43-53), Level A Plan. It is
following/referenced the County Zoning
not clear if the definitions of land uses included in the Zoning in the Level A
Code (when available).
Plan should apply to the Level B Plan and will be added to or if the Level B
Zoning will adhere to the definitions, land uses, and procedures in the County
Zoning Code. Site characteristics and Design Features as in the Level A PC
zoning Chapter also do not appear to be carried through into the Level B
Zoning.

5

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

Address Compatibility of Land Uses as in the Land Use Plan. The proposed 2016 Level B
We have provided additional narrative
Land Use areas in the Santolina Plan Level B Plan are limited in number and Master Plan,
to address the compatibility of land
are presented as discrete zones. More information could be provided on how Zoning Chapter uses. We have also addressed horizontal
the zones articulate with each other ( e.g., residential and industrial). There
mixed-use and vertical mixed-use as
could also be discussion of how mixed use areas will be achieved or if there
well as land use connectivity
will be transitional areas between more intense and less intense uses within
considerations.
or on the edges of the site. In addition, information could be provided about
how the development will articulate in areas of existing development-e.g.,
along West Central Ave. and the 1-40 Frontage Rd. where there already exists
various developments, and some parcels connect to these roads while others
do not.

6

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

Although the Master Plan proposes mixed uses, and states it will meet the
other requirements of the Reserve Area, such as self-sufficiency, protecting
the non-urban development, and being bounded by open space, additional
information could be provided.

Printed On: 6/30/2016

Comments

Response
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We have included additional language in
Master Plan,
the Land Use Chapter that speaks to
Zoning Chapter mixed-use development and Transit
Orient Development.
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Topic

7

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

It appears that a majority of the property in the Level B Plan falls within the
Reserve (3.0 dwelling units per acre density) or the Rural Area (1 dwelling
unit per acre). The request shows the intent to meet this requirement, with
approximately 9,444 dwelling units proposed on 4,243 acres (shown at
approximately 2.23 dwelling units per acre). However, as stated above given
the proposed zoning (Zoning Chapter) - with possible densities of up to 30 or
even 50 dwelling units per acre, the applicant will need to demonstrate how
the allowed gross density will not be exceeded. Staff comment: In order to
ensure this overall allowed density is maintained, staff recommends more
specific information be provided on the land use map or in a table that
shows: Average and maximum residential densities in each of the land use
areas. Allocation of the residential units allowed by the Comprehensive Plan
in each of the land use areas.

2016 Level B
Master Plan,
Land Use
Chapter

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

8

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

Policy c states development within Reserve Area shall take place either in
accordance with an approved planned community master plan (up to three
dwelling units per acre), or in accordance with the standards applicable to
Rural Areas. It should be stressed that if the Master Plan fails to meet the
criteria, the policies for the Rural Area are used instead of those of the
Reserve Area. If this is the case, the allowable density would be
approximately one dwelling unit per acre. The Reserve area thus creates a
density bonus when the policies are complied with. Staff comment: ensure
the allotted density is maintained in the development of Santolina.

2016 Level B
Master Plan,
Land Use
Chapter

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

9

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

2017 Level B
Master Plan,
Land Use
Chapter

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type. The
preparation of a Level B Development
Agreement is underway.

10 Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

In summary, more information is needed on the specific land use and
densities for the Santolina site with reference to their compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies. It appears that the proposed
residential density for the site could exceed that allowed by the
Comprehensive Plan. In addition, a conceptual development agreement
eventually will need to be provided to show the willingness and ability of the
developer to implement the land uses and infrastructure proposed in the
Level B Plan.
Land Use - Activity Centers - designates existing and future activity centers
and corridors in Bernalillo County----on a map and in terms of a hierarchy of
centers with specific features (see p.19, Plan). This section could be further
addressed in the Santolina Level B Plan, which has different types of
commercial and activity centers. It might be helpful to situate the
development within the framework provided for Activity Centers in the
Comprehensive Plan. In some locations within the Level B plan area, it is not
clear where the Village Centers or Neighborhood Centers are located.

2018 Level B
Master Plan,
Land Use
Chapter

This has been more clearly identified in
the introduction to the zoning chapter.

Printed On: 6/30/2016
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11 Land Use &
Zoning

Hearing Date
5/26/2016

Comments

Document to be
modified

Response

IV. Zoning Ordinance/ The Planned Community Zoning for Santolina has been 2016 Level B
We have included narrative in Chapter 8
established with the approval of the Level A Plan. However, the request must Master Plan,
(Approval Process) that speaks to future
continue to address the requirements specified in the Planned Communities Zoning Chapter Level B Plans.
Zone. The request appears to be relatively consistent with Section 19.5
The size of this Level B plan is only
(Planned Community Zone) for a large-scale community. However, the
slightly larger than and comparable to
request may be larger than the village or employment center type
the first two Level B plans at Mesa Del
development that is identified in both the Level B Planned Communities
Sol. The reason for this is to follow
Criteria and those for Level B development in the B Zoning, where the typical
through on two seperate commitments
Village size range is 650 to 1200 acres. The applicant will also need to clarify
mad as part of the Level A Plan process.
that other Level B Plans will be submitted, with appropriate naming, for the
1. To preserve the La Ceja Escarpment
remaining portions of the Santolina development.
(almost 1,000 acres of Open Space is
preserved), and
2. The designation of a significant
acreage to job producing land uses.

12 Hearings 1,2, & 3

It appears that these criteria do serve as a guideline for the Santolina Level B N/A
Plan, but that more information is needed to show that they have been
adequately addressed. As noted in the above comments related to the
'Reserve Area' and also shown in staff and agency comments below, a more
detailed analysis of the Level B Santolina Master Plan should be provided for
each of the areas
-Land use
-Environment and Open Space
-Transportation system
-Government and Public Service
In addition, because of limited time to review the Plan and the application,
staff will need to provide additional analysis and comments specifically
related to the Planned Communities Criteria in the subsequent staff report.

We have reviewed the subsequent Staff
Report and feel that we have address
initial and new comments raised
regarding Land Use and Zoning.

13 Hearings 1,2, & 4

V. Southwest Area Plan/Westside Strategic Plan -The Southwest Area Plan
N/A
and the Westside Strategic Plan both recognize the importance of Master
Planned Communities for the vacant areas within the Southwest Area/West
Side. They also recognize the importance of attention to environmental
issues and jobs development, and location of industrial development and
design. It would appear the Santolina Level A Master Plan generally addresses
policies in the Southwest Area Plan and the Westside Strategic Plan.

We agree.

Printed On: 6/30/2016
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1

Department
Fire

Note Date
1/28/2016

Comments
Final plans of the water supply system for fire protection shall be submitted
to the Fire Marshal's Office for Review and approval.

Document to be
Response
modified
BHI
We agree. The FMO may review these
Level C plans when available/approved
by the ABCWUA.

Development Shall meet the requirements of the Fire code with adopted
amendments at time of build out.
PW Development
Review

2/1/2016

3

PW Development
Review

2/1/2016

4

PW Development
Review

2/1/2016

3) Page 55 - Exhibits 14 and 15 appear to be missing from the pdf copy of the BHI
plan.

We have supplied these Exhibits.

5

PW Development
Review

2/1/2016

4) Page 56 - Copy construction phased practices to Terrain Management
BHI
section from LID section. Also discuss limiting development in sensitive areas
such as the escarpment areas as a Terrain Management practice.

We agree and have revised accordingly.

6

PW Development
Review

2/1/2016

5) Page 58 - Revise references to First Flush, two yr. storm volumes and 0.5'' BHI
of rainfall to more precise EPA Water Quality Volume.
As this area is currently outside the defined "Urban Area" the 90th percentile
storm rainfall event presented in the EPA technical document is not be
appropriate.

We agree and have revised accordingly.

7

PW Development
Review

2/1/2016

The rainfall event that initiates runoff for this area should be determined at
this time and used to determine required EPA Water Quality Volumes in the
LEVEL C plans. This method is acceptable under e terms of the Bernalillo
County MS4 permit and is preferred. See "Estimating Predevelopment
Hydrology in the Middle Rio Grande Watershed, New Mexico" (Kosco et al.,
201 ) for the accepted methodology to do this.

We agree, and have determined this
new rainfall value. We have supplied
this value.

COMMENTS FOR LEVEL B PLAN
1) Page 53 - see "Compliance with MS4 permit requirements, as adopted by
the County for individual non-residential tracts. Includes requirements that
tracts are designed to retain the 90th percentile storm event". Revise to
include residential lots also as any development, residential or commercial,
over 1 acre will be required to comply with our MS4 water quality
requirements.
2) Page 54 and other locations - Remove the term "First Flush" and replace
with "EPA Water Quality Volume".
First Flush is not a defined volume.

Staff Response

Status

We agree.

2

Printed on: 6/30/2016

6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

BHI

We agree and have revised accordingly.
See page 64 of the Revised Level B
Master Plan.

BHI

We agree and have revised accordingly.

BHI
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8

PW Development
Review

2/1/2016

9

PW Development
Review

2/9/2016

10 PW Development
Review

2/9/2016

11 PW Development
Review

2/9/2016

12 PW Development
Review

2/9/2016

13 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Document to be
Response
modified
6) Discuss the possibility of 100% water harvesting within the playa basins
BHI
100% harvesting within the basin is
due to not having to deliver water to the Rio Grande in these basins.
planned and identified in the Master
Plan. Harvesting will occur onsite and
offsite relative to individual site
development characteristics and in
accordance with Bernalillo County MS4
permit.
COMMENTS FOR SANTOLINA LEVEL B DRAINAGE MASTER PLAN AND
BHI
We generally agree. We will seek to
TERRAIN MANAGEMANT PLAN
"incise" the impoundments to the
I) Part of the "concept" of this Level B master plan is to have temporary
extent possible, and whenever possible,
impoundments constructed with engineered earthen berms. Bernalillo
and/or provide/import the appropriate
County would prefer fully incised impoundments as the Bernalillo County Soil
engineered dam construction material.
Survey indicates that the soils in the Santolina area are not well suited for
dam construction.
Comments

2) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated BHI
"Urban Area",
Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply calculations for "PreDevelopment Hydrology" using the methodology indicated in EPA Publication
Number 832R-14-007. This pre-development hydrology will be used to
calculate the required water quality volumes needed to mimic predevelopment conditions. The discussion regarding the 0.44 inch storm needs
to be revised.
3) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from a BHI
basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An undisturbed
basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter from the
basin. The MS4 permit address the concept of "pre-development hydrology"
or the point at which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as the water
quality volume. An undisturbed basin will not have a water quality volume.

We agree, and this determination has
already been made and will be supplied.

Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for postBHI
development water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan by
using "water quality volume" in place of first flush.
WATER MASTER PLAN
BHI
Water Master Plan p. 3 bullet list. Condition & specifies consideration of
direct and indirect potable reuse as one of the elements for the
Development Agreement. It should specifically be included in this bullet list,
accordingly, as it is a summary of Condition 8, which is not yet satisfied.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

We agree.

Staff Response

Status
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Document to be
Response
modified
Water Master Plan p.4, next of last P. The preceding paragraphs are short on BHI
We agree and will revise accordingly.
a description of approaches used to achieve the 135 gpcd goal by existing
users. It fails to identify which of WATER MASTER PLAN those might be
incorporated as design criteria for this Level B. This paragraph calls out the
opportunity to utilize new development standards and practices to achieve
significant water savings over time, but fails to identify what those may be.
Please identify and discuss these new development building standards and
practices as part of the Water Conservation Plan section for each type of land
use. Also if existing system users can achieve 135 gpcd, as stated as having
already occurred, and the WRMS draft indicates that new construction is
expected to use between 25 to 50 percent less water relative to existing
residential properties, than that expectation should be expressed in Santolina
water conservation goals and the design criteria used to achieve should be
conceptually identified at Level B and identified in the Water Conservation
Plan.
Comments

14 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

15 PW Natural
Resources

2/9/2016

Water Master Plan p.4 the potential for utilizing water reclamation
BHI
methodologies is mentioned here. However, the water conservation plan fails
to discuss this opportunity, specify design criteria for doing so, does not
specify expected opportunities in this Level B plan to do so, and the water
use plan for this Level B shows no infrastructure for implementing this
opportunity.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied.

16 PW Natural
Resources

2/9/2016

Please revise the water system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure BHI
and provide and indication of what phasing will incorporate the use of the
reclaimed water which will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build
out water use estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied.

17 PW Natural
Resources

2/9/2016

Water Master Plan p.5 continue the conservation practices. Please specify
which practices Santolina should continue.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

18 PW Natural
Resources

2/9/2016

Water Master Plan p.5. The development agreement required in Condition 8 BHI
is needed to ensure that ABCWUA is in conceptual agreement with the Level
A and Level B master plan. There is no assurance to the County that the
proposed Level B water infrastructure is satisfactory to the ABCWUA as this
involved cross-trunk connection and jumping of development across multiple
pressure zones rather than successive development to higher zones albeit it
is consistent with the Level A approach previously approved by the BCC.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

BHI

The ABCWUA and the developer are
reviewing and studying the water
infrastructure at this time (including the
above raised funding and phasing
issues). The BCC condition refers to
sequential extension of infrastructure
based on location of existing
infrastructure (not successive zone-byzone extension).

Staff Response

Status
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Document to be
Response
modified
Water Master Plan p.5, last bullet. That statement is made that service
BHI
We will provide additional clarity.
approach includes participation in new water supply acquisition by paying a
The intent here is to say that water
Water Supply Charge, which is of course allowable ABCWUA policy for new
supply (however acquired) will be
development. However, on page 7, the document indicates that water
generally delivered via existing
supply will generally come from outside the Level A Plan Area from existing
infrastructure (and also new
infrastructure. If existing sources are available and adequate, then one or the
infrastructure).
other of these statements needs to be revised.
Comments

19 PW Natural
Resources

2/10/2016

20 PW Natural
Resources

2/10/2016

Water Master Plan p.6 Water Conservation Plan. This section is inadequate BHI
and needs to address Santolina specific design criteria that are above and
beyond the Bernalillo County Water Conservation Ordinance. As this is a large
and very large user (i.e., a Master Plan) a water conservation plan identifying
techniques; approaches, design criteria, and water use goals for various
water land use sectors as laid out in the WRMS need to be provided and tied
back to the various criteria - show us what you are going to do to meet the
reductions specified in the WRMS. For example landscape design standards
with appropriate techniques and specifications to address lower water usage
should be included in this session.

The interpretation of the Ordinance's
"large user" as being equal to a Level A
"Master Plan" requires further
discussion. It seems logical that Level C
plans should address "techniques,
approaches, etc." that can be relevant
to the "large user" specifics. The Level A
conditions allow for Level C compliance
with this comment. The BCC Level A
condition references "prior to Level B
approval".

21 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Condition 9 is dependent on the approved ABCWUA development agreement BHI
being provided prior to a Level B approval. Without submittal of such an
agreement, the water use and phasing cannot be placed in context of the
2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

22 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

There is no clear explanation of how the proposed phasing fits within the
Goal and Program Update.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

Printed on: 6/30/2016
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There is no discussion or design criteria listed which aligns with the new
BHI
We agree and will supply additional
program elements listed in that plan such as xeriscaping requirements or
information, upon completion of
installation of rainwater harvesting. Figure 1 of the goals and updates call
current agreements/discussions with
for reuse and recycling, yet this Level B does not identify how or when this
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
might be implemented. Consistent with Table 1 and Figure 6 of the Goals and
plans will be supplied at that time.
Update, the Level B plans are expected to provide a breakdown of expected
water use by land use type and proposed design criteria that will be
incorporated in to each type of land use to achieve or maintain the ABCWUA
2024 water usage of 135 GPCD.
Comments

23 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

24 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Condition 10. Compliance with Condition 10 has not been satisfied. The
BHI
section of the Water Master Plan (p.6) captioned as Water Conservation Plan
is inadequate and is a solely a summary of existing Water Conservation
Ordinance requirements. No additional concepts or measures needed to
meet the planned water use of 135 gpcd have been identified in this Level B.
This need for revision is consistent with Level B criteria. for land use wherein
there is to be definition of important design characteristics, including
streetscapes, setbacks, landscaping, parking, etc.

(1) We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures are being
required by this Master Plan (though
they may be encouraged on a Level C
plan basis).
(3) 135 qpcd already met under existing
Water Conservation ordinances.
Additional conservation requirements
are not presented here, but are subject
to future County and ABCWUA
regulation changes.

25 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

The Water Conservation Plan (which can be used across several Level B plan BHI
submittals, and modified as needed for submittal specifics) should address by
design principles, standards, or guidelines how the development is going to
ensure compliance with ABCWUA and Bernalillo County water conservation
provisions, guidelines and design standards and the related development
agreements. For instance, Level A plans mention water reuse, to the Level B
plan should include indirect potable reuse as more than just a remote
possibility. One would expect at Level B to see more detail and conceptual
infrastructure to address eventual water reuse, for example a design criteria
that all development would be constructed with piping to allow future
introduction of water reuse.

(1) We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures over and
above current County Ordinances, are
being required (though may be
encouraged), though specific future
Level C or Level B plans may do so.
(3) 135 qped has already been met
(even with old water technology).

Printed on: 6/30/2016
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Comments

Document to be
Response
modified
BHI
We agree and will revise accordingly.

26 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Stormwater System Design Approach page 53 Compliance with MS4 permit
requirements, as adopted by the County for individual non-residential tracts.
Language must be corrected to read Compliance with MS4 permit
requirements, as adopted by the County for all new development and
redevelopment projects that disturb greater than or equal to one acre,
including projects less than one acre that are part of a larger common plan of
development or sale.

27 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

We agree and will revise accordingly.

28 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Terrain Management p.60 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils,
BHI
and other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important
site features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils to
wind erosion, their locations within the Level B plan, and the particular
techniques that will be used to prevent excess wind erosion during
construction and development.
Water System Planning page 63 The proposed Santolina Level B Water
BHI
System remains consistent with the system as proposed with the Level A
Master Plan approval. Level B does not incorporate into the water and
wastewater design maps a reclamation/reuse plan nor does it incorporate
the infrastructures to deliver the reclaimed/reused water. Please revise the
water system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure and provide an
indication of what phasing/timing will incorporate the use of the reclaimed
water which will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build out water
use estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

29 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan - p.5 High density urban development results in increased BHI
impervious area, leading to increased runoff volumes and velocities.
Accordingly, reduced application of the water harvesting principles is counter
intuitive the MS4 permit specifies system alternatives, but only if on-site
measures cannot be obtained. Only alternatives demonstrated and allowed
by the MS4 permit will be considered at the Level C review.

We agree.

30 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan P.11 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils, and
BHI
other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important site
features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils, their
locations within the Level B plan, and the particular techniques that will be
used to prevent excess wind erosion during development.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
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31 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

32 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Comments

Document to be
Response
modified
BHI
We agree and will revise accordingly.

Stormwater Plan p13 - The MS4 permit requirement is for on-site
management of the 90th percentile storm. Because of the west mesa
location of this development, the applicant needs to define and develop the
numeric values for runoff using the methodology specified EPA 832-R-14-007
and using site appropriate data. This may be in excess of the 0.44-inch storm
event or other first-flush volumes called out in the DPM and in the
Stormwater Master Plan.
Stormwater Plan p.15. The MS4 permit requirements are briefly
CP/BHI
summarized, but fail to mention post-construction stormwater management
requirements including on-site management of the 90th percentile storm
event, the need for post-construction and recurring inspection requirements,
and on-going mechanism to ensure effective post-construction operation and
maintenance of best management practices. The details of these
requirements can be addressed at Level C, but should be at least mentioned
in passing at Level B.

Additional narrative and design
standards will be added to the Level B
Plan to address the use of LID
techniques.

Staff Response

Status

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

Government Public Services Hearing

For Hearing on July 12, 2016 Page
41
Packet Pg. 2048

##
1
2

Comments
SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER PLAN UPDATED TRANSPORTATION MASTER
PLAN (JAN 22.2016)
Pages 80-84, Section 8.2: MRMPO is generally concerned that the Level B
Plan does not provide enough detail in the development phasing chapter.
This makes it difficult to assess the overall concept of the Level B Plan. The
PCC states that the Level B development agreement should contain a more
detailed phasing plan than what was is in the Level A (PCC, page 40). The
proposed Level B Plan shows only two phases, a 2025 phase and a 2040
phase. It is critical to have appropriately sized phases because Level B Plans
include an analysis of important performance benchmarks including the
jobs/housing balance (Level A Plan, page 35) and "no net expense" policy
(Level A Development Agreement, page 9). If the proposed Level B Master
Plan is approved with its current boundaries, MRMPO requests a more
detailed phasing strategy where such performance benchmarks can be
evaluated (for reference, the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan included four phases
for development, see Attachment 8).

Printed on: 6/30/2016
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Santolina Level B Master Plan MRCOG Comments
Document to be
modified

CP/GDC

Response
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To address the phasing of development within this Master
Plan area, we have provided additional narrative to be
included as part of section 8.2 of the Level B Plan. As part of
the material we prepared for the Land Use and Zoning CPC
Hearing, we submitted this new redline on May 6, 2016.
Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

Government Public Services Hearing

For Hearing on July, 2016 Page
42
Packet Pg. 2049

##

Topic

Hearing Date

6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Staff Comments
Comments

Document to be
modified

Response

1

Environment & 6/23/2016
Open Space/
Government and
Public Services

Address the Phasing of the Development. From a regional perspective, there
could be more information provided about the phasing and implementation
of the Santolina development. The Level B Plan indicates two phases-2025
and 2040. Where there are still opportunities for different types of
development and infill in the more urbanized areas and some areas near the
site that have some development that could relate to the Santolina
development (e.g., Westland North, Atrisco Heritage High School), the
proposed phasing could be elaborated or further justified.

As part of our effort to address
comments relative to Land Use and
Zoning (in preparation for the May 26,
2016 CPC Hearing), we included
additional narrative to the Level B Plan,
section 8.2, that addresses phasing of
development.

2

Environment & 6/24/2016
Open Space/
Government and
Public Services

We agree. The Level B Development
Agreement will address this.

3

Environment & 6/25/2016
Open Space/
Government and
Public Services

A Level A Development Agreement has been agreed to for the Level A
Development. A Level B Agreement will also be required to ensure the
specifics of the plan and the financial responsibilities and the employmenthousing ratio are adhered to. Additional information on how employment
goals will he achieved is necessary.
Policy d of the Reserve Area states that "A planned community master plan
shall not be approved if it fails to demonstrate its own sense of place, selfsufficiency, environmental sensitivity, separation from the contiguous
Albuquerque urban area by permanent open space and the provision of
infrastructure which is not a net expense to the local government." Staff
comment/recommendation: The Level A Plan and the Level A Development
Agreement addressed this requirement The current Level B request needs to
more specifically demonstrate how these policies will be addressed in the
proposed development, for instance in such areas as water and sewer
availability, provision of parks and open space, residential neighborhoods,
commercial areas, and more specifically, unifying design standards, as well as
demonstrating not incurring expenses to the local government.

4

Environment & 6/26/2016
Open Space/
Government and
Public Services

Land Use- Open Space Network- calls for setting aside Major Open Space,
parks, trail corridors throughout the Comprehensive Plan area. Policies
encourage connections between and within the facilities. Open Space is
shown on the Santolina Land Use Map, although staff is requesting additional
information on the Open Space network, its dedication and maintenance,
and the required development agreement related to it.

The Level B Development Agreement
will address Open Space, Parks, and
trails. The Development Agreement will
be submitted to the County Manager.
Additionally, we have provided new
narrative that speaks to parks, open
space, and recreational services, their
dedication, and funding mechanisms.
Please see section 2.2.8 and 8.4

Printed on: 6/30/2016

We have provided new narrative to be
included as part of the Level B Plan.
Section 2.2.8 addresses the
implementation mechanisms for parks
and recreation facilities. Section 8.4 has
been added to deliniate the various
funding mechanisms for future
development in this Level B Plan area.

Staff Response

Status

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

Government Public Services Hearing

For Hearing on July 21, 2016 Page
43
Packet Pg. 2050

##

Topic

Hearing Date

6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Staff Comments
Comments

Document to be
modified

Response

5

Environment & 6/27/2016
Open Space/
Government and
Public Services

Community Resource Management - recognizes the importance of provision
of services in community development. The services include water, energy,
transportation, housing, economic development. In particular, as in staff and
agency comments provided below, additional information should be
provided on the proposed transportation system, water availability, along
with mechanisms for achieving economic development for the community.

The Level B Plan addresses economic
developmnt through allocation of
specific uses designated by the Land Use
Plan for employment. Furthermore, the
Level A and Level B Development
Agreements provide requirements for
jobs (economic development) as the
Santolina community develops over
time.

6

Hearings 1,2, & 3

It appears that these criteria do serve as a guideline for the Santolina Level B
Plan, but that more information is needed to show that they have been
adequately addressed. As noted in the above comments related to the
'Reserve Area' and also shown in staff and agency comments below, a more
detailed analysis of the Level B Santolina Master Plan should be provided for
each of the areas
-Land use
-Environment and Open Space
-Transportation system
-Government and Public Service
In addition, because of limited time to review the Plan and the application,
staff will need to provide additional analysis and comments specifically
related to the Planned Communities Criteria in the subsequent staff report.

We have reviewed the latest Staff
Report. Recent comments and
responses from parks and open space
have been added in this matrix. This
matrix addresses Agency Comments
received relative to the topics for
Hearing 3.

7

Hearings 1,2, & 4

V. Southwest Area Plan/Westside Strategic Plan -The Southwest Area Plan
and the Westside Strategic Plan both recognize the importance of Master
Planned Communities for the vacant areas within the Southwest Area/West
Side. They also recognize the importance of attention to environmental
issues and jobs development, and location of industrial development and
design. It would appear the Santolina Level A Master Plan generally addresses
policies in the Southwest Area Plan and the Westside Strategic Plan.

We agree.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Staff Response

Status
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6.A.d

Planned Communities Criteria
Comments

Response

1
2

Land Use
1. Identification of land uses by parcel, acreage and type - including
residential and retail/commercial or other non-residential space.

3

2. Conceptual description of village characteristics in terms of market
potential and opportunities, including location and description of village
center--parcel sizes by use, suitability to natural topography, intensities;
service area of center.

4

3. Location and densities of neighborhoods and neighborhood centers within The Land Use and Zoning Chapters identify the location and
the village.
allowable densities of the neighborhoods within residential villages.
See page 13 of the Revised Santolina Level B Master Plan as well as
Exhibit 2.
4. Delineation of open space system, parks, recreation areas and links among The Land Use and Environment and Open Space Chapters discuss
land uses, with identification of proposed ownership, management, and
the Level B open space, parks, and recreation areas and identify
maintenance.
means of management, maintenance, and ownership. We have
provided additional text that address this topic in Santolina Level B
Master Plan Land Use Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 & Environment &
Open Space Chapter 5 .
5. Definition of important design characteristics, including typical
The Zoning Chapter identifies regulations for streetscape, signage,
streetscapes, signage, building massing and setbacks, landscaping,
building massing, setbacks, connections, parking, civic spaces, etc.
connections, ·parking, civic spaces.
We have worked closely with county Zoning to revise and update
this chapter.
Transportation
1. A disclosure statement regarding strict conformance with the Level A
The Transportation Chapter 4 Sections 4.1.1 Conformity with the
Transportation System Plan will be required, or a substitute traffic analysis, Level A Transportation Master Plan & 4.2 Proposed Street Network
with consequential findings, recommendations, and proposed amendments identify the Level B proposed street network and its conformance
to the Level A Transportation System Plan and Level A Community Master
with the Level A Master Plan.
Plan, must be conducted prior to formal submittal of the Level B plan.

5

6

7
8

9

2. A Level B transportation system analysis, including specific traffic studies
for the particular plan submittal plus all other approved Level B plan
elements in the community, existing and projected demand (phased as
appropriate), and consequential noise and air quality impacts, must be
conducted prior to formal submittal of the Level B plan.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

The Land Use Chapter 2 Tables 2 & 3describe the acreage, and uses
for each Level B Land Use District. The Level B Land Use Map Exhibit
2 provides the location, size, and use of each parcel within the Level
B boundaries.
The Land Use and Zoning Chapters delineate the location, acreage,
and mix of uses provided within the Village Center. We have also
provided a zone map to identify the various zones and their relation
to each other. Please refer to the land use and zoning maps.

The Revised Santolina Level B Transportation Master Plan Technical
Appendix has been submitted on July 1, 2016.

Staff Response

Status
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Planned Communities Criteria
Comments

Response

10 3. The traffic circulation system must be identified, including:
a. major roadways within the Level B area;
b. major roadway connections between the Level B area and the remainder
of the Level A area;
c. concept location for local street intersections with major roadways; and
d. major street access and access limitation concepts.

A traffic circulation system has been identified by the Level B
Transportation Master Plan Figure 1 Level A Land Use and Road
Network.

11 4. Typical roadway cross-sections for major roadways, including:
a. right-of-way widths;
b. number of lanes, including high occupancy vehicle lanes;
c. medians and median treatment;
d. streetscape character and special design features;
e. bus bays and other transit facilities; and
f. trails or bicycle lanes.

Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.4 Access
Exhibit 7 provides typical roadway cross-sections for major
roadways.

12 5. The type and approximate location of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
elements of the transportation system must be specified.

The location and types of elements within the transportation
system for this Level B Plan area are identified in the Level B Master
Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.5 Transit and 4.6
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities.
Performance objectives for increasing transit ridership are included
in the Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.7
Transportation Demand Management. Strategies regarding
"complete streets" along with the multi-modal cross sections are
provided.
Congested locations have been identified and can be improved to
acceptable levels of service. Due to the jobs anticipated, the
transportation system is improved with minor problem areas
identified at certain Interstate on/off ramps.

13 6. A plan which identifies performance objectives for increasing transit
ridership as appropriate, as well as strategies for achieving a mode split that
maintains level of service D or better on all roads in the affected area, must
be submitted.
14 7. Any remaining transportation problem or issues identified in the Level A
Transportation Systems Plan and appropriate to the detail of Level B review
must be resolved.
15 Environment and Open Space
16 1. Analysis of slopes, drainage, soils, animal life, groundwater, vegetation,
airport noise zones, and other environmental characteristics which identify
unique and important site features for protection and optimum use or which
restrict development.

17 2. Strategy for meeting community air quality objectives and standards.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Site specific, unique environmental characteristics, which are
important to consider and restrict certain development, are
identified in the Environment and Open Space Chapter. A
geotechnical study was conducted and provided on XXX. The
environmentally sensitive areas, that were identified in the Level A
Plan (the escarpments), are identified and proposed to be zoned PCS-MPOS. See Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.11) Major Public Open
Space.
Air quality and noise standards are provided within the Environment
and Open Space Chapter. The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis Santolina Level B Master Plan has been submitted to County Staff
June 1 as part of this CPC process.

Staff Response

Status
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Planned Communities Criteria
Comments

18 3. Strategy for promoting energy efficiency, maximizing options for
alternative energy sources.
19 4. Conceptual drainage plan for management of watersheds and floodplains
and preservation of arroyo corridor multiple-use opportunities.

Response

24 2. Facilities plan including detailed location, phasing of water systems, sewer The Utilities and Infrastructure Chapter of the Level B Master Plan
systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.
as well as the Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan and Terrain
Management Plan identify the location and phasing of water
systems, sewer systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

27 5. Level B Development Agreement to:
28 5.a. Follow through with more detailed infrastructure/service agreement
covering phasing of the village master plan and its public services/facilities,
and designation of financial, operations, and management responsibility over
time.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Status

Energy efficiency and alternative energy sources are delineated in
the Environment and Open Space Chapter. 5 Section 5.6 Energy
Efficeincy and Alternative Energy sources.
A conceptual drainage plan is provided in the Level B Master Plan
Exhibits 14 & 15.

20 5. Update Class I literature search/and do Class II sample of geotechnical and A Class II Archaeological study has been completed and has been
archaeological features; mitigation strategy.
submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office with a copy
provided to County Staff on July 1, 2016.
21 6. Siting of industrial land uses to avoid groundwater contamination and toxic Industrial uses are allocated for the Industrial Park and Business
air emissions impacts on nearby residential or other sensitive areas.
Park of this Level B Plan area. The location of these land uses is
consistent with the Level A Plan. Permissive uses in these districts
are specified in the Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.9) & 10) Industrial
& Business Park.
22 Government and Public Services
23 1. Strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites,
Funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites will be
including open space.
outlined in the Level B Development Agreement and have been
delineated in the Level B Plan as additional redline text. See Revised
Level B Master Plan Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 Open Space.
Additionally text has been provided outlining the implementation
strategy for Parks and Recreation facilities. These facilities have
been added to the Land Use Map Exhibit 2.

25 3. Annexation plan/agreement.
26 4. Statements of water availability and availability of public services including
liquid and solid waste management/recycling, cultural and human service
facilities, fire and police protection, transit services, and schools.

Staff Response

No annexation is proposed.
Water and public service availability is discussed in Chapter 6, Utility
Infrastructure and Services. See also Water and Sanitary Sewer
Master Plan.
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These items shall be included in the Level B Development
Agreement to be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County
Commission. We have added additional narrative to the plan that
addresses the phasing of development in Level B Master Plan
Chapter 8 Section 8.2 Development Phasing.
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Planned Communities Criteria
Comments

29 5.b. Specify measures to mitigate negative consequences of the village's
development.

Response

Status

The village center and urban center are identified and controlled
with more detailed zoning as provided in Chapter 3 Sections 3.4.6) &
7). The level B Plan implements both the Reserve Area and Centers
and Corridors policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

30 5.c. Augment Level A development agreements expressing items mutually
The Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved
agreed to by the City and/or County and the planned community developer by the Bernalillo County Commission will be consistent with and
and committing to their permanency unless re-negotiated; any limitations on augment the provisions of the Level A Development Agreement. .
development established at Level A cannot be increased at Level B.
31 5.d. Provide a legal recording instrument.

The Level B Development Agreementshall be recorded following the
review and approval by the Bernalillo County Commission.

32 5.e. Identify more specifically any public incentives to the developer, or
public/private partnerships, including provisions for affordable housing.

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to be
reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission. A
funding strategy section has been added to Chapter 8 Section 8.5.

33 5.f. Identify more specifically any public incentives or agreements between
the local government and developer for the appropriate protection and
maintenance of the open space system.

The Major Public Open Space is identified in this Level B Plan and
the protection, dedication, and maintenance shall be included in the
Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved by
the Bernalillo County Commission.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Staff Response
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6.A.d

Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Comments

1

1. A Level A Development Agreement shall be entered into between
Bernalillo County and the applicant which reflect this approval and a) clearly
identifies responsibilities for development of and infrastructure and other
facilities in Santolina; b) requires a link between housing and employment
development in Santolina; c) maintains an overall residential density that is
consistent with the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
density requirements and is included in the Santolina Level A Plan; d) shall
adhere to water use and conservation requirements of Bernalillo County and
the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority.

The Level A Development Agreement was entered into between
Bernalillo County and Western Albuquerque Land Holdings on
August 10, 2015. The Development Agreement was officially
recorded on August 21, 2015.

2

2. Bernalillo County and the applicant agree on the "no net expense" clause
of the Planned Community Criteria. Nothing in any development agreement
shall commit this Commission and future Commissions to public funding or
financing mechanisms.

The Level A Development agreement defines this policy on lines 24
through 32, page 9: “The Comprehensive Plan provides that
planned communities shall not be a net expense to the County. The
“no net expense" policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal
of a responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including
construction, operation and maintenance, shared between the
public and private sectors. The "no net expense" test is satisfied if
the County's on-site public expenditures and off-site public
expenditures reasonably allocated to the Project have been, or will
be, offset by revenues and/or economic and fiscal benefits (direct,
indirect and induced) from the Project.”

3

Jobs-housing
3. The Santolina development shall achieve a reasonable balance between
residential uses and employment uses such that it maintains the
characteristics of a self-sustaining community. As stated in the Santolina
Level A Master Plan, an approximate jobs to housing ratio of 2-1 shall be
achieved with a goal of creating no less than 75,000 jobs as indicated in the
Level A Santolina Plan at the time of full buildout of Santolina. A plan for
attaining the ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans, such that
the anticipated job development shall occur in relation to residential
development.

This Level B Plan sets the stage for achieving the jobs to housing
ratio set out by the Level A Development Agreement in Section 4.4
Housing/Employment, Dwelling Units Thresholds/Jobs Table. See
Santolina Level B Master Plan pg 4 Table 1: Jobs to Households.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Response

We are anticipating over 9,000 dwelling units for the first Level B
Plan, which requires 1.25 jobs per dwelling unit at full build out of
the Level B Plan area. The Level B Plan provides for and is
anticipated to exceed this requirement.

Staff Response

Status
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Comments

Response

4

4. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
The applicant will submit a proposed Level B Transportation Plan consistent
with the Level A Transportation Master Plan, as revised, of the Santolina
Level A Master Plan, prior to a Level B approval or future development
activities such as building permits, that generate 500 or more cumulative
peak hour trips when upon coordination with the developer BCPWD deems
it necessary.

5

a. The Santolina Access Management Plan (SAMP) with the Traversable
This has been completed, and was incorporated into the Level a
Median column added to Access Spacing Standards Table on Page 3 is
Transportation Plan.
approved. The SAMP shall be added to the Santolina Level "A" Transportation
Master Plan.
b. Revise the Level A Transportation Network model as required by BCPWD. The overall Level A Plan has been re-modeled per this condition.
Revisions/reanalysis shall include, but not be limited to, the 118111 St./I-40
interchange, the new proposed arterial roadways, the new urban center
layout, and any other changes to the Santolina roadway network. In
accordance with PCC criteria, when substantial variations are identified to the
Level A Master Plan, subsequent revision/reanalysis of the Level A
Transportation Network model shall be required, when upon coordination
with the developer, BCPWD deems it necessary.

6

7

8

c. All appropriate items in the Addendum to the Transportation Master Plan
dated November 4, 2014 shall be placed in the appropriate Level A
document.
5. Written approval from the proper state and/or federal authority will be
obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of State roads identified in
the Level A submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration)
review and approval will also be required for any required modifications and
improvements to Interstate 40 as a result of the development of Santolina
and its roadway network. Future coordination with NMDOT and FHWA will
be done in subsequent procedures including the Metropolitan Transportation
Plan, the Transportation Improvement Plan and the State-wide
Transportation Improvement Plan. The coordination of timeframes for the
offsite roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be
identified.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Staff Response

Status

The Level B Transportation Plan was completed, submitted, and has
been revised to address ongoing comments. The Level A
Transportation Plan has been revised to address previous staff
comments.

These have been incorporated into the Updated Level A
Transportation Master Plan.
Coordination with these agencies is and will be ongoing. No
improvements to NMDOT facilities are proposed at this time.
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Comments

Response

9

6. Funding for arterial streets and linkages, which are needed for Santolina
and not programmed in the Bernalillo County Capital Improvements Program
(CIP) or the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), shall be identified and
submitted to the County for recommendation for inclusion in the CIP or the
MTP.

The MTP already has placeholders for Santolina arterials and
collectors, pre 2025 and post 2025. This is something the applicant
has and will continue addressing as studies are reviewed and
presented to the County and shared with MRCOG. It is anticipated
that modification to the MTP and CIP will be amended in the future
to include these facilities

10 7. The submitted Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan, dated December 1,
This is addressed in the accompanying Drainage Master Plan.
2014, contains an addendum which includes minor inconsistencies within the
calculations to the revised Land Use Master Plan. However, these
inconsistencies do not alter the concept of the overall Drainage Master Plan
and therefore are acceptable for this Level A Master Plan. The applicant must
provide a Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan consistent with the proposed
Level A Master Plan with any Level B submittal.
11 8. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
applicant will provide a fully executed development agreement with the
ABCWUA. The development agreement should be structured to ensure
compliance with the ABCWUA's existing guidelines, policies, and ordinances
and as may be amended from time to time. The development agreement
should, at a minimum, address residential, industrial, institutional and
commercial water conservation provisions, guidelines, and design standards.
The development agreement should, at a minimum, address infrastructure
improvements, direct and indirect potable reuse, and water supply charges,
as well as provide; a Phasing Plan consistent with ABCWUA policies. This
condition shall in no way constrain the ABCWUA from imposing such
requirements as it may deem necessary.

We are coordinating with the ABCWUA staff regarding Santolina. A
draft Development Agreement has been provided to the ABCWUA.
ABCWUA is currently updating their Water Resources Master Plan,
which is anticipated to provide additional policy guidance for the
Santolina project. We respectfully request that this condition be
addressed prior to BCC approval.

12 9. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C document, the applicant shall,
The Water Master Plan Technical Report is included in this submittal
based on the approved ABCWUA development agreement, provide to the
and we are in discussion with ABCWUA.
County a written explanation of the projected Master Plan water use and
phasing and the subsequent level plans within the context of the 2024 Water
Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update (July 2013) or subsequent
updates.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Staff Response

Status
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Comments

Response

13 10. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
applicant shall provide to the County a water conservation plan that is
compliant with Bernalillo County and ABCWUA's guidelines, standards and
requirements and which achieves the conservation goals expressed in the
Bernalillo County Ordinance and ABCWUA's 2024 Water Conservation Plan
Goal and Program Update, July 2013 and which requires compliance with
subsequent revisions of the such guidelines, standards, requirements, and
plans. Residential development shall occur in a sequential manner adjacent
to existing infrastructure and consistent with ABCWUA's policies.

This will be completed in concert with the ABCWUA. The Level B
submittal addresses all County requirements. In addition, a number
of design guidelines have been included that address landscaping
and Low Impact Design (LID) strategies to guide future
development.

14 11. Water and wastewater issues for the Santolina Master Planned
Community shall be resolved between the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County
Water Utility Authority (ABCWUA) and the applicant prior to any Level B
approval. An agreement between the applicant and ABCWUA and regarding
timing, responsibilities, and maintenance of water and sewer facilities
required to service Santolina will be developed and agreed upon prior to any
Level B approval.
15 12. A drainage plan and stormwater management plan shall be submitted at
the time of any Level B submittal with provisions for revision as needed to
ensure consistency with any EPA-issued municipal separate stormwater
system permit provisions or requirements as issued for the Urbanized Area of
Bernalillo County.
16 13. Prior to any Level B Plan approval, the developer shall provide
documentation that the proposed development will comply with
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Air Quality Standards and will demonstrate
the intent to comply with air quality standards established by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
17 14. Development of Parks, Trails, and Open Space shall comply with the Level
A Master Plan. The location of open space corridors shall be developed in
accordance with the requirements of the Planned Community zone with
regard to the transportation grid. If the more detailed plan deviates
significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher level
plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan would
need to be amended.
18 15. The Planned Communities Criteria requirements regarding the study and
mitigation of archaeological and geotechnical resources shall be followed in
Level B and Level C Santolina Plans. Prior to any Level B approval,
documentation regarding the completed study and mitigation measures
within the Level B Plan area shall be provided.

Agreed, see response to Condition #8.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

We have provided a Drainage and Stormwater Management Plan
Technical Report as part of this Level B application.

The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis - Santolina Level B Master
Plan has been submitted to County Staff June 1 as part of this CPC
process.
The Parks and Open Space facilities and acreage are in compliance
with the Level A Master Plan and the Level A Development
agreement. Additional text has been provided to address the
timing, funding, and implementation of these facilities.

Staff Response

Status
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This has been In consultation with the SHPO a Class II Archeological
Survey was designed and completed in May 2016.
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Comments

Response

19 Albuquerque Public Schools
16. The developer will work cooperatively with APS to locate school sites
within Santolina, which will be made available to APS on mutually agreeable
terms and conditions.

The level A Development Agreement and Level B Plan address this
item. The Level B Plan has been updated in response to APS
comments. We have and will continue to work with APS throughout
the process.

20 17. Level B and C Plans shall be required prior to development of the
Santolina Level A Master Plan Community. Level B and C development
agreements, as prescribed in the Planned Communities Criteria, shall be
provided. Consistency between Level A, Level B, and Level C plans shall be
required throughout the development of Santolina. Ifthe more detailed plan
deviates significantly from the intent and framework established in the
higher level plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level
plan would need to be amended.
21 18. The Santolina Development Agreement shall include a section that
pertains to Interim Uses. This section shall indicate that all sites within the
Santolina Level A boundary area governed by a Special Use Permit or any site
expected to be developed with local, state and/or federal support shall be
governed by Sections 18, Special Use Permits and Section 24, Administration
of the Zoning Code until a Level B Plan, affecting such site, has been adopted
by Bernalillo County. No special use permit shall be issued without a
demonstration of available necessary infrastructure and utilities, including
water, electricity and sewer, to be installed before, or concurrently with,
development of the site. No building permits shall be granted on all
remaining sites until Level C plan affecting the subject property have been
approved. Any subdivision will occur in compliance with the County's
Subdivision Ordinance.

This Level B application satisfies the Level B portion of this
condition.

22 19. Prior to or concurrent with the first Level B Plan approval, the subject
Level A master planned property shall be legally platted (the "Boundary
Plat"). A summary platting procedure, such as that allowed for 'a minor
subdivision' under County ordinances, shall be permitted for the Boundary
Plat, and for any subsequent platting actions prior to a Level C plan or a Level
C subdivision plat approval. The Boundary Plat and any subsequent plats
submitted in advance of a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision plat approval
shall provide legal access (easements) to all existing and proposed tracts
within the platted area, but infrastructure installation or guarantee shall not
be required prior to Level C plan or Level C subdivision plat approval,
because, before building permits can be granted or development can
proceed, additional land use approvals and infrastructure installation and/or
guarantees are required at the Level C Plan approval stage and/or at the
Level C subdivision plat approval stage.

The Level A Master Plan property has been submitted for a
Boundary Plat to the CDRA. The CDRA hearing is scheduled for July
14th. Following adoption of this level B plan, the zoning districts will
be platted. Future level C plans will also require platting prior to
building permit approval.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

The approved Level A Development Agreement and this request for
a Level B Plan satisfies this condition. The zoning chapter of this
level B plan references County Special Use Permit regulations.
Futhermore, level C plans will adhere to the county's subdivision
ordinance as indicated in the zoning chapter, future non-residential
or apartment development over 5 acres will require site plan review
by the CDRA.

Staff Response

Status
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Comments

23 20. Minor corrections to the plan, such as typographical and grammatical
corrections, editorial changes agreed to by County staff, or small changes to
acreage related to surveying may be incorporated in the final, adopted
version of the plan.
24 21. The request shall comply with all applicable Bernalillo County ordinances
and standards.
25 22. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
26 a. Chapter 4. Zoning, p. 47. Add the following sentence under Level A
Governance and Interim Uses (after ..Bernalillo County ..) "No building
permits shall be granted on all remaining sites until a Level C plan affecting
the subject has been adopted."
27 b. Change the language "publicly funded" on page 92 to "proposed for public
funding."
28 c. Chapter 6, Transportation, Level A Master Plan on page 95: remove the
sentence "The policy supersedes other policies that may be in place for
roadways within Santolina" regarding the SAMP, and remove "(by others)"
regarding the extension of Gibson Boulevard.
29 d. Exhibit I must be corrected to indicate that the Westland Master Plan was
approved by both Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque. The Board
of County Commissioners approved the Master Plan as a Rank III Plan in
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The City of Albuquerque also
approved a separate Sector Development Plan for the portion of the Master
Plan that has been annexed.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Response

Staff Response

Status

These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Level A Master Plan.

This submittal complies with Bernalillo County ordinances and
standards.
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
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3.1 HOW TO USE THIS PLAN

In order to implement the broad vision themes in the Level A Master Plan, the Level B Plan introduces zoning.
The regulatory framework provided in this chapter is intended to be flexible, allow creativity through design,
while also being firm in other criteria requiring standards be followed in order to achieve the overall Master
Plan vision.
Relationship between Land Use and Zoning
Each zone in this chapter, identifies which land uses are allowed to be built by right, which land uses may require
a special or conditional use permit and which land uses may require a special exception. Zone district regulations
also specify the minimum lot size, minimum setbacks from property lines, maximum building height, maximum
building floor-area-ratio (FAR), maximum impervious area and minimum off-street parking. Additionally, this
chapter also regulates signs, site design, landscaping and architectural standards.
Horizontal versus Vertical Mixed-Use
Santolina, like many other communities, embraces the need to allow for walkable neighborhoods as represented
in the vision. Allowing mixed uses is an essential component for achieving walkability because compatible land
uses, public amenities and utilities can be layered at various scales and intensities. The variety of uses allows for
people to live, work, learn, play and shop in one general area achieved through adjacency. However, mixed-use
can take on many forms.
Two mixed-use categories are used in this plan (1) vertical mixed-use buildings and (2) horizontal mixed-use
blocks or neighborhoods. A vertical mixed-use building combines different uses in the same building. Lower
floors should have more public uses with more private uses on the upper floors. Horizontal mixed-use blocks
or neighborhoods combine single-use buildings on distinct parcels in a range of land uses within one block. The
Santolina Level B Zoning chapter refers to both types of mixed-use. For clarity, if a single zone, such as the Urban
Center Zone, allows mixed-use as a permissive use, then this zone allows vertical mixed-use. In general, the
Santolina Level B Plan is a mixed-use community because it allows horizontal mixed use such as the Residential
Village Center Zone which allows both retail and high density uses within one neighborhood or block.
Relationship to Other Plans and Codes
The Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan Plan makes references to the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance. This
provides for a streamlined zoning for this Planned Community with modifications, as necessary, to ensure
compatibility with existing County regulations. Should a discrepancy exist between the zoning proposed in this
Chapter and the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance, the text of this Level B Plan Zoning Chapter shall govern.
Where the Santolina zoning regulations are silent, the Bernalillo County Zoning Code shall be enforced.
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
The City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan is the Rank I governing plan for all
long-range and current development in the City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County. The Santolina Master
Plan Level A Plan is the guiding Rank II plan in this area of the County and complies with the Comprehensive
Plan. Santolina Level B Plan area is inside the Comprehensive Plan designated Reserve area. The Reserve area
in the southwest mesa includes one Developing Activity Center and one Developing Employment Center. The
Developing Employment Center, located west of Atrisco Vista Boulevard and near Interstate 40, corresponds
with the Santolina Town Center Zone,
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Achieving the Santolina Vision
The vision of the Santolina Master Plan is to be a community in which jobs and educational opportunities
are plentiful and locally accessible; where desirable housing responds to changing demographics and market
preferences; where open space and quality of life are preserved and enhanced; and where a true “live, work,
learn and play” community is created for residents.
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allowing large retail commercial, highway commercial, neighborhood commercial and some high density
residential uses. The Developing Activity Center, located at the intersection of Atrisco Vista Boulevard and
Dennis Chavez Boulevard, corresponds with the Urban Center Zone allowing neighborhood commercial, office
and institutional and high density residential uses. The City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County are currently
working to update their Comprehensive Plan. This update will include the activity and employment centers
provided in the Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan.
Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance
Santolina Level B zoning is administered, regulated and enforced by the Bernalillo County Planning and Development Department. Zones in this Chapter are structured in such a way that the most closely related Bernalillo
County zone is used as a foundation and customized to implement specific Santonlina Level A intent and vision.
There are several references in this Chapter to the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
Requests to change the zoning of a parcel within the Santolina Master Plan area to follow standard procedures
for County Rank III Sector Plan amendments. Applicants will be expected to address any applicable goals and
policies of this Plan in their justification for rezoning.
Development Process
Process and procedures for future Level C Plans will follow Section 19.5(B)(3) of the Bernalillo County Zoning
Code – PC Planned Communities Zone. As stated in this section of the Planned Communities Zone, “Adoption
and amendment of the Level C subdivision and site development plans is by the County Development Review
Authority subject to appeal to the Planning Commission.” Please refer to the provisions of the Bernalillo County
Code of Ordinances for procedural requirements concerning Special Use Permits (Section 18) as well as Conditional Uses and Variance Applications (see Appendix A, Section 24(A) – Zoning Administrator).

6.A.d
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In addition to the County Code requirements, non-residential and multi-family development over 5 acres will
require Site Plan review by the County Development Review Authority (CDRA). A Design Review Committee
selected by Western Albuquerque Land Holdings c/o Garrett Development Corporation will evaluate how well
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each site development plan submitted for approval meets these objectives. Bernalillo County and/or COA will
have final review per site standards.
3.2 DEFINITIONS

CLUSTER HOUSING. Allows homes to be grouped together while the remaining land is reserved for open space.
Such siting of homes allows for preservation of views and open space. The pattern may allow for growth but also
preserves land as well as infrastructure. Developers are allowed to develop at a higher density as an incentive
to develop cluster communities. Clustering also allows the Developer and Bernalillo County to save on the cost
of streets, water and sewer lines and other infrastructure because of the reduced distances between structures
and lots. Cluster housing may require formation of a homeowners association or other strategies to manage the
open space or other areas owned in common.
COURTYARD HOUSING. Housing that includes a clearly defined courtyard open space provided to serve as the
focus for the housing units.
FOOD CART/TRUCK/TRAILER. Any wagon, truck, push cart or vehicle self-propelled or otherwise movable from
place to place from which any person sells, offers for sale, or gives away, beverages, food or any food product
for human consumption.
GRADE. Means the average of the approved ground level immediately adjacent to each facade of a building,
considered separately; where an earth embankment is placed against the side of a building or a retaining wall
supporting a terrace is placed close to a building, grade shall be measured from the toe or bottom of the
embankment or retaining wall; building floor level is irrelevant. As used herein, approved grade shall be no
higher than the specified elevation on the grading plan approved by the County in conjunction with subdivision
or site development plan approval; in the absence of such approved plans, original natural grade applies.
HEIGHT. When applied to a building, means the vertical distance above the grade at each façade of the building,
considered separately, to the highest point of the coping of a flat roof; to the deck line of a mansard roof; or to
the average height between the plate and the ridge of a gable, hip, or gambrel roof. The height of a stepped or
sloped building means the maximum height above grade of any distinct segment of the building, which segment
constitutes at least 10% of the gross floor area of the building.
HOME OCCUPATION. An activity carried on for profit or for philanthropic purposes, where all or part of the activity
takes place on a residentially-used lot and the activity is not being legally conducted as another permissive or
conditional principal use and is clearly incidental and secondary to use of the premises for a dwelling.
INCIDENTAL SIGN. An “incidental sign” (hereinafter “such sign or signs” or “the sign” or “a sign”) is any sign,
handbill, or poster which is placed to advertise or announce a specific event, or which pertains to a particular
event or occurrence, or which is not designed or intended to be placed permanently, or which relates to such
events or occurrence that are not taking place on the premises on which the sign is located. Examples of such
signs include, but are not limited to, signs, handbills, or posters relating to real estate, garage sales, political
candidates or ballot measures, concerts, “swap meets” and the like.
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CHURCH. A church or other place of worship, including the usual incidental facilities. Incidental uses allowed
include, but are not limited to an emergency shelter or day care facility operated by the church on the church’s
principal premises which is used regularly for public worship.

LARGE RETAIL STORES AND DISTRIBUTION FACILITIES. A single tenant structure with at least 75,000 square feet
of net leasable area for the purpose of retailing. A shopping center site with a main single tenant structure of
75,000 square feet or more is a LARGE RETAIL FACILITY.
MOTOR COURT HOUSING. Housing with up to eight single dwellings may share a single drive lane access to a
public street through the use of a motor court layout.
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PREMISES. Any lot or combination of contiguous lots held in single ownership, together with the development
thereon and controlled by a site development plan; there may be multiple occupancy.

SENIOR HOUSING PROJECT. Housing designed specifically for seniors that may include different levels of care:
independent living, assisted living, memory care, or skilled nursing, or any combination of the above. These
projects may be designed as continuing care communities that allow residents to transfer to higher levels of
care as needed. Support services typically include commercial level kitchens with shared dining facilities for
residents; medical services with personnel that provide assistance with medication, administration, dressing,
bathing and social activities; activity rooms; indoor recreational amenities; gift shops; hair salons; administrative offices; laundry services; worship space; etc. Projects may be designed with all levels of care within one
or more buildings on a site. Independent living units may be designed and constructed as part of a central
building along with other levels of care or be designed and constructed as single family attached or detached
units that include their own kitchen. Projects may also include overnight guest units to accommodate short
term visitors.
SIGN, ELECTRONIC DISPLAY/BOARD PANEL. A sign which presents information that is transmitted in various
visual forms and includes types such as: flat screen, active display matrix, or any electronic display capable of
displaying multiple communications, images, graphics in mono, tri and/or full color. Such displays include but
are not limited to current and future technology such as: Light Emitting Diodes (LED), Liquid Crystal Display
(LCD), Plasma Display Panels (PDP), 3D Holography, pixel or sub-pixel technology, other fiber optics or illumination devices within the display area. The electronic control allows for programmable, electronic changing
messages used primarily for the purpose of advertising, marketing messages, display of time-sensitive and
other updatable information.
TOWNHOUSE. One of a group of two to eight attached dwelling units divided from each other by common walls,
each having a separate entrance leading directly to the outdoors at ground level and each having at least 15%
of its heated and unheated floor area approximately at grade.
For additional Definitions reference the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
3.3 SPECIAL USE PERMIT REGULATIONS. See Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 18
Special Use Permits may authorize uses with the exception of:
A. Prohibited Uses.
1.
Airport.
2.
Amusement Park.
3.
Auction Yard.
4.
Cemetery.
5.
Drive-in theater.
6.
Feedlot.
7.
Foster group home; penal, correctional or mental institution.
8.
Mining, excavating, removing, processing, stockpiling, or distribution of rock, sand gravel,
clay, pumice, scoria, decomposed granite, or similar materials, or batching plant.
9.
Mobile home/manufactured home park.
10.
Ore reduction, smelting.
11.
Overnight Campground.
12.
Pet Cemetery.
13.
Racetrack for Autos.
14.
Storage facility for hazardous waste materials.
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SECONDARY DWELLING UNITS. Living quarters with an accessory building containing a kitchen. The Secondary
Dwelling Unit is clearly located in a separate structure and incidental to the primary dwelling unit.
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B. Permissive Uses.
1.
Senior Housing Project.
2.
Large retail stores and distribution facilities.
a. Location and Access of Large Retail Facility. The following regulations manage the
location and design of large retail facilities. These regulations are necessary for the
proper functioning and enjoyment of the community. They protect the quality of
life within surrounding residential areas, support efficient traffic flows and provide
consistent regulations for such facilities. Large retail facilities shall be located to
secure adequate street capacity to transport pedestrians and vehicles to and from
large retail facilities and discourage traffic from cutting through residential neighborhoods. The regulations result in efficient and safe access for both vehicles and
pedestrians from roadways in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan to neighborhoods in the vicinity of large retail facilities.
b. Premises with large retail facilities containing 75,000 to 90,000 sq. ft. net leasable
area are:
(1) Required to be located adjacent to and have primary and full access to a street
designated as at least a collector in the Mid-Region Council of Governments’
Metropolitan Transportation Plan and having at least two through traffic lanes,
one in either direction.
c. Premises with large retail facilities containing 90,001 to 124,999 sq. ft. net leasable
area are:
(1) Required to be located adjacent to and have primary and full access to a street
designated as at least a collector in the Mid-Region Council of Governments’
Metropolitan Transportation Plan and having at least four through traffic lanes,
two in either direction.
d. Premises with large retail facilities containing 125,000 square feet or greater of net
leasable area are:
(1) Required to be located within 1,200 feet (1/4 mile) of the intersection of two
roadways, both of which are designated as at least a collector street in the
Mid-Region Council of Governments’ Metropolitan Transportation Plan and
shall have full access to these roadways. One of the adjacent roadways shall have
at least four through traffic lanes, 2 in either direction and the other adjacent
roadway shall have at least six through traffic lanes, 3 in either direction, or
is designated a limited access principal arterial in the Mid-Region Council of
Governments’ Metropolitan Transportation Plan and have a minimum of four
lanes.
(2) If an arterial or collector street has yet to be built to its full cross-section and
does not have the required number of lanes, the large retail facility may have
access onto the roadway if the roadway is identified on the Metropolitan Transportation Plan as having the required number of lanes at full build-out.
(3) If access control policies prohibit access onto one of the adjacent roadways, a
local road may be used as access if it has direct access to at least two roadways
that are identified on the Long Range Metropolitan Transportation Plan, does
not pass directly through a residential subdivision and at least one of the intersections is signalized.
(4) If access to a location fulfills the criteria of this section but control policies
outside the County jurisdiction prohibit access onto one of the adjacent arterial
or collector streets, the remaining arterial or collector street may serve as the
sole access if it has direct access to two intersections with an arterial and the
intersections are signalized.
(5) If warrants are met, the intersection of the primary driveway and the arterial
street shall be signalized, unless prohibited by the Public Works Department
for safety reasons, at the expense of the applicant. The applicant may place the
name of the development on the mast-arm of the signal.
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The Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan established a PC Zoning framework for future Level B Plans. The
Level A Master Plan established seven zoning districts that have been revised and expanded in this Level B Plan
to establish eleven zoning districts including:
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1) PC-S- LDR Low Density Residential Zone
2) PC-S-MDR Medium Density Residential Zone
3) PC-S-HDR High Density Residential Zone
4) PC-S-O Office Zone
5) PC-S-C Commercial Zone
6) PC-S-VC Village Center Zone
7) PC-S-UC Urban Center Zone
8) PC-S-TC Town Center Zone
9) PC-S-BP Business Park Zone
10) PC-S-IP Industrial and Business Park Zone
11) PC-S-MPOS Major Public Open Space
Exhibit 4: Zoning Districts

This Level B Plan provides more detail concerning specific uses and standards. The permissive uses within these
zones fall within the identified general permissive uses as specified within the Level A Master Plan. Unless
otherwise specified, terms shall be as defined in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance in effect at the time of
approval of this Level B Plan.
This Level B Plan has been designed to be consistent with the intent and framework established by the Approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan. As envisioned by the PCC, the Level B Plan is a refinement to the Level A Master
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Plan providing more detail concerning land uses, transportation, zoning and other design elements. This Level
B Plan sets the stage for future Level C Plans that are the implementation of these plans in the form of subdivisions, site plans and ultimately the construction of structures. Ensuring flexibility in the implementation of
these plans is critical to the success of the Santolina Master Planned Community.

The Level B Plan includes portions of three Residential Villages as identified in the Level A Master Plan. This
Level B Plan defines the specific land uses within the Residential Villages. These uses are consistent with the Site
Characteristic section of the approved Santolina PC Zone. The Santolina PC Zone set more intense uses along
major roadway corridors and less intense uses interior to the Residential Villages. At this time, the Residential
Villages within this Level B Plan include the following Residential Village Zones and their prohibited permissive
and conditional uses as well as sign, height and area regulations uses:
1) Low Density Residential Zone
2) Medium Density Residential Zone
3) High Density Residential Zone
1) PC-S-LDR LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE
This zone provides suitable sites for detached housing, cluster housing and incidental uses.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for R-1 Single Family Residential
Zone B.1. Prohibited Uses, in addition to the following uses:
a. Agricultural activity
b. Section 3.l. One Mobile Home for a three-year period in addition to an existing
single-family dwelling or mobile home on a lot.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for R-1 Single Family Residential
Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited
Uses.
2.
Accessory living quarters.
3.
Public or private Park.
4.
Public or private school.
5.
Public utility structure.
6.
Real estate office and an incidental sign in connection with a specific development,
provided it is not used as living quarters during the time it is used as an office and further
provided that it is limited to a period of one year. After one year refer to Bernalillo County
Zoning Code Section 9.B.3.h.
7.
Recreational facility (non-profit), such as community center, swimming pool, tennis club.
8.
Sign, wall mounted and monument signage shall be permitted for individual neighborhoods and shall be approved as part of the subdivision plat.
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Residential Zones

C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for R-1 Single Family Residential
Zone B.3. Conditional Uses with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
Cluster Housing Development (CHD).
a. Allowed for lots with a minimum of 2 acres.
b. Minimum lot size requirements for CHD shall be the same as the underlying zone.
c. The number of dwelling units permitted in a CHD is determined by dividing the site
area by the minimum lot size permitted rounded to the nearest whole number.
d. The dwelling units may be houses or townhouses or any combination thereof.
e. The minimum setbacks are as follows in all residential zones:

26
Packet Pg. 2074

3.

(1) Front – 15 feet except driveways shall not be less than 20 feet long.
(2) Rear – 15 feet for houses and townhouses unless adjoining another residential
zone.
(3) Side – 10 feet minimum setback required between houses and for all side yards
contiguous with the CHD boundary.
(4) Townhome - No required side-yard setback.
f. Height. Height shall be regulated by the base zone.
g. Open space CHDOS.
(1) A minimum of 30% of the gross area of a CHD shall be set aside as Open Space.
(2) No buildings or structures are permitted in the open space for CHD except those
necessary for the operation and maintenance of the CHDOS and buildings used
as a community room or other recreational activity and will not require a new
Conditional Use approval.
h. The CHDOS may be used for agriculture, landscaping, recreation, open space or any
combination thereof. It may be composed of separate tracts but each shall have
a minimum length and width of 35 feet and shall be visible from a public rightof-way. Land used for streets, driveways, parking, sidewalks and private yards may
not be counted as part of a CHDOS. No buildings or structures are permitted in a
CHDOS except those necessary for the operation and maintenance of the CHDOS.
The CHDOS shall be set aside by the Developer either as a Private or Public CHDOS.
A Private CHDOS shall be created, subject to a finding of suitability by the Zoning
Administrator, through a land use easement acceptable to the Zoning Administrator.
A Public CHDOS may be created by dedication of land to the County.
Secondary Dwelling Units. An accessory living quarters containing a kitchen, provided:
a. In no case can the Secondary Dwelling Unit be larger than 75% of the primary
dwelling unit and no larger than 1,000 square feet.
b. There shall be no more than either one Secondary Dwelling Unit or one Accessory
Living Quarters per premise. In no case shall both be allowed on one premise.
c. Occupancy: The property owner or beneficiary of an ownership trust described in
a deed to the property must occupy either the primary or secondary dwelling unit.
Upon request by the County, the property owner or beneficiary of an ownership
trust shall provide proof of occupancy. A current government-issued photo identification with an address matching the property shall constitute proof of residency for
purposes of this ordinance.
d. If such use is approved, the Zoning Administrator shall record the terms of the
approved Conditional Use Permit, together with a signed acceptance of such terms
prior to occupancy of the SDU.
e. Size. The footprint of a Secondary Dwelling Unit shall not exceed:
(1) Maximum 650 net square feet for lots 5,000 square feet or less.
(2) Maximum 800 net square feet for lots greater than 5,000 square feet but not
greater than 10,000 square feet.
(3) Maximum 1,000 net square feet for lots greater than 10,000 square feet.
(4) A garage or shed attached to the Secondary Dwelling Unit shall not count
towards the square footage limitation. The garage or shed shall not exceed
50% of the size of the secondary dwelling unit.
(5) All accessory buildings, including Secondary Dwelling Units, must comply with
County height and area requirements for low density residential zones
f. Setbacks: Secondary dwelling units shall be located to the rear of the primary dwelling
unit except on irregularly-shaped lots where side yards are larger than rear yards,
in which case a secondary dwelling unit may be located in the side yard provided
required setbacks are met. The following minimum setbacks from the property line
shall apply:
(1) There shall be a minimum of 10 feet separation between the primary dwelling
unit and the secondary dwelling unit.

6.A.d
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g.

h.
i.

j.

(2) Front: 20 feet
(3) Side: 5 feet
(4) Rear: 5 feet
(5) On corner lots, the street side setback shall be a minimum of 10 feet.
Height: Secondary dwelling units shall not exceed one story and 18 feet in height,
with the following exception:
(1) Where a property is accessed by an alley, a Secondary Dwelling Unit may be
built over a garage, provided the garage is accessed only from the alley and
the total height of the structure does not exceed 22 feet or the height of the
primary dwelling unit, whichever is shorter.
Parking: One off-street parking space.
Design: The design of the secondary dwelling unit shall relate to the design of the
primary dwelling unit by use of similar exterior wall materials or finishes, architectural style and elements, including but not limited to roofing materials and roof
pitch.
Usable Open Space.
(1) Usable open space shall be provided on-site in an amount equal to 200 square
feet for each efficiency or one-bedroom dwelling unit, 250 square feet for
each two-bedroom dwelling unit and 300 square feet for each dwelling unit
containing three or more bedrooms.

D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for
R-1 Single Family Residential Zone B.2.f.
E. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
F.

Area Regulations:
1.
Lot Size.
a. Minimum lot area of 5,000 square feet and a minimum lot width of 50 feet.
2.
Setback.
a. There shall be a front yard setback of not less than 15 feet except driveways shall be
not less than 20 feet long.
b. On a corner lot, the side yard setback adjacent to the side of the street shall be as
follows:
(1) If the rear yard abuts the front yard of a residential zoned lot, not less than 15
feet.
(2) In no case shall it be less than 10 feet.
c. Side yard setbacks which are interior, i.e., measured from side lot lines which are not
adjacent to streets, shall be not less than five feet on each side.
d. There shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 15 feet for the primary dwelling
unit.
e. There shall be no less than 10 feet between dwelling units.
3.

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

6.A.d

SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

Off-Street Parking.
a. Off-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance
with the following exceptions:
(1) Maximum front yard setback area that can be an improved parking and maneuvering area: 60%, but no more than 30 feet wide or the width of the front of the
garage, whichever is wider.

28
Packet Pg. 2076

CHAPTER 3: ZONING

6.A.d

(2) Parking on any portion of a front yard setback area, other than the improved
parking and maneuvering areas, is prohibited.
2) PC-S-MDR MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE
This zone provides suitable sites for detached housing, cluster housing and townhouses and incidental uses.

B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in the PC-S-LDR Zone.
2.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 10 for R-2 Apartment Zone B.2
Permissive uses with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited uses.
3.
Secondary Dwelling Units as Regulated in the PC-S-LDR zone.
C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses conditional in the PC-S-LDR Zone.
D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for
R-1 Single Family Residential Zone B.2.f.
E. Height. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height with a maximum height of 50 feet, any portion of
a structure which exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane,
but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same
boundaries or centerline when adjacent to Low Density Residential zones.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
F.

Area Regulations:
1.
Lot Size.
a. For a townhouse, minimum lot area shall be 2,200 square feet per dwelling unit;
minimum lot width shall be 22 feet per dwelling unit.
b. For a house, minimum lot area shall be 3,600 square feet per dwelling unit; minimum
lot width shall be 36 feet.
2.

Setback.
a. There shall be a front yard setback of not less than 15 feet except driveways shall be
not less than 20 feet long.
b. On a corner lot, the side yard setback adjacent to the side of the street shall be as
follows:
(1) In no case shall it be less than 10 feet.
c. Side yard setbacks which are interior, i.e., measured from side lot lines which are not
adjacent to streets, shall be either:
(1) Not less than five feet on each side.
(2) There shall be no required side yard setback for Townhouses.
d. There shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 15 feet for the primary dwelling
unit.
e. There shall be no less than 10 feet between dwelling units.
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A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the Low Density Residential Zone, in addition to the following uses:
a. Apartments
b. Multiple single family detached dwellings on one lot.
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Off-Street Parking.
a. Off-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance
with the following exceptions:
(1) Maximum front yard setback area that can be an improved parking and maneuvering area: 85%, but no more than 22 feet wide or the width of the front of the
garage, whichever is wider.
(2) Parking on any portion of a front yard setback area, other than the improved
parking and maneuvering areas, is prohibited.
Usable Open Space.
a. Usable open space shall be provided on-site at 550 square feet per townhouse
dwelling unit and 360 square feet per townhouse dwelling unit on a lot with vehicle
access only to the rear yard from an alley.

3) PC-S-HDR HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE
This zone provides suitable sites for the highest density housing including apartments outside of Urban
Centers. It is most appropriately mapped adjacent to commercial, office, or employment centers, where
primary access to a major street is available.
A. Prohibited Uses:
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-MDR Zone.
1.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
Uses permissive in the PC-S-MDR Zone, provided there are not over 30 dwelling units per
net acre, unless the property is located on a collector or arterial where the density may
increase to not over 50 du/acre.
2.
Apartments and uses incidental to an apartment such as day care center, news, cigar,
or candy stand, delicatessen, personal-service shop and the like, are permitted with an
apartment development.
3.
Senior Housing Project as defined and regulated in Section 3.2 Special Use Permit Regulations. Any uses auxiliary to and related to the running of a senior housing project.
C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses conditional in the PC-S-MDR Zone.
D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for
R-1 Single Family Residential Zone B.2.f.
E. Height. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height with a maximum height of 78 feet, any portion of
a structure which exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane,
but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same
boundaries or centerline when adjacent to Low and Medium Density Residential zones.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
F.
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Area Regulations:
1.
Lot Size.
a. Minimum lot width and depth shall be 150 feet for apartments.
b. For all other development, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone for lot size requirements.
2.

Setback. Refer to PC-S-MDR Zone for setback requirements.
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3.

4.

Off-Street Parking.
a. Off-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance
with the following exceptions:
(1) For Apartments, each dwelling unit, one space per bath but not less than one
and one-forth spaces.
(2) For Townhomes, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone.
Usable Open Space.
a. For Apartments, usable open space shall be provided on-site in an amount equal
to 200 square feet for each efficiency or one-bedroom dwelling unit, 250 square
feet for each two-bedroom dwelling unit and 300 square feet for each dwelling unit
containing three or more bedrooms.
b. For Townhomes, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone.

4) PC-S-O OFFICE ZONE
The purpose of this zone is to provide sites suitable for office, business, service and institutional uses.
Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building or premises shall be maintained on site:
A. Prohibited Uses:
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of the O-1 Office and
1.
Institutional Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses with the exception of residential uses as regulated
in the PC-S-HDR zone.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of the O-1 Office and
Institutional Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the exception of the following:
a. Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR zone, provided that it has a minimum
density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre.
2.
Public and Private Parks.
3.
Recreational facility (non-profit), such as community center, swimming pool, tennis club.
Senior Housing (independent or assisted living).
4.
C. Conditional Uses:
The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Administration Section of the Bernalillo County
Zoning Ordinance with additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the
adjoining property, neighborhood and community.
1.

All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of the O-1 Office and
Institutional Zone B.3 Conditional Uses with the exception of residential uses as regulated
in the PC-S-HDR zone.

6.A.d
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D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14
for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
E. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 50 feet in height with a maximum height of 78 feet, any portion of
a structure which exceeds 50 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane,
but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same
boundaries or centerline when adjacent to Low and Medium Density Residential zones.
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F.

For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.

Area Regulations:
1.
For residential, refer to PC-S-HDR Zone.
2.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
3.
Side Yard. A side yard is required only on the side of a lot abutting a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR
Zone, in which case there shall be a side yard of not less than six feet.
4.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of not less than 15 feet.
5.
Off-Street Parking Spaces, Loading and Unloading Spaces. Off-street parking spaces and
loading and unloading spaces shall be provided in accordance with the requirements for
specific uses set forth in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

5) PC-S-C COMMERCIAL ZONE
The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this
section, are the regulations in the C-1: Neighborhood Commercial Zone. The purpose of this zone is to
provide suitable sites for office, service, institutional, civic, education, recreation and limited commercial
uses to satisfy the day-to-day needs of nearby residential areas and to minimize any adverse effect on
nearby residential development for those commercial properties located outside of a village center.
Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building or premises shall be maintained on site.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood
Commercial Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses with the exception of residential uses as regulated
in the PC-S-HDR zone.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Code Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood
Commercial Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the exception of the following:
a. Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR zone, provided that it has a minimum
density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre.
2.
Farmers Market, provided the event is issued a Special Event’s permit by Bernalillo County.
3.
Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers are permitted to operate on private non-residential property,
provided:
a. Any associated tables, chairs, displays, umbrellas, or the like, must not physically
occupy or obstruct access to any parking stalls necessary to meet the minimum
parking requirements for the on premise land uses (if any), except that this
requirement does not apply if the mobile food unit is operating outside of the hours
of operation of the on premise uses.
b. Any associated tables, chairs, displays, umbrellas, or the like, must not obstruct any
designated ingress or egress from the property, or any designated drive-aisle.
c. Has written permission from the property owner for use of the site, a copy of which
shall be kept and maintained in the mobile food unit and made available for review
by any County inspector at all times during operation of the mobile food unit at the
site.
d. Operator must provide receptacles for disposal of all food truck generated refuse.
e. Are permitted to operate on private developed residential property in conjunction
with a Special Event Permit, provided:
(1) The Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers has written permission from the property
owner for use of the site, a copy of which shall be kept and maintained in the
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Mobile Food Unit and made available for review by any City inspector at all
times during the operation of the Mobile Food Unit at the site.
(2) Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers may not operate on the same residential property
more than 12 days per year.
f. The Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers operator must provide receptacles for disposal of all
food truck generated refuse.
Mixed use development both horizontal or vertical with residential and non-residential
uses combined in the same building or buildings. The non-residential uses are limited to
those allowed as permissive or conditional in the PC-S-VC Zone, plus incidental activities
such as the creation of arts and craft items for resale or similar activities.

C. Conditional Uses:
The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Administration Section of the Bernalillo County
Zoning Ordinance with additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the
adjoining property, neighborhood and the community.
1.

All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood
Commercial Zone B.3 Commercial Uses with the exception of residential uses as regulated
in the PC-S-HDR zone.

D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14
for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
E. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height, any portion of a structure which exceeds 26 feet
may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other
direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or centerline when
adjacent to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR zones.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
F.

Area Regulations:
1.
For residential, refer to PC-S-HDR Zone.
2.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 5 feet.
3.
Side Yard. No side yard is required except for buildings or parts of buildings hereafter
erected or structurally altered for residential use, in which case, the side yard regulations
of the PC-S-LDR zone shall apply. In all other cases, a side yard is required only on the side
of a lot abutting an PC-S-LDR, PC-S-MDR, PC-S-HDR Zones, in which case there shall be a
side yard of not less than six feet.
4.
Rear Yard. Except as hereinafter provided in the Supplementary Height and Area Regulations Section of this ordinance, there shall be a rear yard having a depth of not less than
15 feet.
5.
Off-Street Parking Spaces, Loading and Unloading Spaces. Off-street parking spaces and
loading and unloading spaces shall be provided in accordance with requirements for
specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and Unloading Regulations Section
of Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
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6) PC-S-VC VILLAGE CENTER ZONE

A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-C Zone, in addition to the following uses:
a. Automobile, motorcycle, bicycle, motorized bicycle (moped), all terrain vehicle and
small engine repairing, including emissions testing and body work.
b. Hospital for animals, and kennel, provided it is in a completely enclosed building
c. Hospitals for human beings or sanatorium nursing home, provided traffic and
ambulance noise will not have an adverse effect on residences in the neighborhood
d. Mortuary
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in PC-S-C Zone with the exception of those listed in Prohibited Uses.
2.
Gas Station, including the sale of liquefied petroleum gas for consumption but not for
resale.
C. Conditional Uses:
The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
1.

All uses conditional in PC-S-C Zone with the exception of those listed in Prohibited Uses.

D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15
for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9).
E. Height. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 50 feet in height, any portion of a structure which exceeds 50 feet
may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other
direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or centerline when
adjacent to PC-S-LDR zones.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
7) PC-S-UC URBAN CENTER ZONE
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At this time, the Level B Plan includes portions of three of the Residential Villages identified in the Level A
Master Plan. As an important component of the Residential Villages, small neighborhood commercial and public
facilities are needed. These neighborhood services are located within Residential Village Centers. At this time,
this Level B Plan defines the specific land uses allowable within the Residential Village Centers. These uses are
consistent with the Site Characteristic section of the PC zone that proposed more intense land uses along the
major roadway corridors and at major intersections.

The Level B Plan includes the eastern half of the Urban Center as identified in the Level A Master Plan. The
Urban Center is a dynamic, high-density core where office, recreation, commercial, civic, educational, multifamily residential, retail and entertainment uses come together and serves as a destination for residents to
“live, work, shop and play”. The eastern portion of the Urban Center is anticipated to have an education focus.
A. Prohibited Uses:
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
1.
Commercial Zone B.1 in addition to the following uses.
2.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-HDR Zone.
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3.

4.
5.

6.

Automobile, truck, trailer, recreational vehicle, motorcycle and all-terrain vehicle sales,
provided that any such area be surfaced with higher-type paving and a solid wall or fence
six feet high shall be maintained along any side of such are abutting or contiguous to any
residential zone.
Auto, trailer, recreational vehicle, motorcycle and all-terrain vehicle and truck rental,
service, or storage, provided the lot is graded and surfaced.
Lumberyard and building material sales (retail) provided all storage is within a building or
enclosed by a six-foot solid wall or fence on all sides and provided further that products,
items or materials stored on the site are not stacked to a height above the height of the
required wall or fence.
Rental or sale of household, yard and garden equipment, provided all storage is contained
within an enclosed building or enclosed by a six-foot high solid wall or fence on all sides
abutting residential property.

B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.2. with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited uses and
the addition of:
a. Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR zone, provided that it has a minimum
density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre, unless the property is
located on an arterial where the density may increase to not over 50 du/acre.
C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.3.
D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14
for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
E. Height. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 78 feet in height, any portion of a structure which exceeds 78 feet
may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other
direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or centerline when
adjacent toPC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR zones.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
F.

Area Regulations. See Commercial Zone for Area Regulations

8) PC-S-TC TOWN CENTER ZONE
The Town Center has excellent access off Interstate 40 and is anticipated to facilitate large retail facilities, entertainment, hotels, office, auto sales, lodging, hospitals, office, mixed-use and high density residential.

6.A.d
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The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this
section, are the regulations in the Town Center Commercial Zone. The purpose of this zone is to provide
for commercial uses and to regulate such uses in such a manner as to provide for appropriate community
commercial uses.
Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building and premises shall be maintained on site.
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B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.2. with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited uses and
the addition of:
2.
Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone, provided there are not over 20
dwelling units per net acre, unless the property is located on a collector or arterial where
the density may increase to not over 50 du/acre.
3.
Large Retail Store or Distribution Facility as regulated in Section 3.2 Special Use Permit
Regulations.
C. Conditional Uses.
1.
All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.3.
D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14
for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9) in addition to the following:
2.
Electronic display/board/panels.
The additional provisions of this section apply to all signs allowed in a residential zone or
within 40 feet of a residential zone. In the case of a nonresidential zone within 40 feet of
a residential zone, the more restrictive of these regulations or the regular sign regulations
in the nonresidential zone shall apply.
a. No portion of an illuminated sign shall have a luminance greater than 200 foot
lamberts at night.
b. Electronic signs shall not exceed an illumination level of 0.3 foot candles above
ambient light as measured using a foot candle meter at a preset distance depending
on sign area, measured as follows:
Area of Sign Sq. Ft.

Measurement Distance

10

32

15

39

20

45

25

50

30

55

35

59

40

63

45

67

50

71

55

74

60

77

65

81

70

84

75

87
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A. Prohibited Uses.
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.1 in addition to the following uses.
2.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-HDR Zone.
3.
Low Density Residential.
4.
Medium Density Residential.
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c.
d.

e.
f.

g.
h.

i.
j.

80

89

85

92

90

95

95

97

100

100

No signs shall be erected or maintained on a house, townhouse, mobile home used
as a residence, or vacant land.
For signs with an area in square feet other than those specifically listed in the above
table the measurement distance may be calculated with the following formula:
Measurement Distance = The Square Root of the following: The Area of Sign Sq. Ft.
x 100.
Electronic signs shall include a photo cell to control brightness. Any previously
permitted electronic sign shall be turned off from sunset to sunrise until the sign is
brought into compliance for brightness.
No electronic sign shall move, flash, or rotate, or change its message or picture at a
rate more often than once each eight seconds, with the exception of wind devices,
the motion of which is not restricted. No sign or part of a sign shall change its illumination more than once an hour.
No sign shall include motion of the message or image. Transition between messages
or images on an electronic sign shall not exceed one second and shall not include
any visual effects.
No more than one sign per premises shall be illuminated, apart from the general
illumination of the premises, between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.; provided however
that this provision shall not apply to signs that only display gasoline prices at establishments for retail sales of gasoline, oil, and liquefied petroleum.
Illuminated signs with a 360 degree display are prohibited.
If a premise meets the requirements for a free standing electronic sign, with at least
100 feet of street frontage, then the premise is prohibited from having an electronic
sign that is a wall sign or canopy sign. If a premise does not meet the requirements
for a free standing sign, that premise shall be permitted one electronic sign that can
be a wall sign or canopy sign.

E. Height Regulations Non-residential. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 100 feet in height, any portion of a structure which exceeds 100
feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other
direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or centerline when
adjacent to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR zones.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
F.

Area Regulations:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard setback having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
Side Yard. No side yard setback is required.
2.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard setback having a depth of not less than 15 feet.
4.
Off-Street Parking Spaces, Loading and Unloading Spaces. Off-street parking spaces and
loading and unloading spaces shall be provided in accordance with requirements for
specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and Unloading Regulations Section
of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

6.A.d
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G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
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9) PC-S-BP BUSINESS PARK ZONE

The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this
section are the regulations in the Business Park Zone. The purpose of this zone is primarily for community
commercial uses, light manufacturing, light fabricating, warehousing and wholesale distribution, general
office and business uses, research and development and educational uses, with off-street loading and
off-street parking for employees, with ready access to arterial roadways and highways. The regulations in
this zone provide for the health, safety and welfare of the residents.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15.5 of the C-LI
Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses.
B. Permissive Uses:
A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily incidental to
the building or premises shall be maintained on site.
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15.5 of the C-LI
Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.2 Permissive Uses.
2.
Manufacturing, assembling, treating, repairing, or rebuilding articles except those conditional or otherwise limited in this zone and the M-1 zone or specifically listed as permissive
or conditional in the M-2 zone, provided manufacturing is conducted within a completely
enclosed building.
C. Conditional Uses:
The following uses may be permitted, if approved by the Zoning Administrator, in accordance with
the procedures and under the conditions set out in the Administration Section of this ordinance with
additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the adjoining property,
neighborhood and community.
1.

All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15.5 of the C-LI
Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.3 Conditional Uses.

D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15
for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9) in addition to the following:
2.
Electronic display/board/panels.
The additional provisions of this section apply to all signs allowed in a residential zone or
within 40 feet of a residential zone. In the case of a nonresidential zone within 40 feet of
a residential zone, the more restrictive of these regulations or the regular sign regulations
in the nonresidential zone shall apply.
a. No portion of an illuminated sign shall have a luminance greater than 200 foot
lamberts at night.
b. Electronic signs shall not exceed an illumination level of 0.3 foot candles above
ambient light as measured using a foot candle meter at a preset distance depending
on sign area, measured as follows:
Area of Sign Sq. Ft.

Measurement Distance

10

32

15

39
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The Level B Plan includes the eastern portion of the Business Park as identified in the Level A Master Plan. It
is envisioned to house large job generators such as emerging technologies, research and development, light
manufacturing, educational campuses and/or healthcare industries.
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c.
d.

e.
f.

g.
h.

i.
j.

20

45

25

50

30

55

35

59

40

63

45

67

50

71

55

74

60

77

65

81

70

84

75

87

80

89

85

92

90

95

95

97

100

100

No signs shall be erected or maintained on a house, townhouse, mobile home used
as a residence, or vacant land.
For signs with an area in square feet other than those specifically listed in the above
table the measurement distance may be calculated with the following formula:
Measurement Distance = The Square Root of the following: The Area of Sign Sq. Ft.
x 100.
Electronic signs shall include a photo cell to control brightness. Any previously
permitted electronic sign shall be turned off from sunset to sunrise until the sign is
brought into compliance for brightness.
No electronic sign shall move, flash, or rotate, or change its message or picture at a
rate more often than once each eight seconds, with the exception of wind devices,
the motion of which is not restricted. No sign or part of a sign shall change its illumination more than once an hour.
No sign shall include motion of the message or image. Transition between messages
or images on an electronic sign shall not exceed one second and shall not include
any visual effects.
No more than one sign per premises shall be illuminated, apart from the general
illumination of the premises, between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.; provided however
that this provision shall not apply to signs that only display gasoline prices at establishments for retail sales of gasoline, oil, and liquefied petroleum.
Illuminated signs with a 360 degree display are prohibited.
If a premise meets the requirements for a free standing electronic sign, with at least
100 feet of street frontage, then the premise is prohibited from having an electronic
sign that is a wall sign or canopy sign. If a premise does not meet the requirements
for a free standing sign, that premise shall be permitted one electronic sign that can
be a wall sign or canopy sign.

6.A.d
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E. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 100 feet in height, any portion of a structure which exceeds 100
feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other
direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or centerline when
adjacent to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR zones.
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2.

Area Regulations:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard setback having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
2.
Side Yard. None required except on the side of a lot abutting a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR
Zone, in which case there shall be a side yard setback of not less than five feet in width.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard setback of 15 feet.

G. Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces: Off-street parking spaces and loading and
unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the
Off-Street Parking, Loading and Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
10) PC-S-IP INDUSTRIAL & BUSINESS PARK ZONE
The Industrial and Business Park is ideally situated to provide sites for large industrial users, power generating
and heavy industrial users not suitable for smaller business park or in close proximity to the residential neighborhoods. The northern portion of this area is included in the Level B Plan.
At this time, the purpose of this zone is primarily for light manufacturing, light fabricating, warehousing
and wholesale distribution with off-street loading and off-street parking for employees and with access to
arterial highways or railroads.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-BP Zone.
2.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B. 1 Prohibited Uses.
B. Permissive Uses:
A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily incidental to
the building or premises shall be maintained on site:
1.
All permissive uses listed and as regulated in the PC-S-BP Zone with the exception of those
listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B.2 Permissive Uses.
C. Conditional Uses.
1.
All conditional uses listed and as regulated in the PC-S-BP Zone with the exception of those
listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B.3 Conditional Uses.
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F.

For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.

D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 17
for M-2 Heavy Manufacturing Zone.
E. Height Regulations: See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 150 feet in height, any portion of a structure which exceeds 150
feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other
direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or centerline when
adjacent to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR zones.
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F.

For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.

Area Regulations:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 20 feet.
2.
Side Yard. None required except on the side of a lot abutting a Low or Medium Density
Residential Zone, in which case there shall be a side yard of not less than five feet in width.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of 15 feet.
4.
Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces. Off-street parking spaces and
loading and unloading spaces shall be provided in accordance with requirements for
specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and Unloading Regulation Section
of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

11) PC-S-MPOS Major Public Open Space Zone
The purpose of the MPOS Zone is to protect the major public open space land on which development is indefinitely set aside. Preserving the Santolina Master Plan area’s natural landscape and its character is contingent on
assuring the intent of this zone is executed. This zone should be used for recreation and natural areas only. The
Bernalillo County Zoning Administrator, Parks and Recreation and Public Works Departments shall review and
approve all developments that occur within the MPOS zone.
A. Permissive uses.
1.
Passive recreation
2.
Kiosks and trail signage
a. Size. Kiosks and signage shall be a maximum of 6 feet tall, 8 square feet of sign face
area.
b. Frequency. One per ¼ mile radius maximum.
c. Illumination. Allowed to be illuminated so long as the sign or kiosk is a minimum 25
foot distance from residential zoned property and only the lettering on the sign is
illuminated.
d. Free-standing signs shall not contain any external bracing, angle-iron supports, guy
wires or similar devices.
e. No signage is allowed that uses moving parts, makes audible sounds, or has blinking
or flashing lights.
f. Off-premise signs. Signs with reader boards and electronic signs are prohibited.
g. Signs shall not overhang into the public right-of-way or extend above any structure
roof line.
3.
Trails (soft and hard surfaced)
a. Wherever possible, trails shall be designed for multi-use and accommodate pedestrians, runners and bicyclists, except, where due to soil conditions and erosion
potential, multi-use trails are not allowed.
b. Connections shall be made from individual neighborhoods to the community trail
system via trails and/or sidewalks as determined in the subdivision phase.
c. Trails shall use Barrier-Free Design to accommodate physically challenged individuals
as trail users, where feasible.
d. All private trails shall be concrete, asphalt, or stabilized crusher fines and have a
minimum width of 8 feet.
e. Pedestrian crossings shall be clearly demarcated with colored, textured paving
where crossing vehicular entrances and streets.
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6.A.d

B. Area Regulations
1.
The edge treatment adjacent to the Major Open Space is intended to minimize the development impact to the escarpment and to preserve public and private views into the
escarpment from above.
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a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

f.

Residential lots shall not abut more than 30% of the sensitive area boundary.
The typical sensitive area road section will include a 10-foot meandering trail within
a landscaped area adjacent to the MOS and a single-loaded paved roadway.
The MOS shall be designed to connect with adjacent public or private open space
and to be visually integrated with the open space system.
No grade change is allowed within the sensitive area other than that which is
required for roads, trails and other utilities.
Lighting. Applicable to adjacent single-loaded streets and adjacent residential
development.
(1) Height of luminaries shall not exceed 20’0”.
(2) Light fixtures shall throw light downward and have baffles, hoods or diffusers
so that any light point source is not directly visible from a distance greater than
1000 feet.
Landscaping. Native vegetation adjacent to the open space is required.
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3.5 SANTOLINA LEVEL B DESIGN STANDARDS

The design standards listed below have been established to set standards for development of community
systems and private land uses within the Plan Area.
A.

Site Design

A primary focus in site design will be the creation of a community that is pedestrian oriented. Site development
plans shall include complete streets for cars, pedestrians, and bikes; circulation diagrams that illustrate pedestrian circulation within the site; pedestrian connections from adjacent sites; multi-modal opportunities to
reduce auto trips, and coordination with vehicular circulation systems with the intent of minimizing potential
conflicts.
The relationship of building to street contributes to how the environment is perceived and experienced and is
also an important design issue to consider in site planning for all types of land uses.
1) Commercial and Industrial
All buildings shall be oriented to enhance pedestrian movement and have a presence along the public rightof-way. In cases where the development creates an interior pedestrian plaza the building’s should have access
points and outdoor seating where appropriate. At least one continuous pedestrian walkway shall be provided
between the sidewalk adjacent to the roadway and building entry. Providing enhanced paving treatments
connecting parking areas to main building entries is encouraged for visually denoting crosswalks to approaching
vehicles.
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The Santolina Level B Plan recognizes the importance of creating design standards that promote and foster a
sense of cohesiveness within the community while remaining consistent with affordable housing efforts in the
County. The purpose of these design standards is to provide a flexible framework for community design with
specific objectives that encourage innovative and creative solutions, rather than setting a rigid set of requirements that all site development plans must adhere to. These standards are meant to enhance the community
not to replace zoning regulations. The desired character of design features common to the community such as
grading, landscape, signage, lighting, and walls are expressed in these standards.

Enhanced paving treatments connecting parking to main entries.
A. With the exception of shopping centers, the use of the front yard area for primary off-street parking is
discouraged. Locating primary parking, service, storage, and loading area to the rear or side of buildings
is encouraged. If located in the front yard area, parking shall be screened from view with landscaping
and/or walls, at least three feet in height, and. Walls shall be designed to be compatible with the building’s architectural style, color, and materials.
B. Structures should be clustered whenever possible. Clustering of structures creates pedestrian plazas
and other types of “outdoor rooms” that are particularly well-suited to New Mexico’s temperate climate.
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Structures clustered to form outdoor rooms or plazas.
C. Entries to the site from major arterials should be located on side streets in order to minimize pedestrian/vehicular conflicts. Whenever possible, shared entries to commercial businesses are encouraged.
The number of vehicular access points to parking lots should be limited to the minimum necessary to
provide adequate circulation.
D. Expansive areas of asphalt or concrete paving in parking lots should be avoided. In large developments,
dividing the parking into a series of smaller connected lots is preferred over one expansive parking lot.
Additionally, strategic landscaping every ten spaces can provide shade as visual seperation.
E. No refuse storage/collection areas will be allowed to be sited between any street or building front.
Refuse collection areas shall be enclosed within a six (6) foot tall masonry enclosure which is large
enough to contain all refuse generated between collections. The design of the enclosure shall be
compatible with the architectural theme of the site.
F. Buffers shall be provided where industrial uses are adjacent to non-industrial uses. Buffering techniques
using a combination of setbacks, landscaping, walls, and grade changes will help mitigate the negative
impact of industrial operations. Plant materials used for buffering should be predominantly evergreen
species.
G. Large commercial parking fields may be shared (with a private agreement) with other users such as
government uses, churches, etc.
2) Urban Center
The design standards for the Urban Center includes the commercial design guidelines in the preceding section
and the guidelines detailed below.
The Urban Center will be the heart of the Santolina community. The most positive aspects of the development
will be focused into this centralized area. Mixed use housing shall be encouraged in the Urban Center. Residents
living in the Urban Center will not need to travel far to satisfy many of their basic needs. Civic services including
a library, post office, schools, churches, synagogue, and meeting hall should be located in the Urban Center.
Medical facilities including an urgent care center, grocery stores, financial institutions, and daycare centers
should be located close by. Restaurants, theaters, and a small outdoor amphitheater will offer evening entertainment to the residents and other visitors.
A. Power centers and standalone retail boxes shall be discouraged in the Urban Center. These uses are
more appropriate in Town Center.
B. Drive-thru services shall be discouraged in the Urban Center.
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These “outdoor rooms” should provide pedestrian amenities such as shade, benches, restaurant
seating/patios, fountains, bike racks, trash receptacles, etc.
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C.
Lighting
One of the attributes of the West Side most appreciated by residents is its “dark sky”. The objective of the
lighting guidelines therefore is to preserve the “dark sky” while providing lighting that enhances the safety,
security, and visual aesthetics of the area. Careful attention to lighting detail will contribute to the sense of a
cohesive community image. Lighting design and features will differ according to the land use. In all cases, light
fixtures and standards shall conform to state and local safety illumination standards.

A. Lighting should be located to enhance the safety of pedestrian and vehicular flows at key points along
roadways. Light shall be concentrated at intersections and pedestrian crosswalks. The maximum height
of street light fixtures shall be thirty (30) feet, unless otherwise required by the County, NMDOT, and/
or Engineer.
B. Excessive light spillage on adjacent properties shall not be allowed. Light fixtures shall be recessed or
shielded.
C. Cobra head fixtures shall not be used for street lighting. Metal halide, LED, or low-pressure sodium
lights are recommended.

Street lights should be designed for vehicular and pedestrian safety while preventing excessive light spillage onto
adjacent properties.
2) Parking Lot and Building Exterior Lighting
Lighting shall be used to provide illumination for the security and safety of on-site areas such as parking,
loading, service, and pathways. Providing attractive lighting for building exteriors is an effective, yet subtle way
to enhance the design of the structure.
A. The design of the lighting fixtures should be compatible with the architectural features of the main
structures on-site.
B. Lighting fixtures shall be recessed or shielded to prevent light spread outside of the site boundary. The
maximum height of parking lot lights in industrial areas shall be 30 feet and in other areas shall be 20
feet
C. Building entrances shall be well lighted.

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

1) Street Lighting

3) Pedestrian Lighting
Lighting should be pedestrian oriented in districts with high pedestrian movement, such as the Plaza area.
Bollard or wall pocket lighting is encouraged along Plaza sidewalks and other public areas.
A. Pedestrian lighting shall not exceed fifteen (15) feet in height.
B. Bollard material and design shall be compatible with the adjacent buildings. Bollards shall be no greater
than three (3) feet in height. Shatter-proof coverings should be provided for bollards and other types
of low-level lighting.
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C. Lighting may be used to accent certain landscape features. This type of lighting should be of a low-level
intensity and only illuminate the intended landscape feature.

This section provides design standards guiding environmentally smart landscaping principles, standards, and
plant pallet. Recognizing the increased public awareness of water conservation, this Plan promotes the use
of native and naturalized plant species that perform well in an arid environment. Major arterials shall be
landscaped with native species and will serve as a demonstration project to the rest of the community. Plan
standards address the need for water conservation in outdoor landscaping with a focus on meeting the 135
gallons per person per day (GPCD) 2024 ABCWUA Water Conservation Plan goal. A Plant Palette and xeriscape
principals of design are included in the appendices.
Special attention shall be given to landscaping the major entries to the Santolina Community. Plant materials
should be used to highlight these key areas with the intent of reinforcing the community image. Where this
section and Bernalillo County Code of Ordinances differ, the Code of Ordinances shall prevail.
A. Site development plans for commercial, industrial, office, and multi-family areas shall include a
landscape plan that comprises twenty percent (20%) of the net site area.
B. Minimize impervious and paved area on each site, especially in surface parking areas and low density
residential zones to increase opportunities for infiltration and reduce water runoff flow.

Examples of water harvesting techniques in parking areas and street design.
C.
D.
E.
F.

Use shared driveways whenever possible to decrease impervious areas.
Street design shall maximize water harvesting within the adjacent landscaping.
Use driveway and parking materials which reduce runoff such as pervious pavers or gravel.
Carefully locate impervious areas and roof drains so that they drain to natural systems, vegetated
buffers, natural resource areas, or pervious zones and soils.
G. Proposed landscape plans shall have limited to no turf area. Turf shall be generally located in high
pedestrian use areas. It shall not be planted on slopes greater than 3:1. Turf shall not be allowed in any
street medians within the Plan Area.
H. If turf is to be used in non-pedestrian areas, it shall be one or a combination of the drought tolerant
grass species.
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D.
Landscape
The key to creating a truly liveable and high quality environment will be the development of an overall landscape
master plan. The environmental, as well as aesthetic, value of landscaping in an arid region cannot be overestimated. Landscaping shall be used to frame views, as a buffer from noise or undesirable views, to break up large
expanses of parking, to provide wind protection, shade, and relief from the heat and glare generated by development, to control soil erosion, and enhance pedestrian and vehicular traffic and safety.
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I.
J.
K.
L.
M.
N.

O.

EPA WaterSense program labeled products will be considered for indoor and outdoor use.
Install water meters for each housing unit in a multi-family housing development using ABCWUA
incentive program rather than master meters in such developments.
Additional Santolina area specific LID practices can be found in Chapter 5, Section 5.7 Terrain
Management Plan.
For additional landscape and buffering regulations see Bernalillo County Code of Ordinances Appendix
A Section 19.
For additional water conservation requirements see Bernalillo County Code of Ordinances Article VII:
Water Conservation Requirements with special attention to Section 30-249 Design and Construction
Regulations for New Development.
In locations where residential lots do not face the street, street trees shall be provided along public
rights-of-way with either even spacing or in random clusters. The spacing of evenly spaced street trees
shall be no greater than the diameter of the street tree canopy at full maturity (i.e, smaller trees require
closer spacing than larger trees). Where street trees are randomly clustered, the number of street trees
shall be equal to or exceed the number required if trees were evenly spaced; however, gaps between
randomly spaced street trees that exceed 50 feet are prohibited.
Within residential subdivisions, street trees shall be provided at a rate of one tree per residential lot.
Street trees shall be planted within 12 feet of the curb.

E.
Streetscapes
Streetscape design is another key factor in determining neighborhood quality and liveability. Providing streetscape amenities such as landscaping and street trees, benches, bus shelters, bike racks, and trash receptacles
will help create an attractive community for residents and visitors. Ideally, Bernalillo County and/or COA is the
entity to maintain the streetscape and its assorted amenities. This will be handled on a case-by-case basis.
1) Streetscape
A. Streets that are unduly wide serve as a barrier for pedestrian movement. Tapered intersections may be
used as a technique to slow traffic as well as decrease the distance a pedestrian must cross to get from
one side of the street to the other. In addition to increasing safety, this technique provides an opportunity for locating a cluster of street trees, benches, and other pedestrian amenities.
B. Generally, sidewalks on residential streets shall be a minimum of five (5) feet wide. Sidewalks along
arterials or adjacent to solid walls shall be a minimum of six (6) feet wide.
C. A minimum landscaped area of six (6) feet between the back of curb and the sidewalk shall be provided
along all major arterials. The required landscaped area width may vary only where meandering sidewalks
are planned.
D. Benches shall be provided along certain designated public rights-of-way in the Urban Center to
encourage pedestrian activity. They shall be amply shaded with trees and/or trellising. Metal mesh or
wrought iron are the recommended construction materials for benches because they discourage graffiti
vandals.
E. One (1) street tree shall be planted for every thirty (30) linear feet along public right-of-ways. Street
trees may be planted either in random clusters or uniformly placed along the street edge. Gaps between
street trees that exceed fifty (50) feet are discouraged.
F. As development of the Santolina Community progresses, an attempt should be made to coordinate
new street trees with existing street trees.
G. The use of bicycles as an alternative mode of commuter transportation is promoted. Striped bicycle
lanes, six (6) feet wide , should be provided on all minor arterials and collector streets.

6.A.d
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2) Parking Lots
A. Parking lots shall be screened from view by providing a landscape strip between parking lots and
public rights-of-way. The landscape strip provided shall be at least ten (10) feet in width. For large scale
commercial development, the landscape strip may be required to be up to fifteen (15) feet wide with
six (6) foot sidewalks. In cases requiring a wall, landscaping shall be located adjacent to the right-of-way.
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B. Screening material shall be one or a combination of plant materials, walls, or earthen berming and shall
be a minimum of three (3) feet in height.
C. Where practical, lowering the grade of the parking lot from the existing street elevation may aid in
screening views of automobiles while enhancing the view of architectural elements of the structures
beyond.
D. landscaped island shall be provided for every ten (10) parking spaces. Six (6) feet is the recommended
minimum width to provide adequate planting space for trees and shrubs or parking lot lighting.
E. One shade tree shall be provided for every ten (10) parking spaces, with no space being more than one
hundred (100) feet from a tree.
F. Seventy-five percent (75%) of the required parking lot trees shall be deciduous and have a minimum
mature height and canopy of twenty-five (25) feet.
G. For additional parking requirements such as number of spaces see Bernalillo County Code of Ordinances
Section 82-53.
3) Sidewalks, Trails, and Pedestrian Crossings
Sidewalks and trails are intended to lessen the need for vehicular use and provide connectivity to create a
pedestrian-oriented community. Individual development phases should ensure off-road pedestrian and bicycle
access to the various park facilities as applicable.
A. All sidewalks and ramps within public rights-of-way shall meet County standards and be designed to
be handicapped accessible (see Americans with Disabilities Act Criteria for Barrier-Free Design), except
where topography makes this unfeasible.
B. Sidewalks on local residential streets shall be a minimum of 5 feet in width. Sidewalks along collectors
or major local streets shall be a minimum of 6 feet in width. Where sidewalks are planned on one side
only of the collector or major local street, that sidewalk shall be a minimum of 8 feet in width.
C. Trails shall be designed for multi-use and accommodate pedestrians, runners, and bicyclists, except the
perimeter trail shall prohibit bicycles due to soil conditions and erosion potential. Connections shall be
made from individual neighborhoods to the community trail system via trails and/or sidewalks as determined in the subdivision phase.
D. Trails shall use Barrier-Free Design to accommodate physically challenged individuals as trail users,
where feasible.
E. All private trails shall be concrete, asphalt, or stabilized crusher fines and have a minimum width of 8
feet.
F. Pedestrian crossings shall be clearly demarcated with colored, textured paving where they cross
vehicular entrances and streets.
F.
Building Massing and Design Elements
The goal of the design elements are not to limit design creativity, but to provide the framework for high quality
design. While architectural style is not restricted, certain common elements should be complementary to
and enhance the community image. Generic franchise design shall be discouraged. Building design shall be
contextual to land forms, adjacent buildings and the overall design standards of the master plan.
1) Building Materials and Colors

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

6.A.d

SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

A. The use of similar roof materials and colors aids continuity. Compatibility in roof design with adjacent
buildings is encouraged.
B. Metal may be used as a roofing material for commercial and residential structures. Metal roof shall be
corrugated or standing seam and non-reflective. Roof colors shall be in shades of red, green, or silver.
C. Exterior building materials shall be predominantly contextual in nature. Stucco (or similar material such
as dryvit), natural stone, or split face CMU of earth tone colors should be required for sixty-five percent
(65%) of the building surfaces. Wood, stone, or brick may be used to accent architectural features.
Glass will not be considered a finishing material for the purpose of these design guidelines.
D. Exterior colors shall predominantly be in warm desert earth tones such as ranges of orange, red, copper,
brown, or beige. Other colors may be used to accent architectural features such as entryways, window
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trim, fascias, and other traditional southwestern architectural features. Metallic and high intensity
colors will not be permitted.

A. Massive building forms are discouraged in favor of buildings which incorporate stepped elevations.
Rooflines visible from street view shall not run in a continuous plane for more than fifty (50) linear feet
without offsetting or jogging the roof plane. Mansard roofs shall wrap around the entire perimeter of
the structure.
B. Long, uninterrupted exterior walls (longer than 50 feet) shall be avoided on all structures. Staggering
of planes along an exterior wall provides relief from monotonous, uninterrupted expanses of wall. If a
building is less than 75,000 square feet, wall staggering shall be every 50 feet. If a building is more than
75,000 square feet, wall staggering shall be every 100 feet.
3) Walls
A consistent approach to wall design will provide an element of visual continuity in the Santolina Community.
Walls within a residential or commercial site shall be considered an integral part of the site/building design.
A. The style, materials, and color of the wall should be complementary to the architecture of the building
it is attached to.
B. Masonry and stucco are the recommended primary building materials for walls in residential areas
within public view from the roadway. Brick, wood, or ornamental iron may be used as an accent feature.
Other fencing materials, such as chain link, welded wire, unfinished concrete, wood, and colored block
may be used as long as they are not visible from the public roadway.
C. To soften the horizontal mass of a continuous wall, the wall may be set back from the adjacent sidewalk
with the space left between the wall and sidewalk used for landscaping. If this method is used, the wall
shall be set back from the sidewalk at a distance equal to its height. For example, if a six (6) foot wall
is to be constructed adjacent to a sidewalk it should be set back from that sidewalk six (6) feet. The
setback may not be any less than five (5) feet.
4) Prohibited Design Elements
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.
J.
K.

Large, blank, unarticulated wall surfaces
Large, block like structures
Chain link fencing parallel to a public street or in the front yard setback
Metal or aluminum siding
Highly reflective materials and finishes
Exposed, untreated precision block walls within street view
Roofs that are illuminated or have highly reflective surfaces
Scale, height, and architectural style incompatible with adjacent or abutting development.
Repetitive facades or buildings lacking articulation appear boxlike and out-of-scale.
Untreated and/or non-landscaped buffer zone in sidewalk and in parking lots.
Concertina, Barbed tape, razor wire, barbed wire or similar materials are prohibited.
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2) Commercial and Industrial

5) Mechanical Equipment
A. Mechanical equipment, including but not limited to cooling and heating systems, ventilation, antenna
and other reception devices, shall be screened from street view through the use of parapets or other
architectural elements of the same nature as the building’s basic design, material, and color. The height
of a screening element such as a parapet shall be uniform around the entire structure.
B. Mechanical equipment may be installed on the rear side of pitched roofs with the requirement that it
is not visible from the roadway. The highest point of the equipment shall be equal to or below the roof
ridge.
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Screen mechanical equipment from street view with an architectural element.
I.
Drainage
Due to their predominant west to east orientation, the arroyos in this area present an opportunity for their
designated use as scenic corridors with spectacular views of the Sandia and Manzano Mountain Ranges. Arroyos
should be viewed as a significant design feature to be incorporated into the site planning for new development.
Joint development of drainage ways and detention basins for open space and recreational use is encouraged.
1) Arroyos and other natural drainage ways should be preserved in their natural state, whenever possible. The
use of rip-rap and native vegetation instead of concrete for lining drainage ways is encouraged when feasible.
2) On-site drainage, including rear-lot ponding, is encouraged for decreasing street flows and the need for
large, unattractive drainage facilities. Detention ponds and other water harvesting methods can be utilized
to supplement landscape irrigation. ABCWUA offers incentives for rainwater harvesting that should be investigated during water and drainage planning.
3) The use of rear yard alleys and pedestrian ways may also be used for the conveyance of drainage.
4) Cut and fill required by drainage and detention facilities shall be rounded whenever possible to avoid steep
unnatural slopes.
J.
Transit
Accessibility is the key to encouraging mass transit ridership. Transit stops that are centrally located and convenient to pedestrians should be provided. Pedestrian oriented mixed use developments, including conveniently
located shopping, office development, post offices, libraries, parks, recreational facilities, and residential uses,
will help create an environment conducive to mass transit systems.
1) Transit stops shall provide shelter, comfortable seating, and adequate lighting. Signage shall be provided to
illustrate the routes that serve each transit stop.
2) Trash containers and public telephones should be conveniently located. Safe and secure bike storage facilities are encouraged.
3) The transit stop should be designed to blend with the architecture of the surrounding buildings.
4) Transit stops shall be centrally located, easily accessed from neighborhoods, retail, jobs and services, and
comfortably designed.
K.
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C. Mechanical equipment mounted on the ground shall be screened from street view with landscaping or
fencing materials and shall not be taller than the primary structure.

Residential Subdivision Standards

1) Site Design
Site plans for residential subdivisions should provide variety and visual interest in the streetscape. Pedestrian
connections between neighborhoods should be planned for efficient pedestrian movement. Residential builders
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will be required to participate in the Home Builders Association of Central New Mexico (HBA CNM) program
Build Green NM.

Additional guidelines include:
A. On long, straight roads, knuckles or cul-de-sac are encouraged to provide variety and visual interest in
the streetscape.
B. Pedestrian and bicycle access openings at the end of cul-de-sacs or openings in perimeter walls are
simple techniques that can be used to achieve connection between commercial areas, trails, adjacent
neighborhoods, and nearby neighbors.
2) Streetscapes
A consistent landscape theme in residential areas will reinforce community identity. Providing large canopied
street trees in residential areas will soften the streetscape and provide the feeling of an established neighborhood as the trees reach maturity.
A. One (1) street tree per lot is required in all residential subdivisions.
B. Street trees shall be planted within twelve (12) feet of the back of curb.
3) Building Materials and Colors
The prospective home buyer should be offered a choice in architectural styles. The use of a single style within
neighborhoods is discouraged. Individual dwelling units should be distinguishable from each other.
4) Height
A. Residential structures shall not exceed two (2) stories and are limited to a maximum height of twenty-six
(26) feet. Refer to Section 3.2 Definitions on how to measure height.
B. The second story should be limited to seventy-five percent (75%) of the building footprint and shall be
set back at least 18 inches from the front façade of the first story to eliminate the appearance of a two
(2) story wall. Outdoor decks are not considered part of the second story square footage.
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Build Green NM encourages homebuilders to use technologies, products, and practices that will:
A. Provide greater energy efficiency and reduce pollution;
B. Provide healthier indoor air;
C. Reduce water usage;
D. Preserve natural resources; and
E. Improve durability and reduce maintenance.
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Santolina Level B Master Plan
Matrix of Comments & Responses
Organized by Agency
for Hearing on:
November 2, 2016
Submitted on September 30, 2016

6.A.d

The following Matrix is all the comments from the Santolina Level B Master Plan Hearings on:
March 2, 2016
April 27, 2016
May 26, 2016
June 23, 2016
July 21, 2016
Please review this matrix in its entirety and respond to the comments. Please fill out the
following: 1) Staff to provide a response 2) provide responders name to agency comment 3)
indicate status.
We have provided accela comments and letters omitted from the June 21, 2016 version of the matrix. These
comments have been organized based on hearing topic. Any additional comments provided in July Hearing.
Note: Matrix has been revised and organized by agency not topic per Agency and Staff requests in August
2016.

The Status column should be filled out or changed by the responder and should read Completed, Pending, or Condition of Approval as follows:
Completed Please verify comments and feel free to request any information to achieve this.
Pending These are items that we will schedule meetings to address (Complete) prior submittal for the
November Hearing. There will be no Pending statuses at the time of submittal.
Condition of Approval Any comments that cannot be completed would become a Condition of Approval.

The goal is to have a completed matrix with as few Conditions of Approval as possible.
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Matrix
and Instructions

If you have any questions about the matrix please feel free to contact us at:
Consensus Planning, Inc. (505) 764-9801

Printed on: 9/29/2016

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page
1
Packet Pg. 2236

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
##
Department
1 Fire Department

Note Date
2/1/2016

Comments
Response
Final plans of the water supply system for fire protection shall be submitted to We agree. The FMO may review these
the Fire Marshal's Office for Review and approval. Development Shall meet
Level C plans when available/approved
the requirements of the Fire code with adopted amendments at time of build by the ABCWUA.
out.
We agree.

2

6/3/2016

The Location of the fire stations will be based off of a risk assessment
conducted by the Fire Department, station location presently show on site
plan may be needed to relocated to meet response criteria.

Responder
C.Gober

We agree. We will continue our
C.Gober
coordination with Bernalillo County Fire
at the Level C plans.

6.A.d

Staff Response
Status
Once the water system plans and future
Condition of
development plans are submitted they will be approval
reviewed and any corrections will be
addressed then.
This is an on-going process and shall be
completed prior to the issuance of building
permits

Pending
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##

Department

Hearing Date

Comments

1

Zoning
Administrator
Review

7/14/2016

2

Zoning
Administrator
Review

2/22/2016

3

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Staff has noted additional language related to density and land use and
phasing, activity centers, jobs-housing ratio, mechanisms for ensuring these
levels are met will need to be developed. Staff has also noted the
modifications to the land use map and the inclusion of a zone map. The land
uses within this Level B Plan appear to be relatively consistent with the
adopted Level A Plan.

4

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

5

Chapter 3, Zoning of the Santolina Plan has been partially reviewed by the
Zoning Administrator. The Zoning Administrator has reviewed all of the
sections that contain zoning districts and the process section and some minor
changes may be required. The Zoning Administrator has not had the
opportunity to review the design section of the chapter since the applicant
did not this portion of the chapter until after the deadline for all submittals.
Review of the design section and a final review of the entire chapter will be
forthcoming.
The Level B plan should have a name beyond the Santolina Level B plan, since
there will be other Santolina Level B plans for the area.

Response
We have reviewed and revised the
Design standards with the Zoning
Administrator. The Zoning chapter
reflects our coordination with County
Planning Staff.

Zoning Administrator Planning Staff
Staff/Agency/De
partment

We have indicated in the Zoning for this
Level B Plan to be distinguished as PC-S(Zone). Future plans can add S1, S2, etc..
to distinguish themselves from this first
plan.
We Agree

Staff Response

Status
Pending

Pending

New documents to be reviewed.

Pending.

More details could be provided for land use. Smaller areas, neighborhoods, or We are providing a phasing map as part
commercial areas or more detailed phasing and descriptions could be
of this Level B Plan to address this and
depicted within the land use plan, also as an aspect of developing the
similar comments.
character of the community and jobs to housing balance (See the Level B
Planned Communities Criteria).

New documents to be reviewed.

Pending

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Address the open space component. Will there be zoning for parks and open The Zoning and Land Use Maps identify Parks and
space? Adequately address the Planned Communities Criteria for Parks and
Open Space within this Level B Plan
Planning
Open Space (within Land Use).
area.

Working with Open Space, Zoning -- in process. Pending

6

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Further explain the change/increase in dwelling units in the revised Level B
Plan.

Need Clarification from Staff

Addressed on page 13. This change needs to
be made clear to reviewing agencies

Pending

7

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

The land use plan (e.g., tables on pp. 10-11) should be updated to reflect the
changes to the zoning; include acreage, density, where appropriate.

We have updated the Land Use table to
reflect the changes made to date.

The table appears to be the same.

Pending

8

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Zones within non-residential zones that seek to achieve additional potential
land use variation (e.g., office zone and commercial zone within Town Center
or Urban Center Zone) could also be depicted on the zoning map, or could
appear as uses rather than zones. Uses and zones appear to be used
interchangeably in the plan and should be clarified. This would facilitate the
mapping of the zoning. A Residential Village Center Zone is called out on p. 28
but does not appear on the maps.

Through our coordination with the
County Planning staff, we have created a
zone map and a Land Use Map. Each
map clearly distinguishes between
'zones' and 'land uses'. We have also
updated the Zoning Chapter to provide a
clearer distinction of uses and zones.

Zoning is still in process

Pending

9

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Mixed Use Development has been added as a use, but does not appear as
new (in red).

Need Clarification from Staff

Need additional review of the proposed zoning Pending

Printed On: 9/29/2016

6.A.d
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##

Department

Hearing Date

Comments

Response

10 County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Per the meeting with the applicants agent, the Santolina Level B zoning
(particularly for land uses) could follow County Zoning more closely in order
to achieve clarity and minimize any confusion and redundancy. Design
standards may also require additional revision. Zoning document could be
more user-friendly, including charts and illustrations. (See for instance Mesa
del Sol Level A and Level B Plans). Additional more detailed comments will be
provided by zoning staff.

We have worked closely with County
Planning Staff to rewrite the Zoning
Chapter. The Zoning Chapter now
provides a streamline code based on the
County's Zoning Code. Design standards
have been added to this chapter and
include illustrations, where appropriate.

11 County Planning 6/23/2016
Staff

Address the Phasing of the Development. From a regional perspective, there
could be more information provided about the phasing and implementation
of the Santolina development. The Level B Plan indicates two phases-2025
and 2040. Where there are still opportunities for different types of
development and infill in the more urbanized areas and some areas near the
site that have some development that could relate to the Santolina
development (e.g., Westland North, Atrisco Heritage High School), the
proposed phasing could be elaborated or further justified.

12 County Planning 6/24/2016
Staff

A Level A Development Agreement has been agreed to for the Level A
Development. A Level B Agreement will also be required to ensure the
specifics of the plan and the financial responsibilities and the employmenthousing ratio are adhered to. Additional information on how employment
goals will he achieved is necessary.
Policy d of the Reserve Area states that "A planned community master plan
shall not be approved if it fails to demonstrate its own sense of place, selfsufficiency, environmental sensitivity, separation from the contiguous
Albuquerque urban area by permanent open space and the provision of
infrastructure which is not a net expense to the local government." Staff
comment/recommendation: The Level A Plan and the Level A Development
Agreement addressed this requirement The current Level B request needs to
more specifically demonstrate how these policies will be addressed in the
proposed development, for instance in such areas as water and sewer
availability, provision of parks and open space, residential neighborhoods,
commercial areas, and more specifically, unifying design standards, as well as
demonstrating not incurring expenses to the local government.

13 County Planning 6/25/2016
Staff

Printed On: 9/29/2016

Zoning Administrator Planning Staff
Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status

Zoning chapter is still under review

Pending

As part of our effort to address
comments relative to Land Use and
Zoning (in preparation for the May 26,
2016 CPC Hearing), we included
additional narrative to the Level B Plan,
section 8.2, that addresses phasing of
development.

Phasing still under review

Pending

We agree. The Level B Development
Agreement will address this.

Level B Development Agreement

Condition of
approval

We have provided new narrative to be
included as part of the Level B Plan.
Section 2.2.8 addresses the
implementation mechanisms for parks
and recreation facilities. Section 8.4 has
been added to deliniate the various
funding mechanisms for future
development in this Level B Plan area.

Funding specifics not provided. Funding to be
more fully addressed in Development
Agreement.

Condition of
approval
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Zoning Administrator Planning Staff
Staff/Agency/De
partment

Comments

Response

14 County Planning 6/26/2016
Staff

Land Use- Open Space Network- calls for setting aside Major Open Space,
parks, trail corridors throughout the Comprehensive Plan area. Policies
encourage connections between and within the facilities. Open Space is
shown on the Santolina Land Use Map, although staff is requesting additional
information on the Open Space network, its dedication and maintenance, and
the required development agreement related to it.

The Level B Development Agreement
will address Open Space, Parks, and
trails. The Development Agreement will
be submitted to the County Manager.
Additionally, we have provided new
narrative that speaks to parks, open
space, and recreational services, their
dedication, and funding mechanisms.
Please see section 2.2.8 and 8.4

15 County Planning 6/27/2016
Staff

Community Resource Management - recognizes the importance of provision
of services in community development. The services include water, energy,
transportation, housing, economic development. In particular, as in staff and
agency comments provided below, additional information should be provided
on the proposed transportation system, water availability, along with
mechanisms for achieving economic development for the community.

The Level B Plan addresses economic
development through allocation of
specific uses designated by the Land Use
Plan for employment. Furthermore, the
Level A and Level B Development
Agreements provide requirements for
jobs (economic development) as the
Santolina community develops over
time.

Address any outstanding comments from staff. Pending

16 County Planning
Staff

It appears that these criteria do serve as a guideline for the Santolina Level B
Plan, but that more information is needed to show that they have been
adequately addressed. As noted in the above comments related to the
'Reserve Area' and also shown in staff and agency comments below, a more
detailed analysis of the Level B Santolina Master Plan should be provided for
each of the areas
-Land use
-Environment and Open Space
-Transportation system
-Government and Public Service
In addition, because of limited time to review the Plan and the application,
staff will need to provide additional analysis and comments specifically
related to the Planned Communities Criteria in the subsequent staff report.

We have reviewed the latest Staff
Report. Recent comments and
responses from parks and open space
have been added in this matrix. This
matrix addresses Agency Comments
received relative to the topics for
Hearing 3.

Address any outstanding comments from staff. Pending.

17 County Planning
Staff

V. Southwest Area Plan/Westside Strategic Plan -The Southwest Area Plan
We agree.
and the Westside Strategic Plan both recognize the importance of Master
Planned Communities for the vacant areas within the Southwest Area/West
Side. They also recognize the importance of attention to environmental issues
and jobs development, and location of industrial development and design. It
would appear the Santolina Level A Master Plan generally addresses policies
in the Southwest Area Plan and the Westside Strategic Plan.

Printed On: 9/29/2016

Staff Response
Open Space pending approval and
development agreement.

Generally ok.

6.A.d

Status
Pending
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18 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

It could be argued, given the goals of the request and for the Reserve Area,
that a greater variety of uses and descriptions of them could be provided
either in the Land Use Chapter, or in the Zoning Code for Santolina. Additional
details could also be provided for how all of these connect to the wider area
in which the site is located.

"We have been in coordination with the
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Chapter. We have worked closely with
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
on our discussion and her comments.
We have met 2-3 times a week during
the month of June to revise the zoning
chapter. We have submitted this chapter
as part of the redline to the level B plan
document."

19 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Types of and density/scale of land uses and zoning should be clearer and
consistent. The Santolina Level B Master Plan provides a more detailed Land
Use Map and details for each of the land uses than the Level A Plan. However,
more detailed information could be provided in the current request about the
more specific land uses and densities within Santolina Land Use Areas - for
the various areas or neighborhoods that will develop with residential uses,
with some additional parameters for density (e.g., average, maximum). Areas
that may be of mixed use or mixed densities, or areas that should have
residential (urban center, town center) are not detailed as such in the plan. It
is still not clear if residential use will be allowed in the Town Center.

20 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

21 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Printed On: 9/29/2016

Zoning Administrator Planning Staff
Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status

Zoning Chapter still under review.

Pending

"We have been in coordination with the
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Chapter. We have worked closely with
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
on our discussion and her comments.
We havemet 2-3 times a week during
the month of June to revise the zoning
chapter. We have submitted this chapter
as part of the redline to the level B plan
document."

Zoning chapter still under review.

Pending

The information listed in the Level B Plan for density under zoning (up to 50
dwelling units per acre) should be described ( e.g., in a table or map) in a
manner that demonstrates the development will not exceed the 3 dwellings
per acre limit in the Reserve Area. Based on the information provided staff in
the Level B Plan, a density higher and number of dwelling units could be
achieved than the approximate 9,444 units stated in the plan (page 4).

We have provided narrative and a table
as part of Chapter 2 Land Use Tables 3 &
4 to indicate how we will not exceed the
3 du/acre limit for the Reserve Area.

Condition of approval/development
agreement should confirm density and
mechanism for maintaining it.

Condition of
approval

Additional information could also be given about the different characteristics
of business, commercial, and industrial areas, including the range of Floor
Area Ratios, and commercial building size. Zoning information for some of the
new land use areas, such as open space, educational campus are not provided
or consistent with the Level A Plan. Some particular land uses that fall in the
residential areas or more intense land use areas such as town center and
business park could be identified or described following the original zoning
chapter in the Level A Plan (see pages 43-53), Level A Plan. It is not clear if the
definitions of land uses included in the Zoning in the Level A Plan should apply
to the Level B Plan and will be added to or if the Level B Zoning will adhere to
the definitions, land uses, and procedures in the County Zoning Code. Site
characteristics and Design Features as in the Level A PC zoning Chapter also
do not appear to be carried through into the Level B Zoning.

This Level B Plan builds off of the
general intent and vision of the Level A
Plan. We have been in coordination with
the County Zoning Manager on revisions
to the Zoning Chapter (see previous
previous response). We have included
definitions, where needed,
following/referenced the County Zoning
Code (when available).

Zoning Chapter is still under consideration.

Pending
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Comments

Response

22 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Address Compatibility of Land Uses as in the Land Use Plan. The proposed
Land Use areas in the Santolina Plan Level B Plan are limited in number and
are presented as discrete zones. More information could be provided on how
the zones articulate with each other ( e.g., residential and industrial). There
could also be discussion of how mixed use areas will be achieved or if there
will be transitional areas between more intense and less intense uses within
or on the edges of the site. In addition, information could be provided about
how the development will articulate in areas of existing development-e.g.,
along West Central Ave. and the 1-40 Frontage Rd. where there already exists
various developments, and some parcels connect to these roads while others
do not.

We have provided additional narrative
to address the compatibility of land
uses. We have also addressed horizontal
mixed-use and vertical mixed-use as
well as land use connectivity
considerations.

23 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Although the Master Plan proposes mixed uses, and states it will meet the
other requirements of the Reserve Area, such as self-sufficiency, protecting
the non-urban development, and being bounded by open space, additional
information could be provided.

24 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

25 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Printed On: 9/29/2016

Zoning Administrator Planning Staff
Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status

Discussions have taken place about the land
use. (Zoning element is under consideration).

Complete

We have included additional language in
the Land Use Chapter that speaks to
mixed-use development and Transit
Orient Development.

Discussions about land use have taken place

Completed

It appears that a majority of the property in the Level B Plan falls within the
Reserve (3.0 dwelling units per acre density) or the Rural Area (1 dwelling unit
per acre). The request shows the intent to meet this requirement, with
approximately 9,444 dwelling units proposed on 4,243 acres (shown at
approximately 2.23 dwelling units per acre). However, as stated above given
the proposed zoning (Zoning Chapter) - with possible densities of up to 30 or
even 50 dwelling units per acre, the applicant will need to demonstrate how
the allowed gross density will not be exceeded. Staff comment: In order to
ensure this overall allowed density is maintained, staff recommends more
specific information be provided on the land use map or in a table that shows:
Average and maximum residential densities in each of the land use areas.
Allocation of the residential units allowed by the Comprehensive Plan in each
of the land use areas.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

Discussions have taken place. This will need to Condition of
be confirmed in a conditon of approval
approval

Policy c states development within Reserve Area shall take place either in
accordance with an approved planned community master plan (up to three
dwelling units per acre), or in accordance with the standards applicable to
Rural Areas. It should be stressed that if the Master Plan fails to meet the
criteria, the policies for the Rural Area are used instead of those of the
Reserve Area. If this is the case, the allowable density would be
approximately one dwelling unit per acre. The Reserve area thus creates a
density bonus when the policies are complied with. Staff comment: ensure
the allotted density is maintained in the development of Santolina.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

Discussions have taken place. This will need to Condition of
be confirmed in a conditon of approval
approval
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26 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

27 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

28 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Printed On: 9/29/2016

Comments

Response

In summary, more information is needed on the specific land use and
densities for the Santolina site with reference to their compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies. It appears that the proposed
residential density for the site could exceed that allowed by the
Comprehensive Plan. In addition, a conceptual development agreement
eventually will need to be provided to show the willingness and ability of the
developer to implement the land uses and infrastructure proposed in the
Level B Plan.
Land Use - Activity Centers - designates existing and future activity centers
and corridors in Bernalillo County----on a map and in terms of a hierarchy of
centers with specific features (see p.19, Plan). This section could be further
addressed in the Santolina Level B Plan, which has different types of
commercial and activity centers. It might be helpful to situate the
development within the framework provided for Activity Centers in the
Comprehensive Plan. In some locations within the Level B plan area, it is not
clear where the Village Centers or Neighborhood Centers are located.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type. The
preparation of a Level B Development
Agreement is underway.

IV. Zoning Ordinance/ The Planned Community Zoning for Santolina has been
established with the approval of the Level A Plan. However, the request must
continue to address the requirements specified in the Planned Communities
Zone. The request appears to be relatively consistent with Section 19.5
(Planned Community Zone) for a large-scale community. However, the
request may be larger than the village or employment center type
development that is identified in both the Level B Planned Communities
Criteria and those for Level B development in the B Zoning, where the typical
Village size range is 650 to 1200 acres. The applicant will also need to clarify
that other Level B Plans will be submitted, with appropriate naming, for the
remaining portions of the Santolina development.

Zoning Administrator Planning Staff
Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status

To be specified in Condition of
Approval/Development Agreement

Condition of
approval.

This has been more clearly identified in
the introduction to the zoning chapter.

Additional information has been provided.
Pending final review of land use and zoning
maps.

Pending

We have included narrative in Chapter 8
(Approval Process) that speaks to future
Level B Plans.
The size of this Level B plan is only
slightly larger than and comparable to
the first two Level B plans at Mesa Del
Sol. The reason for this is to follow
through on two seperate commitments
mad as part of the Level A Plan process.
1. To preserve the La Ceja Escarpment
(almost 1,000 acres of Open Space is
preserved), and
2. The designation of a significant
acreage to job producing land uses.

The Level B plan area is not unprecedented,
although some agencies have a concern with
it.

Completed.
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Hearing Date

Comments

Response

29 County Planning
Staff

It appears that these criteria do serve as a guideline for the Santolina Level B
Plan, but that more information is needed to show that they have been
adequately addressed. As noted in the above comments related to the
'Reserve Area' and also shown in staff and agency comments below, a more
detailed analysis of the Level B Santolina Master Plan should be provided for
each of the areas
-Land use
-Environment and Open Space
-Transportation system
-Government and Public Service
In addition, because of limited time to review the Plan and the application,
staff will need to provide additional analysis and comments specifically
related to the Planned Communities Criteria in the subsequent staff report.

30 County Planning
Staff

V. Southwest Area Plan/Westside Strategic Plan -The Southwest Area Plan
We agree.
and the Westside Strategic Plan both recognize the importance of Master
Planned Communities for the vacant areas within the Southwest Area/West
Side. They also recognize the importance of attention to environmental issues
and jobs development, and location of industrial development and design. It
would appear the Santolina Level A Master Plan generally addresses policies
in the Southwest Area Plan and the Westside Strategic Plan.

Printed On: 9/29/2016

We have reviewed the subsequent Staff
Report and feel that we have address
initial and new comments raised
regarding Land Use and Zoning.

Zoning Administrator Planning Staff
Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status

Address any outstanding comments from staff. Pending.

Completed.
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Parks Recreation

## Department
Note Date
1 Parks and
2/19/2016
recreation

Comments
The comments state that a preliminary review of the plan indicates that more
information needs to be provided:
1. A portion of the Level B Open Space and Parks network, is consistent with Level
A, but the following is not clear:
a. what all the types of Open Space and parks will be included in those areas;
b. whether that includes neighborhood parks and other recreation facilities;
c. general, whether the park areas by type and the other recreation facilities
cumulatively meet the Level of service standards set forth in the Level A plan for
the projected population for the Level B plan areas; and
d. when and how the Open Space, park and other recreation facilities will be
dedicated.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
Status
We are providing open space areas, parks, trails, undevelopable land,
Still in Discussion -- Leve B Pending
and areas with valuable environmental qualities to ensure the
Plan has been updated
continued health, safety, and welfare of the community and to provide
per staff comments from
locations for recreational activities. Furthermore we are preserving the
meeting on 9/16/16 and eescarpment area that makes up the eastern portion of the Level B Plan
mail on 9/19/16, except
area as open space. Please refer to the Level B Land Use Map. We
that add'l languague was
have provide an analysis of the PROS Plan level-of-service standards
included, which was not
relative to the Level B Plan based on project populations. Please see
discussed, which should
new redline to section 2.2.7 of the Level B Plan.
be deleted because the
Level B plan and
agreement are a
refinement and are more
detailed as to Community
Facilities and therefore
supercede the Level A
Agreement by definitiion.
Once this paragraph is
removed, then this would
be complete.

2 Parks and
recreation

2/19/2016

2. It does not appear that there is an Open Space zone as described in the Level a
plan.

We have added a Major Open Space Zone to the Zoning Chapter and
the Zone Map.

3 Parks and
recreation

2/19/2016

3. We have a question as to why the open space area to the north of the
We are coordinating with Bernalillo County Parks and Recreation
escarpment open space described in Level B plan has not been included. Related to Department on identifying the noted parcel so that we can determine
that question, there is parcel was recently acquired to be a Route 66 gateway park, its applicability to the Level B Plan.
that would also function potentially as trailhead for the escarpment open space,
that we wanted to ensure open space connectivity to.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

No Adverse Comment

Complete

No Adverse Comment

Complete

6.A.d
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## Department
Note Date
4 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation
Letter

Comments
Although there is somewhat more detail than in the Level A Plan, in general, there
is insufficient detail in the Santolina Level B plan at this point for us to recommend
approval even with conditions. I have the following findings/comments pertaining
to the new level B submittal:
1. The overall acreage of open space and parks is sufficient to meet the
requirements in the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Facilities Master Plan (PROS
Plan). Similarly, there is more than enough of the community parks to meet the
requirements of the PROS Plan.

5 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

6 Parks &
Recreation

7 Parks &
Recreation

Parks Recreation
Staff Response
No Adverse Comment

Status
Complete

2. The number and location of neighborhood parks have not been identified. Based We have updated our Land Use Plan to indicate the location of future
on our calculation there should be 23 acres of neighborhood parks, which based on neighborhood parks that will range from 3 to 5 acres. This satisfies your
our definition, there would be anywhere from 5 to 23 parks. Therefore, the plan
request.
does not comply with the PROS Plan and in our opinion does not satisfy the
requirements of the Planned Community Criteria for a Level B plan. In order to
serve the community adequately, a diversity of facilities is needed with a
reasonable distribution of them across the planned community area.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

6/15/2016
Letter

3. In the Level B Plan, the projected need for the number of community centers
We have updated our Land Use Plan to indicate the location of 2 future
and aquatics facilities is closer to 2 than 1 (1.54), and should be amended to reflect community centers and aquatics facilities. This satisfies your request.
the number 2 in both instances as required by the PROS Plan, especially given the
land uses proposed (the Town Center and Urban Center) and the potential for
higher density of housing.

Add'l language provided Complete
in Level B Plan to provide
for Regional Park in next
Level B plan

6/15/2016
Letter

4. With respect to the Regional Park and Fully Inclusive Playgrounds, it is our
A park is identified for the southern portion of the Urban Center. This
position that the plan should be amended to include the regional park shown in
park land will be part of a larger Regional Park that will expand over
the level A plan immediately to the West of the main community area and location future Level B Plans.
should be shown for the Fully inclusive Playground, given the development of the
Town Center and Urban Center and the projected time-span for development,
there will be a need for both of those facilities in this part of our future community.

Same as #1

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
We agree. Based on our analysis of the PROS Plan Level of Service
standards (Section 2.2.7 of the Level B Plan document) and the parks,
open space, and recreational facilities planned for by the Level B
Master Plan, we exceed the PROS Plan standards.

Responder

Pending

6.A.d
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## Department
Note Date
8 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation
Letter

Comments
Response
Responder
Staff Response
5. Dedication: Given that all the open space areas and parks shown in this the Level We have provided additional language as part of Section 2.2.8 Parks
Language and tables
B Plan will serve only the communities in Santolina, these areas and facilities
and Recreation Implementation Strategy to delineate the
relative to "sequencing"
should be dedicated to the County and the Plan should be amended to state that. Implementation of future parks, open space, and recreational facilities.
has been added, which
As part of this new narrative, we have provided provisions for
satisfies the orginal
dedication to Bernalillo County as well as coordination on future
comment, except there
programming, design, and construction.
should be an addition of
"community facilities" in
the first sentence of the
first bullet on page 105.
Then this comment will
be complete.

Status
Pending

9 Parks &
Recreation

6. It is unclear what the phasing and process of dedication of the open space and
parks facilities will be. This should be spelled out in detail in a PCC level B Plan. The
description in the plan appears to be circular it will happen as development
happens, but it is unclear what the intention for phasing of development is. From
our perspective, there would seem that there needs to be a more detailed
development phasing plan, and there needs to be a clear correlation in the fiscal
analysis that there will be sufficient tax revenues accruing to the county from that
development of this area of Santolina to support the O&M costs of the facilities at
each phase of development, so that it is clear that the proposed development will
occur at no-net expense to the County. Based on the submittal to-date, it is not
possible to make that determination.

Pending

6/15/2016
Letter

Printed on: 9/29/2016

We have provided additional narrative as part of our May 26, 2016
Hearing submittal. We have redlined the Level B document to include
additional narrative as a new Section 8.4 Development Phasing. This
new narrative delineates the management of future growth in the
Level B Plan area through ordered phasing of development through the
provision of services.
We have also provided new narrative as part of a new Section 8.5
Project and System Public Infrastructure Funding Strategy. This section
identifies the various funding mechanisms available to the future
development of this Level B Plan area.

Pending review of most
recent Fiscal Analysis

6.A.d
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Comments
With respect to the fiscal analysis, we have the following comments:
1. the parks and recreation units arrived at in the fiscal analysis do not correspond
to the Level B Plan or the PROS Plan (e.g. 2 community centers vs. 1 in the Plan,
and 307 acres of park land vs. 183.6 in the Plan), so it is hard to understand
whether the plan as envisioned will result there being "no net expense" to the
County. I.e. per the above, there should be a minimum of 2 community centers, 2
pools, the regional park (70 acres), 2 to 4 community parks (46 acres), 5 to 23
neighborhood parks (23 acres) and one the fully inclusive playground facility.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
Yes, the Fiscal Analysis evaluates a larger Parks/Open Space footprint,
Pending review of most
so the costs are higher than they would otherwise be. The Study is still
recent Fiscal Analysis
incredibly positive. Less space would result in less costs, so we have
provided a more conservative approach, fiscally.

Status
Pending

The Fiscal Study tackles 623 acres of Open Space and 307 acres of
Developed Parkland, the latter which encompasses all the
neighborhood, community, and regional parks. That is a total of 930
acres.
The Level of Service utilized is exactly what was provided to us by the
Bernalillo County Parks and Open Space Department. Please review
Exhibit A-10 of our fiscal analysis.

11 Parks &
Recreation

12 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

6/15/2016
Letter

Printed on: 9/29/2016

2. The unit cost per employee only accounts for the salaries and benefits of
employees and not the actual O&M cost of the facilities, which would include
materials and water costs as well. The PROS Plan has also indicated the following
standards level of service: 100 acres of open space per employee and 10 acres per
employee for park land. We would be willing to sit down with the applicant's
financial analyst and share updated cost figures for Parks and Recreation facilities.

6.A.d

We do include O&M costs for the integrated facilities, approximately
$800,000 annually. The salaries are as requested by the Parks and
Recreation Department. All incidental costs requested were included.
We have outlined over $2 million in annual costs for this initial Level B.

See Staff Response #1
above.

Pending

No Adverse Comment

Complete

With respect to LOS, we have 75 acres per employee for OS, that's a
higher standard than what is required, and the standard for Parkland is
identical (10 per 100 = 7.5 per 75).

With respect to our previous comments, we have the following comments:
See response to Item #1 listed above.
1. Comment 1 has only been partially addressed with table and narrative in the
Level B Plan. Per the above comments, substantial changes to the Level B Plan are
requested.
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6/15/2016
Recreation
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## Department
Note Date
13 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation
Letter
14 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation
Letter

Comments
2. Comment 2 has been addressed in the Level B Plan.

We agree.

3. Comment 3 has not been fully discussed, but there has been an effort to
coordinate between Agent and the County.

We agree. We requested clarification on this comment in an email
dated June 1, 2016. We never received a response.

15 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

16 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Parks Recreation
Staff Response
See Comment #3

Status
Pending

No Adverse Comment

Complete

As you know, we (Debbie Jo, you and myself) met with the agent for the applicant We have provided responses to your following comments.
two weeks ago, and certain changes have been made to the document. Because a
number of my comments are not included in the matrix, I am providing comments
based on how my comments delivered at the June 23rd meeting of the CPC have
been addressed by the applicant in the current draft of the Level B Plan. I am also
providing additional comments on the changes that have been made by the agent
and on any new changes to the document that we have not reviewed up until this
point in time. All my current comments are in bold green. In general, it should be
stated that Parks and Recreation Department at this time has no funding or plans
to plan, design, construct, operate or maintain any Parks and Recreation facility or
Open Space in the Santolina Level B plan area. Parks and Recreation has met with
the agent for the applicant and appreciates the changes that have been made to
date. However, there remain some outstanding items that we would like to see
addressed further and changed in the Plan prior to recommending approval,
because this is a Level B Plan and will be the last time that these concerns,
especially those surrounding phasing and the fiscal implications of the Plan can be
addressed in a comprehensive manner to ensure that the dedication and
subsequent operations and maintenance of Parks and Recreation facilities in the
Level B plan area will be at no net expense to the County in the Plan Area.

See Comment #1

Pending

1. In the Parks and Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the
community parks facilities should be referred to as "Project infrastructure" and in
no way should be considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition, they
are intended to provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of
the Level B "Project Area".

No Adverse Comment

Complete

Parks that will solely serve the project will be "project infrastructure".
However any regional parks (e.g. regional sports complexes) which
serve the project as well as other real property will be system
infrastructure with standard costs. This has been clarified in Section
2.2.8.

Responder

6.A.d
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## Department
Note Date
17 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
2. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed.

18 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

3. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed. However, in the Parks and
Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the community parks facilities
should be referred to as "Project Infrastructure" and in no way should be
considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition they are intended to
provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of the Level B
"Project Area".

19 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Parks Recreation
Staff Response
See Comment #1

Status
Pending

See response to Item #1 listed above.

This comment has been
addressed.

Complete

4. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed. However, in the Parks and
See response to Item #1 listed above.
Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the community parks facilities
should be referred to as "Project Infrastructure" and in no way should be
considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition they are intended to
provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of the entire Level A
"Project Area" at build-out. Given the extent and number of Community Parks
proposed in the current Level B plan, Parks and Recreation accepts that the
Regional Park will be a part of a future Level B plan to the west of the current level
B Plan as shown in the Santolina Level A Master Plan , and no provision for the
regional park is needed at this time.

This comment has been
addressed.

Complete

We agree.

Responder

6.A.d
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Printed on: 9/29/2016

Comments
Response
5. Dedication has been addressed in the new Section 2.2.8. However, Section 2.2.8 See response to Item #1 listed above.
should be amended to state that dedication process for all parks and recreation
facilities shall be triggered 1) when the area that includes (or is adjacent on more
than one edge to) the location in the Level B plan for the facility comes in for
subdivision, or 2) if the subdivision of lots shall result in the planned construction of
dwelling units for any and all areas of the Level B plan that exceed any of the
thresholds for the corresponding facilities:
1000 dwelling units - neighborhood park
3000 dwelling units - community park
5000 dwelling units - aquatics facility & community center
10,000 dwelling units - fully inclusive playground
Because by definition, all these facilities are considered "Project Infrastructure" to
support the future residents of the Level B Area based on the level of service
standards of the County , dedication of all these facilities shall include planning,
design and construction of facilities plus two years of maintenance at no cost to
the County.

Responder

Staff Response
See Staff Response #1
above and #9

6.A.d

Status
Pending
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20 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Parks Recreation
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## Department
Note Date
21 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Comments
Phasing of the Level B plan remains unclear for Land Use or for Community
Facilities including parks and recreation. At a minimum, Section 2.2.8 should be
amended to include changes stated above in the revised comment 5 that include
thresholds in the subdivision process to trigger the dedication of Parks and
Recreation facilities. The Financial Analysis should be updated as stated below in
Comment B, in order for it to correspond with what is currently in the current
version of the Plan, so that the Plan can be evaluated as to "no net expense". In
addition as per the Planned Community Criteria Level B: Village Master Plan
Section D, a "strategy" for funding and maintenance of community facilities shall
be provided.

Parks Recreation

Response
Responder
Staff Response
We have provided a sequencing plan that provides for 8 residential
See Staff Response #1
phases and 4 non-residential phases. It should be noted that there are
above and #9
some non-residential uses within the residential phases and some
limited residential uses in the mixed use portions of the non-residential
phases. With regards to funding mechanisms, on August 23rd, 2016 the
Board of County Commissioners approved the establishment of the
Santolina Public Improvement Districts (“PIDs”) to fund public
improvements within the Districts. As a part of, of the evaluation of the
establishment of the Santolina PIDs the County commissioned an
independent fiscal impact analysis of Santolina and the impact PIDs to
the County. The County’s economic and fiscal consultant concluded
Santolina and the establishment of the PIDs will be at a “no net
expense The Santolina Tax Increment Development Districts (“TIDDs”)
which will fund public improvements have not yet been established but
are currently being considered by the County based on the County’s
independent fiscal impact analysis which estimates a fiscal benefit to
the County in the amount of approximately $5.8 billion for the buildout
of the Project. It is our opinion that with these changes, that the Level
B plan has addressed the Planned Communities Criteria as it relates to
Park and Recreation facilities.

6.A.d

Status
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## Department
Note Date
Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
Continued from above
The applicant has recently added Section 8.5, which outlines tools for funding the
various public facilities. However, the intended strategy for funding them using the
various tools has not been identified, now how those tools interface with the
financial analysis - i.e. what revenues will be used cover which costs and when?
This is critical to determine whether there will be sufficient revenues from the
development coming to the County support the additional staff and other costs to
operate and maintain the dedicated facilities two years after construction. The
applicant has stated that it would prefer these issues be resolved either in the PID
or TID process, and/ or in the development agreement for this Level B Plan, but it is
not possible to determine whether the "no net expense" criteria has been met for
the purposes of recommending approval without a more defined strategy. We
would request that the Section 8.5, the Financial Analysis be revised and that a
draft of the development agreement be completed in order to evaluate whether
the applicant's plan has satisfied the "no-net expense" criteria. Our concern is that
Level B approval will be the last time that the fiscal implications of the facilities in
the Level B Plan can be addressed in a comprehensive and meaningful manner.

Response
Continued from above .
Additional items concerning the implementation of this Level B Plan
will be addressed with the Level B Development Agreement to be
approved by the Board of County Commissioners.

22 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments on Fiscal Analysis 1&2:
These Comments have not been addressed. As yet there is no updated financial
analysis that corresponds to the current draft of the Plan.

23 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter

Previous Comments 1,2,&3:
The first two comments have been largely addressed in the current draft of the

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Parks Recreation
Responder

Staff Response
Pending review of most
recent Fiscal Analysis

Status
Pending

The independent fiscal impact analysis commissioned by the County is
based on dwelling units (by type) and non-residential square footage
which have no significant change. The Land Use Plan has been refined
to reflect and show the conceptual locations of parks and recreation
facilities, which have always been assumed to be included, but were
not graphically shown. These have now been added to the plan. Since
the cost of the majority of these facilities, are assumed to be project
infrastructure, the capital costs will be borne by the developer and as
such, are not relevant to the fiscal impact and no net expense analysis.
The fiscal impact analysis does not and should not reflect specific
project level costs, but rather general fund revenues and expenses to
the County (based on the County budget) over the buildout of the
project. The fiscal impact analysis commissioned by the County utilizes
the most recently approved 2017 County budget and assumes expense
will increase commensurate with the increase in population and
required services.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

We agree.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

6.A.d
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Public Works

Department
Note Date
##
1 PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

Comments
COMMENTS FOR LEVEL B PLAN
1) Page 53 - see "Compliance with MS4 permit requirements, as adopted by
the County for individual non-residential tracts. Includes requirements that
tracts are designed to retain the 90th percentile storm event". Revise to
include residential lots also as any development, residential or commercial,
over 1 acre will be required to comply with our MS4 water quality
requirements.

Response
Responder
We agree and have revised accordingly. See page 64 of the Revised Level Don Briggs
B Master Plan.

2

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

2) Page 54 and other locations - Remove the term "First Flush" and replace
with "EPA Water Quality Volume".
First Flush is not a defined volume.

We agree and have revised accordingly.

3

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

4

Staff Response
ACCEPTABLE

Status
Completed

Don Briggs

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

Pending

3) Page 55 - Exhibits 14 and 15 appear to be missing from the pdf copy of the We have supplied these Exhibits.
plan.

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

4) Page 56 - Copy construction phased practices to Terrain Management
We agree and have revised accordingly.
section from LID section. Also discuss limiting development in sensitive areas
such as the escarpment areas as a Terrain Management practice.

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

5

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

5) Page 58 - Revise references to First Flush, two yr. storm volumes and 0.5'' We agree and have revised accordingly.
of rainfall to more precise EPA Water Quality Volume.
As this area is currently outside the defined "Urban Area" the 90th percentile
storm rainfall event presented in the EPA technical document is not be
appropriate.

Don Briggs

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

Pending

6

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

The rainfall event that initiates runoff for this area should be determined at
this time and used to determine required EPA Water Quality Volumes in the
LEVEL C plans. This method is acceptable under e terms of the Bernalillo
County MS4 permit and is preferred. See "Estimating Predevelopment
Hydrology in the Middle Rio Grande Watershed, New Mexico" (Kosco et al.,
201 ) for the accepted methodology to do this.

We agree, and have determined this new rainfall value. We have
supplied this value.

Don Briggs

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed

7

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

6) Discuss the possibility of 100% water harvesting within the playa basins
due to not having to deliver water to the Rio Grande in these basins.

100% harvesting within the basin is planned and identified in the Master Don Briggs
Plan. Harvesting will occur onsite and offsite relative to individual site
development characteristics and in accordance with Bernalillo County
MS4 permit.

8

PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

COMMENTS FOR SANTOLINA LEVEL B DRAINAGE MASTER PLAN AND
We generally agree. We will seek to "incise" the impoundments to the
TERRAIN MANAGEMANT PLAN
extent possible, and whenever possible, and/or provide/import the
I) Part of the "concept" of this Level B master plan is to have temporary
appropriate engineered dam construction material.
impoundments constructed with engineered earthen berms. Bernalillo
County would prefer fully incised impoundments as the Bernalillo County Soil
Survey indicates that the soils in the Santolina area are not well suited for
dam construction.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Don Briggs

6.A.d

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

ACCEPTABLE

Completed
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Public Works

Comments
Response
2) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated We agree, and this determination has already been made and will be
"Urban Area",
supplied.
Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply calculations for "PreDevelopment Hydrology" using the methodology indicated in EPA Publication
Number 832R-14-007. This pre-development hydrology will be used to
calculate the required water quality volumes needed to mimic predevelopment conditions. The discussion regarding the 0.44 inch storm needs
to be revised.

10 PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

3) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from a We agree.
basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An undisturbed
basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter from the
basin. The MS4 permit address the concept of "pre-development hydrology"
or the point at which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as the water
quality volume. An undisturbed basin will not have a water quality volume.

11 PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for postdevelopment water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan by
using "water quality volume" in place of first flush.

12 PW Drainage Review 7/11/2016

The following comments have not been addressed in the latest version of the These Pre-Development Hydrology calculations are completed and will
Santolina Level B Master Plan. Please address these comments.
be supplied shortly to PW Drainage staff.
1) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated
"Urban Area", Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply
calculations for "Pre-Development Hydrology" using the methodology
indicated in EPA Publication Number 832-R-14-007. This pre-development
hydrology will be used to calculate the required water quality volumes
needed to mimic pre-development conditions. The discussion regarding the
0.44 inch storm needs to be revised.

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed

13 PW Drainage Review 7/11/2016

2) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from All references to 'first flush' will be deleted from the technical reports
a basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An
and the master plan.
undisturbed basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter
from the basin. The MS4 permit address the concept of "pre-development
hydrology" or the point at which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as
the water quality volume. An undisturbed basin will not have a water quality
volume. Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for
post-development water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan
by using "water quality volume" in place of first flush.

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

14 PW Natural
Resources

Page 47 Strike the last sentence or change to the more stringent of the two
will apply

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16. Staff has Pending
reviewed and commented based on the condition as
written and intended.

5/18/2016

Printed on: 9/29/2016

We agree and will revise accordingly.

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Responder
Don Briggs

Don Briggs

Staff Response
Status
Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed

Comment only.

Completed

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

Pending

Pending
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Note Date
5/18/2016

Comments
Response
Page 48, Item I. Change considered to will be utilized to the maximum extent Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
practicable
applicable.

16 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48. Add a new Item J and subsequently renumber. Add the following
Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
new item. All commercial and residential developers will evaluate
illustrations where appropriate.
opportunities for Green Infrastructure / Low Impact design elements prior to
permit application and will incorporate such elements where practicable. The
evaluation will be based on the techniques and practices identified in the
most current version of Bernalillo County's Water Conservation Development
Standards and Guidelines and/or as specified in any related stormwater
ordinances.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16

Pending

17 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48 Add new Item K and subsequently renumber. Each commercial site
or area of common development will provide for stormwater treatment and
removal of floatables prior to discharge of stormwater from the site or area,
or provide for an acceptable alternative.

Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
illustrations where appropriate.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16

Pending

18 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48. Item M. Add & and also the most current version of the County's
Water Conservation Development Standards and Guidelines.

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has
a express written concurrence of a Level B Utility Plan
acceptable to ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Pending

19 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 49 Item 3d. Add the landscape islands and any landscape buffers will be Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
depressed from the surface and utilized for water harvesting / stormwater
illustrations where appropriate.
treatment to the maximum extent practicable

Condition 8 & 9 have not been satisfied. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Pending

20 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 52, Item H2. Modify to read & away from buildings and into on-site
stormwater treatment facilities

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Based on changes proposed in June 22,2016 Draft
Changes to Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan, the
minimum requirements of Condition 10 have been met.

Completed

21 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 52, Item I3, Modify to read & conveyance of drainage and stormwater
treatment.

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Not addressed. Infrastructure for reuse has not been
adequately addressed, nor has Condition 8 or an
acceptable Level B Water Master plan, denoted by
ABCWUA as acceptable been provided.

Pending

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
ABCWUA is the intended provider. Designation of a
Pending
different water provider or structure will require revision
of the Level A Master Plan (9/16/2016). No development
agreement with the ABCWUA has been provided as of
9/16/16
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Public Works

Department
##
22 PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
7/11/2016

Comments
Comments that still need to be addressed as of 07/11/16:
1. The requirement for residential to development to participate in the NM
Green program should be added current language allows an out if Water
Sense fixtures are used. (First matrix response provided by applicant).

Response
Since water conservation programs like NM Green will be replaced or
modified over the lengthy 50 year life of Santolina, we propose language
be supplied in the master plan as follows: 'Residential water
conservation practices such as those employed in the NM Green
program, or an equivalent program, will be employed'.

23 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

2.Several responses refer to the Zoning Chapter. Water conservation
requirements and relation to 2024 ABCWUA goals is not addressed in that
section

Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
illustrations where appropriate.

24 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

3.A fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement has yet to be provided. While significant progress towards a Development Agreement is being
made with the ABCWUA, the requested approved Development
Agreement (in accordance with the approved Level A Condition of
Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval of the Level B master
plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire that the intent of this
Condition be adhered to.

A fully executed development agreement has not been Pending
provided as of 9/9/16. Zoning chapter has no mention of
water conservation goals by zoning type, nor is water
conservation by zoning type addressed in the water
conservation plan of 6.1.4 or in the proposed changes to
water and sewer master plan. Current statement of
7/1/16 indicates Green NM is optional if WasterSense
fixtures are used. Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16

25 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

4.The timing/phasing for installation and availability of water reuse and the
construction of the satellite wastewater treatment plant need to be
specifically addressed. This should be addressed as part of the conceptual
Utility Plan but is not. The conceptual Utility Plan of necessity should reflect
those elements that are in agreement with the ABCWUA. However, without
the executed Development Agreement, which has yet to be provided, there is
no way to ascertain if the Utility Plan is acceptable.

Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to Pending
level B Master Plan, Chapter 5. Must be incorporated in
Revision.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

The conceptual Utility Plan (for Water and Sewer, an associated timing
and phasing) can only be supplied upon the completion and approval of
a Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. While significant progress
towards a Development Agreement is occurring, the requested approved
Development Agreement (in accordance with the approved Level A
Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval of the
Level B master plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire that
the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Acceptable. Requirement for residential development to Pending
participate in the Green NM program must be specifically
stated in the revised master plan. 6. A proposed water
conservation plan draft was provided as part of the Water
and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan on June 22, 2016. The
proposed changes in that document are acceptable. The
statement regarding required participation in the Green
NM program needs to be added to the Water
Conservation Plan as well and was not. Current
statement in 6.1.4 is that its option if Water Sense
Fixtures are used .Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16

Due to lack of a development agreement, the use of
Pending
"reclaimed" or potable reuse has not been adequately
addressed in the proposed revisions and is shown on the
conceptual Master Plan for Level A (see previous
comments). This comment has not been adequately
addressed as part of the water conservation plan in either
6.1.4 or in the Water And Sanitary Sewer Master Plan.
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##
26 PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
7/11/2016

Comments
Condition of Approval as of 7/11/16:. 1. If prior CPC Condition 8 of the CPC is
set aside and the plan is recommended for approval by the CPC, the applicant
must provide a fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement and revised
Utility Plan at the time of submittal of the Level B plan for BCC approval.

27 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

NRS responses have been completed. Unable to add additional comments at See response to Item #14 above.
this time. Comments would be as follows:
1. The requirement for residential to development to participate in the NM
Green program should be added current language allows an out if Water
Sense fixtures are used. (First matrix response provided by applicant).

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/9/16. Utility
Pending
Plan will need to be revised as well. Planned Community
Criteria for an acceptable Master Utility Plan cannot be
said to have been satisfied without ABCWUA express
written concurrence.

28 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

2.Several responses refer to the Zoning Chapter. Water conservation
requirements and relation to 2024 ABCWUA goals is not addressed in that
section

We will revise text that points all water conservation questions to Zoning
chapters.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/9/16. Utility
Pending
Plan will need to be revised as well. Planned Community
Criteria for an acceptable Master Utility Plan cannot be
said to have been satisfied without ABCWUA express
written concurrence.

29 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

3.A fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement has yet to be provided. While significant progress towards a Development Agreement is
occurring, the requested approved Development Agreement (in
accordance with the approved Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be
supplied prior to BCC approval of the Level B master plan. The ABCWUA
has also indicated their desire that the intent of this Condition be
adhered to.

Acceptable. Requirement for residential development to Pending
participate in the Green NM program must be specifically
stated in the revised master plan. 6. A proposed water
conservation plan draft was provided as part of the Water
and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan on June 22, 2016. The
proposed changes in that document are acceptable. The
statement regarding required participation in the Green
NM program needs to be added to the Water
Conservation Plan as well and was not. Current
statement in 6.1.4 is that its option if Water Sense
Fixtures are used .Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16

30 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Zoning Chapter Comments That need to be addressed prior to final approval. Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
Page 47 Next to last Paragraph the referenced plant pallet and xeriscape
applicable.
principles appendix was not posted and is not readily available for review as
of May 18 and is subject to later review and comment.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16. Utility
Plan will need to be revised as well. Draft of proposed
Design Standards section was not made available to PW
for review as of 9/16/16.

31 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

4.The timing/phasing for installation and availability of water reuse and the
construction of the satellite wastewater treatment plant need to be
specifically addressed. This should be addressed as part of the conceptual
Utility Plan but is not. The conceptual Utility Plan of necessity should reflect
those elements that are in agreement with the ABCWUA. However, without
the executed Development Agreement, which has yet to be provided, there is
no way to ascertain if the Utility Plan is acceptable.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
The requested approved Development Agreement (in accordance with
the approved Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to
BCC approval of the Level B master plan. Condition #8 does not
reference 'prior to submittal'. The ABCWUA has also indicated their
desire that the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

Public Works

The conceptual Utility Plan (for Water and Sewer), including the
availability, timing and planning for reuse water and the satellite
treatment plant, can only be supplied upon the completion and approval
of a Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. While significant
progress towards a Development Agreement is occurring, the requested
approved Development Agreement (in accordance with the approved
Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval
of the Level B master plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire
that the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

Responder

Staff Response
Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Drainage master Plan and Terrain Management Plan.
Must be incorporated in Revision.

6.A.d

Status
Pending

Pending
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Public Works

Department
##
32 PW Natural
Resources 1

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
CPC NOD
Condition 8. Per the special conditions from the Level A Master Plan, the
Level B master plan cannot be approved until the applicant provides a fully
executed development agreement with the ABCWUA, the water utility
provider identified in the Level A plan. Page 3 states that Coordination with
ABCWUA to identify final water and sanitary sewer system and master plans
for Santolina and execute a Development Agreement is on-going. Staff cannot
recommend CPC approval until such time as the required development
agreement has been fully executed.

Response
The Level A conditions also state "prior to Level B" approval, which
approval occurs at BCC, after the CPC process. Accordingly, and
conversely, staff should not recommend disapproval (this may already
be intended/inferred from the staff comment).

33 PW Natural
Resources 1

2/8/2016

This condition coincides with the Level B criteria, which requires the applicant
to provide statements of water availability. There are multiple comments
throughout the Water Plan, particularly page 9, which states that Santolina
will be owned and operated by an independent water utility, anticipated to
be the ABCWUA & elements of the above described systems are subject to
change& established with the adopted utility provider; And similar on page
12, which indicates that the ABCWUA may provide water and sewer service
for the project Please be advised that the Level A approval was based on
identification of the ABCWUA as the utility provider and if that changes,
resubmittal of the Level A plan may be required.

The Level A Master Plan allowed for other utilities; however, there is no
intent at this time to use another utility. We agree that if a new utility
provider is utilized (or added), this will be discussed with County staff
based on details, merits, and nature of any proposed provider change.

34 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

Condition 9 is dependent on the approved ABCWUA development agreement We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
being provided prior to a Level B approval. Without submittal of such an
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
agreement, the water use and phasing cannot be placed in context of the
2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

35 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

There is no clear explanation of how the proposed phasing fits within the
Goal and Program Update.

We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

36 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

There is no discussion or design criteria listed which aligns with the new
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
program elements listed in that plan such as xeriscaping requirements or
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
installation of rainwater harvesting. Figure 1 of the goals and updates call for plans will be supplied at that time.
reuse and recycling, yet this Level B does not identify how or when this might
be implemented. Consistent with Table 1 and Figure 6 of the Goals and
Update, the Level B plans are expected to provide a breakdown of expected
water use by land use type and proposed design criteria that will be
incorporated in to each type of land use to achieve or maintain the ABCWUA
2024 water usage of 135 GPCD.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

6.A.d

Staff Response
Status
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.
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Public Works

Department
##
37 PW Natural
Resources 2

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
As observed in the Level B Village Master Plan 21% of land use is proposed as
low density residential zones. Outdoor usage is the significant variable
between the identified land use classifications, particularly between low
density and high density residential - there is generally less land to irrigate
per unit within high density residential areas as compared to that of low
density and rural residential areas. Level B should incorporate design
standards or criteria designed specifically to lower water usage for outdoor
landscaping in Low Density Residential zones to meet 135gpcd 2024 ABCWUA
Water Conservation Plan goal.

Response
Responder
We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design Standards Dan
to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan to be incorporated McGreggor
as a separate section, addressing low water usage landscaping in all
zones, but specifically Low Density Residential zones. Future residential
development will be required to participate in the Home Builders
Association of Central NM Build Green NM program. Standards
specifically address ABCWUA 2024 Water Conservation Plan goal to meet
135 GPCD.

Staff Response
Status
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

38 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

Condition 10. Compliance with Condition 10 has not been satisfied. The
section of the Water Master Plan (p.6) captioned as Water Conservation Plan
is inadequate and is a solely a summary of existing Water Conservation
Ordinance requirements. No additional concepts or measures needed to
meet the planned water use of 135 gpcd have been identified in this Level B.
This need for revision is consistent with Level B criteria. for land use wherein
there is to be definition of important design characteristics, including
streetscapes, setbacks, landscaping, parking, etc.

(1) We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures are being required by this Master Plan
(though they may be encouraged on a Level C plan basis).
(3) 135 qpcd already met under existing Water Conservation ordinances.
Additional conservation requirements are not presented here, but are
subject to future County and ABCWUA regulation changes.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

39 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

The Water Conservation Plan (which can be used across several Level B plan
submittals, and modified as needed for submittal specifics) should address by
design principles, standards, or guidelines how the development is going to
ensure compliance with ABCWUA and Bernalillo County water conservation
provisions, guidelines and design standards and the related development
agreements. For instance, Level A plans mention water reuse, to the Level B
plan should include indirect potable reuse as more than just a remote
possibility. One would expect at Level B to see more detail and conceptual
infrastructure to address eventual water reuse, for example a design criteria
that all development would be constructed with piping to allow future
introduction of water reuse.

(1) We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures over and above current County Ordinances,
are being required (though may be encouraged), though specific future
Level C or Level B plans may do so.
(3) 135 qpcd has already been met (even with old water technology).

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

40 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

Additionally landscape design standards with appropriate techniques and
specifications to address lower water usage should also be included.
Santolina Master Community will be located in an area with predominantly
silty and sandy soils, less than average precipitation, higher than average
temperatures and higher evapotranspiration rates compared to other parts
of the region. Outdoor water usage could be significantly higher than in other
service areas because of this natural variability. The Water Conservation Plan
should address exterior best management practices and design criteria
specific to the zone that significantly reduce water use and chemical use by
proposed densities. For example soil amendment program, passive water
harvesting, irrigation design standards and other techniques should be
included to address water usage in landscape design.

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design Standards Dan
to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan for low water
McGreggor
usage landscaping. Future residential development will be required to
participate in the Home Builders Association of Central NM Build Green
NM program. As requested, a revised Water Conservation Plan (Chap 6,
Section 1.4) will be supplied prior to the June 26th Environment Hearing
to address exterior best management practices.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft.
Revised language must be incorporated.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Pending
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Department
##
41 PW Natural
Resources 3

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
A good example of the level of detail and explanation of what is needed is
provided in the Stormwater Master Plan. ln many instances, the techniques
and approaches listed may serve both purposes, particularly as regards
outdoor water use and conservation. However, these elements should be
evaluated separately with respect to the use of reclaimed water and water
conservation principles. This would include separately addressing capture
and reuse of rooftop rain water capture from other site runoff which has to
be treated as stormwater runoff.

Response
Responder
We agree. A revised Water Conservation Plan (Chap 6, Section 1.4) has Dan
been provided and includes the level of detail and explanation sought for McGreggor
by this comment.

Staff Response
Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft.
Revised language must be incorporated.

Status
Pending

42 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

SANTOLINA LEVEL B LAND USE PLAN
p. 5 ABCWUA letter. The letter was adequate per CPC decision. However it is
not adequate for Level B approval a fully executed development agreement is
needed prior to approval. Zoning p.16 - The Level B Plan includes portions by
land type use Design principles, guidelines; and standards demonstrating how
2024 Water Conservation goals are to be met should be included in the
proposed zoning for each land type use. That discussion probably should be
addressed in either Chapter 5 or Chapter 6.

The Zoning Chapter now includes 2024 Water Conservation goals for
Dan
each land use. Future residential development will be required to
McGreggor
participate in the Home Builders Association of Central NM Build Green
NM program. Chapter 6, Section 1.4 addresses how the ABCWUA's 2024
goals will be met.

Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Drainage master Plan and Terrain Management Plan.
Must be incorporated in Revision.

Completed

43 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

Stormwater System Design Approach page 53 Compliance with MS4 permit We agree and will revise accordingly.
requirements, as adopted by the County for individual non-residential tracts.
Language must be corrected to read Compliance with MS4 permit
requirements, as adopted by the County for all new development and
redevelopment projects that disturb greater than or equal to one acre,
including projects less than one acre that are part of a larger common plan of
development or sale.

Defer issue to PW Drainage Engineer

Completed

44 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

Terrain Management p.60 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils,
We agree and will revise accordingly.
and other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important
site features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils to
wind erosion, their locations within the Level B plan, and the particular
techniques that will be used to prevent excess wind erosion during
construction and development.

Stormwater is not mentioned in the Zoning Chapter.
Changes to the Drainage/Stormwater Master Plan
proposed on June 22, 2016 are generally acceptable to
NRS, but decision is deferred by NRS to the Drainage
Engineer

Pending

45 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

Water System Planning page 63 The proposed Santolina Level B Water
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
System remains consistent with the system as proposed with the Level A
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
Master Plan approval. Level B does not incorporate into the water and
wastewater design maps a reclamation/reuse plan nor does it incorporate the
infrastructures to deliver the reclaimed/reused water. Please revise the water
system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure and provide an indication
of what phasing/timing will incorporate the use of the reclaimed water which
will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build out water use
estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Pending
the Water Master Plan. Revised language must be
incorporated. Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16

46 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

WATER MASTER PLAN
We agree and will revise accordingly.
Water Master Plan p. 3 bullet list. Condition & specifies consideration of
direct and indirect potable reuse as one of the elements for the
Development Agreement. It should specifically be included in this bullet list,
accordingly, as it is a summary of Condition 8, which is not yet satisfied.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Pending
the Water Master Plan. Revised language must be
incorporated. Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Printed on: 9/29/2016
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Public Works

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Water Master Plan p.4, next of last P. The preceding paragraphs are short on We agree and will revise accordingly.
a description of approaches used to achieve the 135 gpcd goal by existing
users. It fails to identify which of WATER MASTER PLAN those might be
incorporated as design criteria for this Level B. This paragraph calls out the
opportunity to utilize new development standards and practices to achieve
significant water savings over time, but fails to identify what those may be.
Please identify and discuss these new development building standards and
practices as part of the Water Conservation Plan section for each type of land
use. Also if existing system users can achieve 135 gpcd, as stated as having
already occurred, and the WRMS draft indicates that new construction is
expected to use between 25 to 50 percent less water relative to existing
residential properties, than that expectation should be expressed in Santolina
water conservation goals and the design criteria used to achieve should be
conceptually identified at Level B and identified in the Water Conservation
Plan.

48 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.4 the potential for utilizing water reclamation
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
methodologies is mentioned here. However, the water conservation plan fails current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
to discuss this opportunity, specify design criteria for doing so, does not
plans will be supplied.
specify expected opportunities in this Level B plan to do so, and the water
use plan for this Level B shows no infrastructure for implementing this
opportunity.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Pending
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

49 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Please revise the water system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
and provide and indication of what phasing will incorporate the use of the
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
reclaimed water which will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build plans will be supplied.
out water use estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

Incorporated by reference in the June 22, 2106 Water
Plan. Proposed revision must be incorporated

50 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5 continue the conservation practices. Please specify
which practices Santolina should continue.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

51 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5. The development agreement required in Condition 8
is needed to ensure that ABCWUA is in conceptual agreement with the Level
A and Level B master plan. There is no assurance to the County that the
proposed Level B water infrastructure is satisfactory to the ABCWUA as this
involved cross-trunk connection and jumping of development across multiple
pressure zones rather than successive development to higher zones albeit it is
consistent with the Level A approach previously approved by the BCC.

The ABCWUA and the developer are reviewing and studying the water
infrastructure at this time (including the above raised funding and
phasing issues). The BCC condition refers to sequential extension of
infrastructure based on location of existing infrastructure (not successive
zone-by-zone extension).

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Pending
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
d d does not
f appear in the
f June
/ / 22,2016 Draft of
Language
Pending
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

52 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5, last bullet. That statement is made that service
approach includes participation in new water supply acquisition by paying a
Water Supply Charge, which is of course allowable ABCWUA policy for new
development. However, on page 7, the document indicates that water supply
will generally come from outside the Level A Plan Area from existing
infrastructure. If existing sources are available and adequate, then one or the
other of these statements needs to be revised.

We will provide additional clarity.
The intent here is to say that water supply (however acquired) will be
generally delivered via existing infrastructure (and also new
infrastructure).

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Pending
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Pending
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Department
##
47 PW Natural
Resources 5

6.A.d

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Pending
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16
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Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Water Master Plan p.6 Water Conservation Plan. This section is inadequate
and needs to address Santolina specific design criteria that are above and
beyond the Bernalillo County Water Conservation Ordinance. As this is a large
and very large user (i.e., a Master Plan) a water conservation plan identifying
techniques; approaches, design criteria, and water use goals for various
water land use sectors as laid out in the WRMS need to be provided and tied
back to the various criteria - show us what you are going to do to meet the
reductions specified in the WRMS. For example landscape design standards
with appropriate techniques and specifications to address lower water usage
should be included in this session.

Responder

54 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.8 and 9 - please revise to discuss the projected water
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
use with the context of the 2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal as specified in current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
Condition 10. What portion of the projected water use does this constitute, plans will be supplied at that time.
what design criteria will be use to ensure that projected decreases in
commercial/industrial use are realized, etc.

Not acceptable. Language should be such that
participation in similar or successor programs will be
required, not just simply "those practices that are
employed." Or are you now backing away from such an
innovative level commitment for this Master Plan?

55 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p. 9 There is no apparent use of reclaimed water
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
identified in this Level B master plan. As part of the water conservation plan, current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
please identify the conceptual users of reclaimed water and identify the
infrastructure necessary to supply it to those land use areas.

Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Pending
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, no appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

56 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

What design criteria will be used/imposed on developers to ensure the 180
gpcd maximum is achieved.

We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

57 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.10 How will reclaimed sewage for reuse purposes be
used within the boundaries of this level B, given the lack of infrastructure in
the water plan to deliver the same? Where is the conceptual infrastructure
identified to convey sewage to the potential future satellite Water
Reclamation plant in the southern portion of the Santolina Level A Plan Area
and or what is the phasing/ timeline to do so for this Level B plan? And on
page 11 the timing of that construction should likely be included in the
Development Agreement though here you say its to correspond with the
WRMS policy document. But you say later on page 11 that it may be available
to the Santolina Level B Plan area will it or will it not be constructed and
available for this Level B plan area and if so, in which phasing?

We agree with the request for additional clarity. Accordingly, further
Dan
explanation has been supplied to address the question of reclaimed
McGreggor
sewage infrastructure. Reclaimed (reuse) water distribution
infrastructure will be provided in appropriate street corridors at the time
of initial subdivision/site development activity. Additionally, please note
that reclaimed water will not be available to Level B until the Water
Reclamation Plant is installed in the Master Plan area (see Level A plans),
as can be seen in the Level B Sewer Master Plan. A Development
Agreement with the ABCWUA may have more to say about specific
timing of the Reclamation Plant.

Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Pending
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

6.A.d

Staff Response
Status
Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Pending
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, not appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Pending
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53 PW Natural
Resources 5

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
The interpretation of the Ordinance's "large user" as being equal to a
Level A "Master Plan" requires further discussion. It seems logical that
Level C plans should address "techniques, approaches, etc." that can be
relevant to the "large user" specifics. The Level A conditions allow for
Level C compliance with this comment. The BCC Level A condition
references "prior to Level B approval".

Public Works

Packet Pg. 2263

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Public Works

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Water Master Plan p.12. Much of this paragraph is a restatement of portions We agree and we will revise accordingly.
of the Bernalillo County Level A development agreement. However, the
paragraph should be removed as minor modifications of the language from
the development agreement have been introduced, particularly regarding
anticipation of that the ABCWUA will provide water and sewer to ABCWUA
may provide water and sewer, and expansion throughout the paragraph from
solely Owners to owners and developers, and a third change from negatively
affect current County water or sewer service to negatively impact the System.
Given that those provisions are in the development agreement, this should
either be deleted or incorporated by reference only.

59 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan - p.5 High density urban development results in increased
We agree.
impervious area, leading to increased runoff volumes and velocities.
Accordingly, reduced application of the water harvesting principles is counter
intuitive the MS4 permit specifies system alternatives, but only if on-site
measures cannot be obtained. Only alternatives demonstrated and allowed
by the MS4 permit will be considered at the Level C review.

Not acceptable. Language should be such that
participation in similar or successor programs will be
required, not just simply "those practices that are
employed." Or are you now backing away from such an
innovative level commitment for this Master Plan?

60 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan P.11 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils, and
We agree and will revise accordingly.
other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important site
features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils, their
locations within the Level B plan, and the particular techniques that will be
used to prevent excess wind erosion during development.

Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Pending
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, not appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

61 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan p13 - The MS4 permit requirement is for on-site
We agree and will revise accordingly.
management of the 90th percentile storm. Because of the west mesa location
of this development, the applicant needs to define and develop the numeric
values for runoff using the methodology specified EPA 832-R-14-007 and
using site appropriate data. This may be in excess of the 0.44-inch storm
event or other first-flush volumes called out in the DPM and in the
Stormwater Master Plan.

Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Pending
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Pending
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Pending
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Resources 6

6.A.d

Packet Pg. 2264

Department
##
62 PW Natural
Resources 7

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Stormwater Plan p.15. The MS4 permit requirements are briefly summarized,
but fail to mention post-construction stormwater management requirements
including on-site management of the 90th percentile storm event, the need
for post-construction and recurring inspection requirements, and on-going
mechanism to ensure effective post-construction operation and maintenance
of best management practices. The details of these requirements can be
addressed at Level C, but should be at least mentioned in passing at Level B.

Public Works

Response
Responder
Additional narrative and design standards has been included in the Level Dan
B Plan to address the use of LID techniques. A revised Stormwater Plan McGreggor
will be supplied to address post-construction stormwater management,
impervious cover limitations, and removal/correction of the table
reference.

Staff Response
Status
Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Pending
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Bernalillo County Staff has indicated this comment will be removed. See Richard
PCC criteria and Level A Development Agreement. These protections are Meadows
built into the process.

Correct. Staff has removed this comment.

Completed

P. 46, paragraph 7

Completed

Ex. 5-8 still use incorrect terminology (primary instead of
principal arterial) in MP. Correct in Fig. 1, 10, 11, 12 in
Transportation Tech. Document. Some differences
between modeled roads and plan roads shown. Text
added to explain why different.

Completed

Stormwater Plan - p.15 The stated percentages listed in Table 4 should be
considered as maximum impervious cover limitations allowed. The use of LID
techniques implies that efforts, techniques, and approaches should strive to
minimize the amount of impervious cover, and particularly the amount of
directly connected impervious cover. Please address this table as maximum
anticipated impervious cover percentages and techniques that can be used to
address the high parking/paving percentages for commercial/industrial; and
low density mixed use, and educational/institutional. Also there is a reference
to a Table 22.13.1 that doesn't exist in this document.

63 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Comments on Level A (Revised) and B Transportation Plan and Technical
Report
1. Prepare a guideline that defines the parameters in which the Level A and
Level B plans remain relevant and when exceeded shall require appropriate
modifications to these plans and the subsequent review by the County. This
guideline and the associated parameters shall apply to all appropriate
sections of the plans.

64 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

2. Include adequate information to ensure that appropriate land/ROW for all This is addressed in the Level B Land Use Plan. PdV south of I-40 has
major onsite corridors shall be provided to allow for the transition from
been planned to be consistent with the ROW north of I-40.
interim to ultimate buildout conditions. This is especially relevant regarding
the extension of PDV south of I40, as there is the possibility that this road will
ultimately become a freeway.

65 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

3. Functional Classification Maps Provide consistent language or footnote
Level B MP - Exhibits 3, 4, 5 and 6; Updated Level A Transportation MP, Richard
differences: primary = principal arterial, secondary = minor arterial. Consider Figures 1, 2, 3 and 21 and Level B Transportation MP, Figures 1, 10, 11, Meadows
12 will be modified to maintain consistency with Functional classification.
minor and major collectors.
Updated Level A Transportation MP, Figures 13 and 43 and Level B
Transportation MP, Figures 2, 13 and 21 has been revised to clarify the
functional classification is based on MRCOG model link definitions. See
September 2016 Level B Technical Report revision, p. 8, for additional
clarification.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Richard
Meadows
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66 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
4. LRTS Guide/ Complete Streets Add text describing green infrastructure
techniques used in roadways. Provide a section describing ITS techniques
and adaptive signals as a best practice to consider in Santolina.

67 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

5. 2040 V/C Off-site LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
*Provide AM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
discuss these locations and identify mitigation requirements.
a. I40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista/118th St Ramps
b: I40 WB between Unser Blvd and 98th St interchanges.
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40 and approach to Gibson
d. Unser Blvd NB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd NB between
Rio Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd NB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.
e. Gun Club Rd WB approach to 118th St.
f. 114th St NB approach to Central Ave
g. Central Ave WB near 118th St; Central Ave EB approach to 98th St

Public Works

Response
Responder
Text describing green infrastructure techniques used in roadways and
Richard
describing ITS techniques and adaptive signals as a best practice to
Meadows
consider in Santolina has been added to the 2016 Level B Transportation
Master Plan, Section V, p. 41.
Richard
Meadows

*Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
a. I-40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista Ramps
b. I-40 EB between 118th St and Unser Blvd interchanges
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40
d. Dennis Chavez Blvd WB approaches to Unser Blvd and Broadway Blvd
e. Central Ave WB and EB approaches to 118th St and 98th St
f. Unser Blvd SB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd SB between Rio
Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd SB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.

68 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Continued from previous line (Item 5)

Continued from previous line

69 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

6. 2040 V/C On-site LOS Analysis:
Provide AM/PM Peak on-site mitigation recommendations:
* 118th St NB/SB between Dennis Chavez and Gun Club Rd

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Richard
Meadows

Staff Response
p. 51 added text on GI and ITS. P. 48 added text on ITS.

Status
Completed

2025 offsite: 1-2. pp 14-15 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
2040 offsite: 1-2. p. 19-21 I-40/118th St WB-EB
3. p. 21 118th Central
4. p. 23 118th/ Gibson
5. p. 24 118th/ D. Chavez
6. p. 26 118th/ Gun Club
7. p. 29 Central/ 98th
8. p. 30 Central/ 106th
9. p. 33 D. Chavez/ Unser
10. p. 34 D. Chavez-Rio Bravo/ Coors
11. p. 35 Rio Bravo/ Isleta
12. p. 37 Rio Bravo/ Broadway
13. p. 38 Gun Club/ Unser
14. p. 39 Gun Club/ Coors
15. p. 40 Gun Club/ Isleta
16-17. p. 43-44 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
18. p. 45 Atrisco Vista/ Central
19-20. p 46-47 PDV/ I-40 WB-EB
21-22. p. 48-49 I-40/ Unser to 98th WB-EB

Completed

2040 on-site:
1. p. 51 PDV/ I-40 Frontage
2. p. 52 Atrisco Vista/ Parallel Rd
3. p. 53 Atrisco Vista/ Gibson
4. p. 53 D. Chavez/ Loop Rd.

Completed

Completed
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70 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
7. 2025 V/C LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
* Provide AM Peak off-:site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB on-ramp

Public Works

Response
A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.

Responder
Richard
Meadows

Staff Response
2025 offsite: 1-2. pp 14-15 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
2040 offsite: 1-2. p. 19-21 I-40/118th St WB-EB
3. p. 21 118th Central
4. p. 23 118th/ Gibson
5. p. 24 118th/ D. Chavez
6. p. 26 118th/ Gun Club
7. p. 29 Central/ 98th
8. p. 30 Central/ 106th
9. p. 33 D. Chavez/ Unser
10. p. 34 D. Chavez-Rio Bravo/ Coors
11. p. 35 Rio Bravo/ Isleta
12. p. 37 Rio Bravo/ Broadway
13. p. 38 Gun Club/ Unser
14. p. 39 Gun Club/ Coors
15. p. 40 Gun Club/ Isleta
16-17. p. 43-44 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
18. p. 45 Atrisco Vista/ Central
19-20. p 46-47 PDV/ I-40 WB-EB
21-22. p. 48-49 I-40/ Unser to 98th WB-EB

Status
Completed

Continued from previous line

Richard
Meadows

2040 on-site:
1. p. 51 PDV/ I-40 Frontage
2. p. 52 Atrisco Vista/ Parallel Rd
3. p. 53 Atrisco Vista/ Gibson
4. p. 53 D. Chavez/ Loop Rd.

Completed

* Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB off-ramp

71 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Continued from previous line (Item 7)

72 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

8. Transit MP: Page 62. Although no commuter/ BRT service currently exists The text on page 62 of the Updated Level A Transportation Master Plan
on Dennis Chavez & Mention there is an existing Route 222 transit service on has been revised to mention existing Routes 222 and 98. The text has
Dennis Chavez that serves South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing
now been revised.
Route 98 transit service on 98th St and Dennis Chavez that serves Rio
Bravo/Coors commercial center.

73 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

9. Pedestrian and Bikeways MP: Proposed trail network runs through the
proposed street network. Describe how trails will cross roadways (grade
separation, signalized arterial crossings, mid-block crossings, etc.).
Disconnected trail network through urban center and other locations. Add
more connectivity to trail network. Describe how trails will integrate with onstreet bicycle and pedestrian network. Describe safety design features for onstreet bike-ped network (buffered bike lanes, cycle tracks, bike intersections,
etc.).

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Updated Level A Transportation MP Section F.3 (p. 67) and Level B
Transportation MP Section V11.A (p. 58) has been revised. as follows:
"Mid-block, unsignalized pedestrian/trail crossing treatments has been
evaluated using the latest research procedures, such as TCRP
112/NCHRP 562 "Improving Pedestrian Safety at Unsignalized Crossings."
This research identifies the safest approaches for safely crossing
roadways at mid-block and unsignalized locations." "At the intersection
of the trails and on-street network, the trails will enter at-grade with the
sidewalk and provide access to the on-street bicycle network, or
proposed crossing. At locations where high traffic volume and high
pedestrian or bicycle traffic volume are present, if a traffic signal is not
present, a pedestrian traffic signal (such as a HAWK) has been evaluated.
In rare circumstances, a grade separated structure has been considered."

Richard
Meadows

Completed

P. 61 text added. Map not updated.
P. 69
Completed
Level A, p. 62 Level B language added to support grade
separated crossings on open space network @ PDV,
Atrisco Vista, and Dennis Chavez (9-15-16).
7 ft. bike lane, 3 ft. buffer added and language included
that dimensions allow for cycle tracks p. 62, Level B (9-1516)
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74 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Continued from previous line (Item 9)

Response
Text from the Level B Tech report section V Typical Sections (p. 53), has
been added to both the Updated Level A (p. 65) and Level B
Transportation (p. 58) MP's bicycle sections (p. 65 Level A and p. 58) to
highlight that the proposed typical sections for principal and minor
arterials provide for a buffer between the vehicular and bike lanes. The
base for the Level A exhibits has been corrected to show this open space
connection. The overall open space network has been finalized with
future Level B plans.

75 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

10. Performance indicators, page 59. While vehicle hours travelled (VHT),
congested lane miles and vehicle hours of delay (VHD) are reduced on the
system network in 2040, vehicle miles travelled (VMT) increases by 2.6% in
2040. This measure has implications for regional air quality degradation and
related health outcomes, meeting new federal ozone standards, and
increased greenhouse gas emissions.
Describe possible reasons for increases to network VMT e.g. induced demand
and provide realistic mitigation recommendations e.g. promoting transit use,
mixed use development, compact/ walkable development, etc.

76 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

77 PW Transportation
Review

78 PW Transportation
Review

Public Works
Staff Response
P. 56-57, typical sections

Status
Completed

The likely reason for the increase in VMT is the location of the jobs in
Santolina results in slightly longer commute trips, as residents of the east
side travel to the west side for employment. Although this does result in
increased VMT, it more efficiently utilizes the existing transportation
infrastructure that is underutilized in the current west-to-east morning
commute, and the east-to-west evening commute. The Transportation
Demand Management section of the Transportation section (Section 4.7,
p. 49) of the Level B Master Plan describes the strategies for promoting
transit use, mixed use development, walkable development, etc. Air
Quality is also discussed in the Level B Master Plan, in Section 5.4, page
53, and a separate Air Quality analysis is being prepared for submittal.

Text added to report, Level A, Tech Appendix

Completed

11. Transportation infrastructure no net costs. Page 19 identifies total 2040
MTP public and private costs. The 2040 MTP estimates $155.5 million on-site
Santolina transportation costs ($55.5 million by 2025) not including PDN
interchange ($15A million) and PDN roadway through Santolina ($11.6
million), and Gibson through escarpment {$1.6 million) by 2040.
Off-site improvements listed in the MTP include 118th St roadway ($4.8
million) and 118th St/1-40 interchange ($25 million) by 2040. Provide on-site
and off-site Santolina roadway costs and potential funding mechanisms for
Level B 2025 and 2040 build-out.

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
Richard
discuss these locations. This report will include cost estimates of the on- Meadows
site and off-site infrastructure. The cost sharing arrangements has been
included in the Development Agreement. The funding mechanisms will
likely include PID's, TIDD's, developer imposed fees or other methods to
be developed in concert with the County over the lifetime of the
development of Santolina.

Summary of improvement costs - pp. 3-4. Still not clear Pending
on which on-site improvements are project infrastructure
costs and which are system infrastructure costs.
Development agreement should itemize list of
improvements by type. Infrastructure funding strategy
added on pp. 95-97 in MP. See Comment 101

2/8/2016

12. Level A Minor corrections:
* Page 14. Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Roadway Design
Guidelines
* Page 22. Footnote: For purposes of this analysis&
* Page 41. &providing opportunities for commuting in the reverse of the
typical west-to-east anticipated in the MPO forecast.

We are in agreement with these changes and they have been
incorporated into the document.

Richard
Meadows

P. 42 MP

Completed

2/8/2016

13. Level B Minor corrections:
We are in agreement with these changes and they have been
* Page 45. Transit service within the County areas is provided on a contract
incorporated into the document.
basis with ABQ Ride.
* Page 46. An existing Route 222 provides transit service on Dennis Chavez to
South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing Route 98 on 98th St and
Dennis Chavez serves Rio Bravo/Coors commercial center.
* Page 55. As a transit market grows, the Santolina Master Plan.

Richard
Meadows

P. 53 MP

Completed

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder
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79 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
14. Level B Major Corrections:
Page 43 & Exhibit 10: Replace "Local Street 3: with a cross-section of a "Major
Local" which has 60ft: ROW and 36ft: face-of-curb to. Face-of-curb drivable
width. Contact BCPWD for a copy of the cross-section typical of County Street
Standards.

80 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

1) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 9: - Is the existing frontage road south of I- NMDOT wishes the Frontage Road to remain a two-lane road and the
40 adequate as a 2-lane (1 lane per direction) facility adequate to carry the
modeling was done to satisfy that request. Turn lanes may be required
future full buildout traffic volumes? Might a 4-lane (2-lane per direction) be at some point in the future at major intersecting roadways to achieve
considered?
acceptable levels of service.

81 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

2) General Comment, Pages 11 - 13: for the full buildout traffic volume maps Agreed, the maps have been revised to include a legend.
(ADT page 11, AM Peak page 12 and PM Peak page 13) should consider
providing a legend for the reader to identify the volumes shown are in
hundreds or thousands.

82 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

83 PW Transportation
Review

Public Works
Staff Response
Major local by reference. Ex 12 private road or as
approved by County. Add 60 ft. major local drawing.

Status
Completed

Richard
Meadows

P. 45 text

Completed

Richard
Meadows

Technical Appendix: pp. 13-14, Fig. 6-7; p. 25, Fig 17; p.
49, Fig 37

Completed

3) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 14: How many lanes for the full buildout I- The MRCOG model assumes a single lane for the ramps, and at the
Richard
40/PDV interchange WB exit ramp and EB entrance ramp are considered?
intersections with future PdV. The poor performance is due to the low
Meadows
Since this interchange is planned for future buildout after 2025 shouldn’t it
capacity used on the off-ramp or on-ramp link in the model. This
have a better LOS and v/c condition in 2040 other than severe? Maybe
indicates the expectation that the intersection will be signalized.
consider increasing the number of ramp lanes (if only considering 1 lane) and Improvements will be identified in the supplemental report at the
re-run the model to improve the condition.
intersection with PdV, however final configuration will be dependent on
future NMDOT studies of the interchange.

P. 47 table 43

Completed

2/26/2016

4) General Comment, Page 15: Same comment as #2 above.

Agreed, the maps have been revised to include a legend. The Legend on Richard
page 11 will be updated.
Meadows

p. 11 ADT directional not in 000s

Completed

84 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

5) General Comment, Page 16, second paragraph: Regarding the discussion of
the roundabouts. Maybe consider providing potential candidate locations for
future roundabouts. If only to earmark those intersections for possible
roundabouts and planning real estate needs. Right-of-Way most of the time
becomes an issue when constructing a roundabout footprint.

It is considered unlikely roundabouts will be located on major principal Richard
arterials (Atrisco Vista, Paseo del Volcan, Gibson, Dennis Chavez and the Meadows
Loop Road). Minor/minor intersections, and minor/collector
intersections could be considered possible candidates for roundabouts.
A statement have been added that says "Roundabouts are not precluded
in this Master Plan, and can be considered at appropriate locations, in
consultation with Bernalillo County Transportation Staff. Right-of-way
will be provided in the event previously granted ROW is not adequate."

P. 16 text added

Completed

85 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

6) General Comment, Pages 26 – 28: for the 2025 build traffic volume maps Agreed, the maps will be revised to include a legend.
(ADT page 26, AM Peak page 27 and PM Peak page 28) same comment as #2
above, should consider providing a legend for the reader to identify the
volumes shown are in hundreds or thousands.

p. 27 Fig 16; p. 35 Fig. 24

Completed

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
Responder
14. The major local typical section have been included in the revised
Richard
Technical Appendix. The proposed Local Street 3 will be maintained, but Meadows
we have added clarifying language to indicate it is proposed for low
volume streets with ADT < 1,500.

Richard
Meadows
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86 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/26/2016

Comments
7) Traffic Modeling Comment, Pages 27 – 28 and 34 – 35: – In the AM/PM
peak hour volumes exhibit, in the year 2025, there are traffic volumes at the
end of Shelly Road but in the year 2040, this traffic volume “disappears”.
Could this be explained?

87 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

88 PW Transportation
Review

Public Works
OK

Status
Completed

8) General Comment, Page 34 and 38: Did the traffic modeling analysis factor 2025 has it incorporated correctly, 2040 does not. See response above. Richard
in traffic to/from the Metropolitan Detention Center and Sandia
Meadows
Motorsports?

OK

Completed

2/26/2016

9) General Comment, Page 66: - Is there sufficient evidence to justify that the
Santolina development will affect EB traffic on US-550 and Alameda Blvd?
Can this scenario be explained as to how the model factored these volume
reductions?

These reductions on US 550 and Alameda are due to the normalization Richard
of the socioeconomic forecast required to maintain regional control
Meadows
totals of households and employment, as directed by MRCOG.
Households, and retail and service jobs, from the west side of
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County and Rio Rancho were reassigned to
Santolina (to maintain regional control totals). This reduces the traffic
generation in those parts of the metro area. The result is fewer river
crossings on US 550 and Alameda in the Santolina scenario as compared
to the MRCOG Trend scenario.

No changes.

Completed

89 PW Transportation
Review

3/10/2016

Prepare a Transportation Conformity Determination for air quality by June
2016.

Per discussions with Bernalillo County Staff, an Air Quality analysis has
been submitted prior to the June Environment Hearing.

Submitted. Summarized in MP pp 61-63.

Completed

90 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

The following Conditions of Approval are required within 30 days of BCC
We Agree
approval of Level B Santolina Master Plan: The Level B Transportation Master
Plan/Technical Appendix text and maps will be revised to address agency
comments.

91 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

Level B Development Agreement will address no net cost PCC criteria for all
on-site and off-site transportation improvements related to the Level B
Santolina Master Plan using the appropriate funding mechanism.

92 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

The following items are required prior to CPC approval of Level B Santolina
Will be submitted based on comments previously received.
Master Plan: Addendum to the Level B Transportation Master Plan/Technical
Appendix with revised text and maps addressing agency comments

Completed

93 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

An Air Quality Study per PCC criteria will be performed by June 2016 using
Completed and submitted to BCPWD.
EPAs Motor Vehicles Emission Simulator (MOVES 2014) model identifying
regional pollutants in National Ambient Air Quality Standards and, if needed,
localized analysis of 2 on-site, 2 off-site high volume intersections using
CAL3QHC dispersion model.

Completed

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
Responder
There was a coding error in the connector from the zone south on
Richard
Shelley Road for 2040. The existing uses (Detention Center, Landfill and Meadows
Motor Sports Park) were mistakenly connected to the Loop Road.
However the base year model (2012) from MRCOG shows just 100 vph in
the peak hour on Shelley, and also shows no employment growth for the
existing uses in 2040. Adding these 100 trips to the 2040 volumes
shown in Figures 25 and 26 would still result in v/c less than 0.90 in
2040. No change is proposed.

We Agree

Richard
Meadows

Staff Response

Completed
See comment 101.

Pending
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Department
##
94 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
4/14/2016

Comments
To address Public Works and other agency transportation comments already The matrix is attached
submitted on the Level B Transportation Master Plan, BHI provided the
following at the end of March 2016: Spreadsheet documenting all
transportation-related agency comments and how they will be addressed.

95 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

Level B Santolina Transportation Master Plan Mitigation Report analyzing on- Completed and submitted to BCPWD.
site and off-site roadway impacts for 2025 and 2040 and mitigation
improvements required and their costs. The report addresses comments
related to improvements to the network at select intersections to achieve
acceptable level of service.

96 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

Ref. Santolina Level B Master Plan Transportation Comment Matrix:
Agreed
Condition: Revise Transportation MP to address agency comments within 30
days of BCC approval:

Comments have been included in revised Level B
Transportation Plan

Completed

97 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

3. Ex. 5-8 still uses incorrect terminology (primary instead of principal arterial) Will be revised

Terminology has been revised in Level B Transportation
Plan

Completed

98 PW Transportation
Review
99 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

8. The text on p. 62 still has not been revised to mention existing routes 222
and 98.
9. Bikeways and Trails Map has still not been updated to reflect increased
connectivity.

Terminology has been revised in Level A Transportation
Plan
To be revised in the Level B Master Plan

Completed

100 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

10. Typical sections still not final. Remove 220 ft. R/W section. Modify the 186 Will be revised
ft R/W section as multi-way boulevard, if possible.

Additional comments on roadway sections. Text added
Pending
regarding future revisions to standards, geometry design
per updated traffic studies.

101 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

12. Mitigation improvement cost summary in supplemental report - still not We agree that this comment should be provided as a condition of
clear on which on-site improvements are project infrastructure costs and
approval.
which are system infrastructure costs. Development agreement should
itemize list of improvements and cost by infrastructure type corresponding to
funding mechanism identified on pp. 95-97 in MP. Condition: Provide within
30 days of BCC approval.

BHI will provide a project list with costs for off-site and
system improvements needed by 2025 and 2040

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Will be revised
Will be revised

Responder

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status
Completed

Completed

Pending

Pending

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page 36

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

7/13/2016

Response

Public Works

Packet Pg. 2271

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Santolina Level B Master Plan, (R-12)
AMAFCA staff reviewed the Level B Master Plan with respect to drainage
concepts and has no adverse comment. Staff also met with the engineer to
discuss maintenance responsibilities and impacts on capacity of AMAFCAs
Westgate Dam. These items will be addressed with future, detailed
development plans.

Response
We agree.

Responder
Lynn Mazur

Staff Response
Acceptable

6.A.d

Status
Completed

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

##
Department
1 AMAFCA

AMAFCA

Printed on: 9/29/2016

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
SPR2016-0001 Santolina is a Level A Master Planned Community that is
We agree.
approximately 13,851 acres, and is bounded by Interstate 40 to the north,
118th Street and the escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa
on the south and the escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on
the west The master planned area (Level A) will consist of 34,000 residential
units built out over the next 40-50 years.
After approval of the Level A Master Planned Community in June 2015, the
developer is currently requesting approval for Phase 1 Level B Master Planned
Community. This phase will include 9,444 dwelling units and will encompass
4,243 acres. Santolina development (Level A Master Plan) will impact G.I
Sanchez ES, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, Atrisco Heritage Academy HS
and West Mesa HS. Currently, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS and Atrisco
Heritage HS enrollments exceed capacity; these schools are overcrowded.
Please refer to the table provided by APS, in the Original comments, indicating
capacity, enrollment, and excess/shortage of capacity for each of the listed
schools.
Albuquerque Public Schools recently built and opened George I. Sanchez K-8
school in 2015-16 to address growth and overcrowding of schools in the
southwest quadrant of the District.
In addition, with the recent passage of the Bond/Mil Levy 2016 election, APS
will continue plans to construct a new K-8 school to alleviate current
overcrowding in the Northwest; and specifically, to relieve overcrowding at
Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, and SR Marmon ES.

2

2/9/2016

To address overcrowding at schools noted in the table above, APS will explore We agree.
various alternatives. A combination or all of the following options may be
utilized to relieve overcrowded schools.
(i) Provide new capacity (long term solution)
a. Construct new schools or additions
b. Add portables
c. Use of non-classroom spaces for temporary classrooms
d. Lease facilities
e. Use other public facilities

APS

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
(ii) Improve facility efficiency (short term solution)
a. Schedule Changes
i. Double sessions
ii. Multi-track year-round
b. Other
i. Float teachers (flex schedule)
(iii) Shift students to Schools with Capacity (short term solution)
a. Boundary Adjustments/Busing
b. Grade reconfiguration
(iv) Combination of above strategies

Response

APS

2/9/2016

Printed on: 9/29/2016

(i) APS finds that the residential development of 34,000 housing units
proposed by the Santolina Master Plan Level A would generate 15,846 K-12
students at build out. These students would need taxpayer approved school
facilities at a cost of $587 million (does not account for cost of land) in today's
dollars for construction of 13 elementary schools, 3 middle schools, and 2
high schools.
(ii) APS would need approximately 366 acres to develop the 18 schools
needed to serve the Santolina Level A Master Development Plan at full build
out.

Staff Response

Status

We agree.

All planned additions to existing educational facilities are contingent upon
taxpayer approval.
4

Responder

6.A.d

We have been in coordination with APS
throughout this Level B Plan process. We
are in discussions with APS to ensure
effective planning of future facilities
within the Level B Plan area.
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APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
The following is an addendum to Albuquerque Public Schools comments for We agree.
SPR2016-0001, a request for approval of Phase 1 Level B Santolina Master
Planned Community. APS comments are based on the original Level B
submittal of 9,444 dwelling units.
(i) This Phase 1 Level B plan covers 28% of the entire Level A Santolina Master
Planned community in terms of dwelling units.
(ii) APS will be contacting WAHL and seeking to find a consensual and
collaborative process that will facilitate the smooth provision of school sites
and to possibly obtain assistance from WAHL with the building of schools in
the subject area.
(iii)According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan; the District
would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school and
one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to deliver a
K8 instructional model, this would call for two (2) K-8 schools and one half (.5)
of a High School. APS will provide educational program models that are cost
effective and in alignment with the District Curriculum models of instruction.
(iv) Within these three residential villages, three elementary schools have
been proposed by the Plan. It is unclear, as to where the additional levels of
educational service, namely middle and high school level of services, is
proposed. It assumed by APS that the asterisk indicated on the Level B Land
Use Plan Map, indicates K-5 schools, and that these schools are located at the
center of each residential village. However, additional clarification is needed.

2/9/2016

(v) Albuquerque Public Schools has been engaged with ongoing discussions
with Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC (WALH):
a. Timely identification and acquisition of land for future school facilities is
being requested of the applicant by APS, and the APS school district will be
looking to finalize such land acquisitions as the plan is being approved.
b. APS land acquisitions will at least be proportional to the quantity of schools
presented on the Level B Land Use Plan map dated May 4, 2016 and part of
the applicant’s current submittal. Land needs are determined by APS
educational curriculum, enrollment, and construction standards.
(vi) According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan, the District
would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school and
one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to deliver a
K-8 instructional model, this would call for two (2) K-8 schools and one half
(.5) of a High School. APS will provide educational program models that are
cost effective and in alignment with the District Curriculum models of
instruction.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status

Pending
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
7/12/2016

Comments
A summary of the most current APS July 12, 2016 comments are below, and We agree
the full APS submittal is attached: July 12, 2016 APS comments: All previous
Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) comments continue to apply to the current
applicant submittal. In particular, for the scale of development as proposed by
the Santolina Level B Plan, calling for 9,444 dwelling units, the District would
need at least 101.6 acres of land, 5 schools (assuming a typical and traditional
educational curriculum model) and at least $162,944,857 for new
construction, not including the cost of land. Such figures are consistent with
APS previous comments regarding the applicants submittals. All new and
future construction is contingent on taxpayer approval.

7

APS

7/12/2016

Regarding the most current Santolina Level B Plan (Revised July 2016), the
We agree
applicant identifies in Section 7.6 Schools (pages 86 and 87) that 134.6 acres
are needed to plan for new APS school facilities and that would sustain
approximately 9,444 dwelling units; APS concurs with this assessment. The
District continues to work with the applicant and hopes to come to an
agreement with the applicant so that land can be conveyed to Albuquerque
Public Schools as per the quantity of land acreage indicated in Section 7.6
Schools (Santolina Level B Plan, Revised July 2016, pages 86 and 87) for APS
public school facilities. Again, according to the Santolina Level B Plan, the
quantity of land needed for APS school facilities is 134.6 acres. APS would also
like to note that the curriculum model of all future schools to be located
within Santolina Level B Plan (i.e. K-12 model versus a K-5/middle school/high
school traditional model) will be determined by the District and in response to
community educational needs.

8

APS

7/14/2016

Id like to also point out that the assertion in the Santolina Level B Plan in
We have revised this text to address this
Section 7.7.6 Existing Schools (page 88) stated in the last sentence of the
comment.
second paragraph saying, and in reference to Atrisco Heritage Academy High
School, Rudolfo Anaya, Jimmy Carter Middle School and GI Sanchez, that
These existing APS facilities can temporarily accommodate the initial
residential development within the Level B Plan until the APS facilities within
the Level B Plan are constructed and open for enrollment, is incomplete in
that it dismisses the fact that population growth from Santolina growth would
exacerbate existing overcrowding at Atrisco Heritage High School and Jimmy
Carter Middle School. Similarly, GI Sanchez school capacity was designed to
relieve overcrowding at existing various west side schools including Rudolfo
Anaya ES and Jimmy Carter Middle School MS. In our submitted comments
we include this information that provides current overcrowding conditions at
Atrisco Heritage Academy High School, Painted Sky ES, and Jimmy Carter MS.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

##
Department
6 APS

APS

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page
41
Packet Pg. 2276

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
7/12/2016

Comments
All previous Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) comments continue to apply to
the current applicant submittal. In particular, for the scale of development as
proposed by the Santolina Level B Plan, calling for 9,444 dwelling units, the
District would need at least 101.6 acres of land, 5 schools (assuming a typical
and traditional educational curriculum model) and at least $162,944,857 for
new construction, not including the cost of land. Such figures are consistent
with APS’ previous comments regarding the applicant’s submittals. All new
and future construction is contingent on taxpayer approval.
Regarding the most current Santolina Level B Plan (Revised July 2016), the
applicant identifies in Section 7.6 Schools (pages 86 and 87) that 134.6 acres
are needed to plan for new APS school facilities that would sustain
approximately 9,444 dwelling units; APS concurs with this assessment.
The District continues to work with the applicant and hopes to come to an
agreement with the applicant so that land can be conveyed to Albuquerque
Public Schools as per the quantity of land acreage indicated in Section 7.6
Schools (Santolina Level B Plan, Revised July 2016, pages 86 and 87) for APS
public school facilities. Again, according to the Santolina Level B Plan, the
quantity of land needed for APS school facilities is 134.6 acres.
APS would also like to note that the curriculum model of all future schools to
be located within Santolina Level B Plan (i.e. K-12 model versus a K-5/middle
school/high school traditional model) will be determined by the District and in
response to community educational needs.

10 APS

7/12/2016

The assertion in the Santolina Level B Plan in Section 7.7.6 Existing Schools
(page 88) stated in the last sentence of the second paragraph saying, and in
reference to Atrisco Heritage Academy High School, Rudolfo Anaya, Jimmy
Carter Middle School and GI Sanchez, that “These existing APS facilities can
temporarily accommodate the initial residential development within the Level
B Plan until the APS facilities within the Level B Plan are constructed and open
for enrollment”, is incomplete in that it dismisses the fact that population
growth from Santolina growth would exacerbate existing overcrowding at
Atrisco Heritage High School and Jimmy Carter Middle School. Similarly, GI
Sanchez school capacity was designed to relieve overcrowding at existing
various west side schools including Rudolfo Anaya ES and Jimmy Carter
Middle School MS. In our submitted comments we include this information
that provides current overcrowding conditions at Atrisco Heritage Academy
High School, Painted Sky ES, and Jimmy Carter MS.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status

APS viewed updates to the draft
Completed
(page 100 and attached with APS
8/19/16 comments); The edits to the
Plan B Santolina Text as noted will
suffice.
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
8/19/2016
NEW

Comments
8/19/16 Comments
APS met with the agent for Western Albuquerque Land Holdings, Consensus
Planning, on 8/15/16 to further the discussion regarding school facility needs
due to the magnitude of the Level B Santolina Plan (i.e. development of 9,444
dwellings). APS is still working to obtain a land use agreement to address
infrastructure issues and needs (e.g. land conveyance to the District from the
Santolina Developer) commensurate to the number of dwelling units
proposed. This item is still unresolved and pending an agreement between
the Santolina Developer and Albuquerque Public Schools.

Response

Responder

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status
Unresolved
pending a formal
agreement
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Note Date
2/12/2016

Comments
1. The development has requested a water and sanitary sewer serviceability
statement. This serviceability statement will outline the specific water and
sanitary sewer improvements needed to serve the entire development and
the Level B Master Plan. The Water Authority will determine the forecasted
potable and nonpotable water demands along with the projected sanitary
sewer flows based on the land uses approved by the CPC and ultimately the
BCC.

2

ABCWUA

2/12/2016

2. The Water Authority requests that the CPC make the determination on the We agree.
proposed Level B plan so as to provide some level of certainty on the
approved land uses for the Level B plan This will allow the Water Authority to
finalize the water and sewer uses in the serviceability statement. The
serviceability statement will then supplement the Development Agreement
which must be approved by the Water Authority Board.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

3

ABCWUA

2/12/2016

3. The Water Authority's understanding is there is a condition of approval
from Level A that requires a Water Authority Development Agreement. The
Water Authority is requesting that the condition of the Water Authority
Development Agreement be revised to state prior to BCC approval for the
Level B Plan so as to be a concurrent process.

We agree, prior to Level B (BCC)
approval.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

4

ABCWUA

6/15/2016

The Water Authority is negotiating a development agreement with the
developer which is to be concurrent with the Level B Master Plan.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

5

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

I would like to add the following to my previously submitted comments: 1.
We agree.
Santolina has requested a water and sanitary sewer serviceability statement.
This shall be issued prior to the Water Authority development agreement as it
supplements the development agreement.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

6

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

2. The Water Authority Development agreement will then need approval
from the Water Authority Board.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

7

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

3. The Water Authority is aware of the Level A and Level B process.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

We agree.

Responder
Kristopher
Cadena

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status
Pending
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1

Note Date
MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
GENERAL COMMENTS
MRMPO concerns are largely related to the size of the Level B Plan Area. At 4,243
acres, it is nearly one third of Santolina's total 13,851 acres. The Planned
Communities Criteria (PCC) indicates that Level B Plans are to be submitted for
Village Master Plans, Community Center, Employment Center, or Urban Center
Plans, and that these plans are typically 650 to 1200 acres in size (PCC, page 38).
Having an appropriately sized Level B Plan is important because, in the case of
Santolina, the Level B plans are equated with phasing (Level A Plan, page 35). If
the Santolina Level B Plan is approved at the currently proposed size, MRMPO
strongly recommends a more detailed phasing strategy to ensure predictable and
contiguous development, as well as to evaluate important benchmarks (see
comments for SANTOLINA Level B MASTER PLAN, pages 80-84). A detailed
phasing strategy for the Level B Master Plan would alleviate the majority of
MRMPO concerns. Closely related to phasing, MRMPO is concerned about
different stages of development of roadways within Santolina during the course of
its development: Specifically MRMPO has concerns regarding funding of roadway
widening projects, and how multi-modal elements will be accommodated at each
stage of roadway development. (see comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER
PLAN UPDATED TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN, page 17).

Response
Responder
As part of this Level B Plan, we are allocating approximately Andrew
1,000 acres, or 22% of the Plan area, to Open Space.
Gingerich
Additionally, this level B Plan includes the entire Town
Center that will serve all of Santolina at full buildout. We
recognize that the Town Center will develop over the life of
the project. In order to meet the benchmarks set out by the
Level A Development Agreement, we are allocating
approximately 45% of the Level B Plan area to support
institutional, commercial, and businesses.

Staff Response
Status
This was from the introductory paragraph of Completed
the MRMPO February 8th comments. Specific
issues address in other comments.

2

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

MRMPO is concerned about certain design elements of Santolina in the Level B
Master Plan. MRMPO is very encouraged to see the high level of non-residential
land uses proposed in the Level B Master Plan. As was demonstrated by the Level
A Transportation plan, the development of these non-residential uses will be
critical to performance of the surrounding regional roadway network. MRMPO is
also encouraged to see a variety of housing densities proposed in the Level B plan
and the close proximity of housing to services. This will help shorten automobile
trips as well as make alternative transportation options, such as walking, biking,
and future transit, more viable. However, MRMPO is concerned that the
proposed zoning will be inadequate to ensure the development of certain aspects
of the built environment envisioned in the Level A Plan (see comments for
SANTOLINA LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, page 12, and pages 16-31).

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on
Andrew
Design Standards to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Gingerich
Level B Plan. The addition of these standards will alleviate
these concerns.

MRMPO is very concerned to see that the
Completed
draft Design Guidelines Section of the Level B
Master Plan has been removed in the July
Draft. These guidelines were an important
step in the right direction and MRMPO staff
were pleased to see that they were being
developed. "Design criteria" is a part of the
Level B Planned Communities Criteria. In
regards to the zoning chapter, MRMPO is
pleased to see that mixed-use is more
integrated into the zoning categories.
However there are few places that may be
contradictory. See July 11th Comments for
more details.

3

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

MRMPO appreciates that the Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Guide is See Above
referred to for roadway designs. However MRMPO has some specific roadways
design concerns (see comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, pages 4142).

Printed on: 9/29/2016

See Above

Completed
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Finally, MRMPO has concerns about the way in which the 2040 MTP Trend
See MRCOG comment response matrix.
Scenario is referenced in the Level B documents in specific areas. MRCOGs
Socioeconomic Program Manager was consulted throughout the development of
the alternative 2025 and 2040 socioeconomic datasets that were required for the
analyses contained within the Level B Master Plan Transportation Master Plan.
The methodology is consistent with those discussions. However, several
references to the 2040 MTP Trend Scenario in the Level B documents need to be
modified or clarified (See multiple comments).

5

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 1: Atrisco Vista widening from Dennis Chavez to north of 1-40 is not
proposed to be publicly funded in the 2040 MTP. Would this widening project fall
under 719.0 and 719.1 in the 2040 MTP project listing under proposed privately
funded projects? Paseo del Volcan (PdV) construction south of 1-40 is also not
proposed for public funding. Please specifically identify which projects in this
paragraph are proposed for public funding and which are proposed for private
funding per the 2040 MTP.

The Level A and Level B Development Agreements identify
the shared funding responsibilities for system and project
infrastructure, and should be incorporated into future
MTP's as the Development Agreements identify. The
supplemental mitigation evaluation report submitted to
Bernalillo County identifies the updated funding amounts
for 719.0 and 719.1. Widening of Atrisco Vista is included in
those project numbers, as are all roadways within
Santolina. Revised Page 1

Regardless of what is agreed to by the
Completed
developer and Bernalillo County, this section
incorrectly references the 2040 MTP project
list. Please clarify which projects are
considered to be publicly funded, privately
funded, or publicly and privately funded,
according to the 2040 MTP. You can qualify
your future funding expectations in a different
sentence.

6

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 17A: Under Strategies for Street Construction and Dedication, the statement
is made that "the initial 2-lanes of permanent roadways, intersections, and other
elements to serve the development will be constructed by the developer, per the
Planned Communities Criteria and the Development Agreement." It then states
that additional widening, based on "actual demand and short term projections,"
could be conducted through local government capital funding mechanisms. The
transportation analysis demonstrates the need for additional on-site roadways to
be widened to 4 or 6 lanes in order to adequately serve the proposed levels of
development seeking approval. This means the results of the study are dependent
on the widening occurring. The potential for reprioritization of public monies for
roadway infrastructure needed to serve any approved levels of development is a
concern, given the emphasis on "no net expense" language throughout the
submitted documents. MRMPO expects limited additional public funding options
in the future, especially for capacity expansion projects (2040 MTP, page EX-1).
The current program 2040 MTP, with the exception of the widening of Dennis
Chavez east of Atrisco Vista, does not anticipate any public funding for roadways
within Santolina before 2040, with the exception of the PdV I-40 interchange at
the north boundary of the Santolina, which is expected to have combined private
and public funding.

A. Not quite. This language simply repeats the PCC language Andrew
regarding roadway improvements. The Level A and Level B Gingerich
Development Agreements have and will identify under
what conditions the developer will pay for project and
system infrastructure, which are based on proportional use
of the required improvements. The transportation analysis
shows that widening is required to support development.
Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that a portion of the
improvements will be funded by the developer. However,
to be clear, the Level A Development Agreement defines
“no net expense” as the following: “The "no net expense"
policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a
responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including
construction, operation and maintenance, shared between
the public and private sectors. The "no net expense" test is
satisfied if the County's on-site public expenditures and offsite public expenditures reasonably allocated to the Project
have been, or will be, offset by revenues and/or economic
and fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced) from the
Project.” It is also assumed that as the MTP is updated
every 5-years, that specific funding and construction
projects will be updated to reflect decisions, and approvals
relate to both public and private funding.

Which roads are considered "system
PENDING
infrastructure" and which are considered
"project infrastructure" have not been clearly
communicated to MRMPO staff. A map of
roadways expected to be "system
infrastructure" would help to clarify this, along
with the expected proportion of public
expenditures for each roadway, especially
onsite roadways.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
This was from the introductory paragraph of General
the MRMPO February 8th comments. Specific Comment
issues address in other comments.

9/16/16 - MRMPO staff have met with the
applicant and are working on solution to
address this. We are near agreement.
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7

Note Date
MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
Page 17B: Relatedly, MRMPO is also concerned with how additional elements in
the roadbed will be covered in each phase of roadway construction, such as bike
lanes, paths, sidewalks, and landscaping, which are depicted in the street sections
on page 16. Will these elements be implemented only at the final phase of
roadway construction? If so, this would greatly diminish bicycle and pedestrian
systems during the interim period, which in the case of a project this size, could
span decades.

Response
B. Multi-modal and landscape improvements will be phased
and it is expected that all roadways will include a
reasonable portion of these elements at each stage of
construction. Phased implementation of these
improvements will be ensured through each individual
Level C Plan applications and improvement agreements. For
example, until transit service is anticipated, the
construction of dedicated bus lanes is not warranted and
cannot be constructed. However, an emphasis will be
placed on ensuring that pedestrian and bicycle
improvements are in place as soon as practical. The phasing
of development within Santolina is included in the Level A
Development Plan document under section 6.3 Phasing of
Project and Infrastructure: “The Project shall be developed
in multiple phases at such times, location and size as
determined by market demand or the Owner. The Project
Infrastructure improvements shall be installed in phases on
an as needed basis and sized to serve the phase of Project
then proposed for and/or being developed.” The phasing of
development through future Level C Plan applications will
also be delineated further in the Level B Development
Agreement. Revised, page 18 Level A Trans Plan, p 61, Level
B Tech Report.

8

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 11, Section 2.2.2: The boundaries of the Residential Village Centers, which
have zoning implications described in Chapter 3, are not clearly defined in the
Level B Plan.

The Residential Village Boundaries are based off of the
approved Level A Land Use Plan and are also shown in
Exhibit 3 of this Level B Plan.

9

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016
10 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 19: The first sentence on this page incorrectly cites the University of New
Agreed, this has been revised throughout the document.
Mexico's Bureau of Business and Economic Research (BBER). It should cite the
UNM's Geospatial and Population Studies (UNM-GPS).
Page 19: The last statement references $5 billion of publicly financed roadway
Agreed, this has been revised
capacity projects. This is incorrect. The 2040 MTP identifies almost $6.3 billion for
all types of transportation projects by 2040, including roadway capacity,
rehabilitation, as well as multimodal projects. Of this $6.3 billion, publically
financed roadway capacity projects account for only $1,036,980,106 and privately
funded roadway projects account for only $1,555,881,922 for a combined total of
$2,592,862,028 in roadway capacity projects by 2040.

11 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 21: The first sentence of the Socioeconomic Forecast section should read
'Population projections for each county in New Mexico were developed
independently by UNM's Geospatial and Population Studies department, and
refined by MRCOG for the metropolitan area.'

Agreed, this has been revised. This will be revised.

12 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Technical Appendix T-1, Page 16: The fifth paragraph incorrectly cites (BBER), the
UNM Bureau of Business and Economic Research. It should read 'and UNM's
Geospatial and Population Studies department, who independently produces
county level population projections'

Agreed, this has been revised

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Please add the following language to the
Completed
Transportation chapter of the Level B Master
Plan. "Multi-modal and landscape
improvements will be phased and it is
expected that all roadways will include a
reasonable portion of these elements at each
stage of construction, as to provide adequate
multimodal infrastructure to at each stage of
development."

The boundaries of the Village Centers can be Completed
determined by the most recent zoning map in
the July draft of the Level B Master Plan

Completed

Completed

Change agreed to but not yet made in
document.

Completed

Completed
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##
Note Date
13 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Technical Appendix, page 5: The 2nd paragraph in Section E. states ''The original
Agreed, the text has been revised as suggested
Level A Transportation Master Plan used the MRCOG 2035 MTP socioeconomic
forecast, which was found to have overestimated population and employment in
2035. These overestimated forecasts were discovered after the completion of the
original Level A Santolina Transportation Master Plan analyses." MRCOG informed
the Santolina project team during the initial planning meetings for the Level A plan
that a new, lower, projection would be forthcoming. In addition, we request
removal of the term overestimation, which is an oversimplification. MRMPO
requests language similar to the following - "The original Level A Transportation
Master Plan used the MRCOG 2035 MTP socioeconomic forecast. Since that time,
the MRCOG board has approved a 2040 MTP socioeconomic forecast. The 2040
forecast is lower than the 2035 forecast due to the availability of new information
regarding growth trends in the region. The 2040 forecast was not finalized for use
at the completion of the original Level A Santolina Transportation Master Plan
analyses."

14 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Technical Appendix, page 9: A table displaying the number of modelled/proposed Agreed, the table has been added.
lane-miles by functional classification should be included to compliment Figure 3,
which depicts number of directional lanes at Full Buildout.

Completed

15 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Technical Appendix, page 15: A map should be included showing the number of
Agreed, the map and table has been added.
directional lanes for the Level B network (similar to Figure 3 for the Full Buildout
network). This map should also be accompanied by a table displaying the number
of modelled/proposed lane-miles by functional classification.

Completed

16 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Technical Appendix, page 22: The MTB establishes the regional transportation
project programming priorities for the AMPA, using estimates of anticipated travel
demand based on approved socioeconomic data and reasonably anticipated
funding levels. The current set of regional priorities identified in the 2040 MTP
anticipates the funding of Paseo del Volcan (PdV) north of I-40 including the
interchange at I-40 as being comprised of a combination of public and private
funding sources. PdV north of the interchange is not anticipated before 2040, with
the exception of potential right-of-way acquisition. The section of Paseo del
Volcan south of I-40 is anticipated to be funded entirely with private sources.

This is the correct summary of the current MTP.
Discussions in Santa Fe and recent Legislative funding
requests may result in changes to the current policy and
funding availability with respect to PdV.

17 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Technical Appendix, page 39: The "off-site roadway effects" can be considered
with inbound and outbound cordon-analyses and summary tables. See comment
above in the Level A update comments.

Screenline volumes for the Santolina Scenario are included
in Technical Appendix T-2 of the 2016 Level B
Transportation Master Plan Technical Appendix, p. 15 (full
Build), p. 27 (2025) and p. 51 (2040).

18 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Technical Appendix, page 45: Discussion of the interface between transit and
The current text addressing this has been expanded as
bike/ped should include "last mile" language and the need for an effective transit suggested.
system to have robust bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure connectivity to
stations in order to effectively penetrate the origins/destinations of
neighborhoods and employment areas.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

The original comment (meant for page 22 of Completed
the main document, not the technical
appendix) meant to clarify that the regional
transportation infrastructure priorities are
establish by the MTP, and projects listed in the
MTP must be fiscally constrained and based
on reasonably anticipated funded sources. For
more information about current funding
expectations for Paseo del Volcan see 2040
MTP Appendix B: Projects of Special Interest.

Completed

Completed

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page 48

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Packet Pg. 2283

MRCOG 6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
##
Note Date
19 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
Page 2, Section 1.2.1: This section incorrectly cites the Bureau of Business and
Economic Research (BBER) as the source for the projections. It should city the
University of New Mexico's Geospatial and Population Studies (UNM-GPS).

20 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 3, Section 1.2.1:The statistics in this sentence have been corrected and a
Agreed, this has been corrected.
projection year added - "The projections suggest that by 2040, approximately 44%
of the Albuquerque metropolitan area housing units will be located on the area
west of the Rio Grande River (West Side). Yet, employment distribution for the
West Side is projected to represent 27% of the jobs within the AMPA."

21 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 3, Section 1.2.1: The last statement in the first paragraph "The projections
Agreed, the text has been clarified.
highlight the longstanding need for new employment centers on the West Side" is
an opinion stated in the context of MRCOG's projections. MRCOG supports the
idea that we need successful employment centers on the West Side (whether they
are new or not). Please modify this statement or remove it from the context of
MRCOG's projections. Similarly, the first sentence of the second paragraph "Due
to land constraints, limited areas of the region can accommodate the forecasted
population growth" is an assumption framed in the context of MRCOG's
projections. MRCOG's forecast does indeed accommodate the vast majority of the
forecasted growth without Santolina, as described in Santolina's Transportation
Master Plan. Please remove this sentence or clarify that this is the viewpoint of
the project team and not a finding associated with the MRCOG forecast.

The edits that have been made do not
Completed
adequately address the initial concerns. In the
first paragraph, use of the phrase "anticipated
growth" still ties the statement to the 2040
MTP. Please remove the word "new" from
this paragraph, or state that this is the opinion
of the project team. The next paragraph also
continues to be inconsistent with the 2040
MTP. The sentence that reads "Due to land
constraints, limited areas of the region can
accommodate the forecasted population
growth without substantial redevelopment
and densification of existing developed areas"
is incorrect. The MTP contrasts with the
statement (added to the July draft) that
"Densification of existing developed areas
often places a strain on existing
infrastructure.” MRMPO supports
redevelopment as an efficient use of existing
infrastructure. Please remove this content or
clarify that this is the viewpoint of the project
team.

22 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 4, Section 1.2.1: This is the only mention of the Jobs-housing ratio in the
Level B Plan, and does not provide any additional information other than what is
found in the Level A Development Agreement.

It is anticipated that any further refinement of this shall be Andrew
addressed in the Level B Development Agreement.
Gingerich

See staff response for Level A Conditions of
Approval #3

Please see our response to the Level A Conditions of
Approval included as part of this Matrix.

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed
through the sequencing/phasing plan. See
Staff response to comment #46
The Conditions of approval state that this
should be provided in the Level B Plan and
does not mention the Development
Agreement. See MRMPO staff response for
Level A Conditions of Approval #3

Condition #2 of the Findings and Conditions passed with the Level A Plan states
that "A plan for attaining the ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans,
such that the anticipated job development shall occur in relation to residential
development."

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Completed

Andrew
Gingerich

PENDING

PENDING

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed
through the sequencing/phasing plan. See
Staff response to comment #46

Printed on: 9/29/2016
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Letter dated
2/8/2016

Response
Agreed, see previous response.

Packet Pg. 2284

MRCOG 6.A.d

##
Note Date
24 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
Pages 8-14, Section 1.5.1 and all of Chapter 2: MRMPO is very encouraged to see We Agree.
the high level of nonresidential land uses proposed in the Level B Master Plan. As
is demonstrated by the Level A Transportation Plan, the development of these
non-residential uses will be critical to performance of the surrounding regional
roadway network as Santolina develops. MRMPO is also encouraged to see a
variety of housing densities proposed in the Level B plan and the close proximity
of housing to needed services. This will help shorten automobile trips as well as
make alternative transportation options, such as walking, biking, and future
transit, more viable. MRMPO is also very encouraged to see that each proposed
elementary school is located along an open space trail, separate from automobile
traffic. This will provide safe opportunities to for students to walk and bike to
school, helping to address public health issues articulated in the 2040 MTP
(Section 3.8).

25 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 12, Section 2.2.3: MRMPO has concerns about the proposal for a Primary
Education Campus and a Secondary Education Campus in the Urban Center
District. The character of the Urban Center will be critical to the success of the
multi-modal transportation system. In the Level A Plan, the Urban Center is
described on page 44 as "a dynamic, high-density core where office, commercial,
civic, educational, multi-family residential, retail and entertainment uses come
together and serves as a destination for residents to live, work, shop and play. It is
defined by a tight network of streets, wide sidewalks, tree lined streets, unique
architectural elements, street furnishings, pedestrian scale elements and urban
green space." While educational land uses are among those listed above, the
character described is that of an integrated urban environment. MRMPO is not
concerned with the proposed educational land use itself, but rather how well it
will be integrated into the urban center environment described in the Level A
Plan. Underlying these concerns is that recent secondary and primary education
developments have not been designed in a way that would fit with the described
character of the Urban Center District.

We have been in coordination with APS throughout this
Level B process. We are in discussion with APS/CNM to
ensure effective planning of future facilities within the Level
B Plan area.

The extended grid network into this part of
Completed
the Urban Center, along with the change in
zoning to allow for more flexibility of uses has
alleviated this concern.

26 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Rather, these developments have been built in a suburban style, with closed
access, and are not well integrated with the surrounding environment (see
Attachment 1). MRMPO believes that, in order to fit into the vision of the Urban
Center described in Level A, the proposed educational uses must be developed in
and urban style with a pedestrian campus, and must be fitted to the Urban Center
District as described (see Attachments 2 and 3). MRMPO is also concerned about
the size of the proposed education campuses, which totals 177.9 acres (91.3
primary education campus, 86.6 secondary education campus). For reference,
that is slightly larger than the of portion UNM main campus bounded by Central
Aye, Campus Blvd/Las Lomas Rd, University Blvd, and Girard Blvd 172.04 acres, see
Attachment 4).

We have updated the land use map to indicate general
school locations that are based on our conversations with
APS. The Urban Center Land uses have also been revised to
include a more general office/institutional, and education
area with additional roadways to better facilitate the grid in
this area. This also reduces the size of the land use blocks to
a more urban framework. This allows flexibility per our
evolving coordination with APS/CNM. We have included
institutional/civic uses in this land use area.

See comment 5

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Completed
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27 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
Pages 16-31, all of Chapter 3: The Level A Master Plan states on page 29 that the
activity centers in Santolina are intended to "serve as vibrant, transit-oriented
urban places that encourage walking to destinations throughout each center."
This vision is complemented in several other places in the Level A Plan that show
the intention to use innovative land use planning strategies in Santolina including
form based zoning (pages 42, 53), transit oriented development or TOD (pages 43,
44, 53) and mixed-use development (pages 31,43, 44, 52). These strategies are
important tools that are becoming more widely used across the nation to create
built environments that support multi-modal transportation systems.
However, the zoning proposed in the Level B Plan is largely based on traditional
single-use Euclidian zoning with some variation by district, and there is no
mention of TOD or form-based zoning. Certain zoning categories in the proposed
Level B Plan do allow for mixed-use, but only as a conditional use. MRMPO
recommends, per their mention in the Level A Plan, that TOD and form-based
zoning strategies be articulated in the Level B Plan. MRMPO also recommends an
incorporation of a true mixed-use zone, and that mixed-use be considered a
permissive use where it is currently designated a conditional use in the Level B
Plan. These concerns apply in particular to the Urban Center and Village Center
Districts. For reference, the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan submitted diagrams and
tables to articulate building form dimensions (see Attachment 5). Also for
reference, the draft (October 2015) zoning districts proposed for the city of
Albuquerque's Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO) provide a good example
of how mixed-use zoning strategies can be implemented (see Attachment 6).

28 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 34, Section 4.1: Paragraph 3 in the Overview presents a comparison between Agreed, the text has been clarified.
the Level A Transportation analysis using the 2035 Forecast and the Level B
Transportation analysis using the 2040 Forecast (volumes go down on Central,
118th ...). MRCOG asserts that any comparison between the 2035 and 2040
forecasts is invalid due to the differences in the control totals. Please keep all
comparisons between the 2040 MTP forecast and the 2040 Santolina Scenario.

There is no red text (indicating an edit) in the
revised document, but it appears this change
has made.

Completed

29 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 34, Section 4.1: The statement regarding a 2040 reduction in river crossings
(0.1% and 0.5%) is well within the limits of model variability ("noise") and should
not be presented as a benefit.

Agreed, the text has been clarified. The authors considered
it of interest to the reader to state the number of river
crossings compared to the 2040 MTP. That portion of the
sentence was not intended to be construed as describing a
benefit, just a statement of the model results. The text will
be modified to indicate the 2040 model results is
comparable to the 2040 MTP river crossings.

This text has not been changed

Completed

30 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 36, Section 4.2.1: The Auto Transit Circulation, Full Buildout network takes
advantage of major opportunities to connect to surrounding areas. The Level A
Master Plan (page 74) states that a gridded roadway network would be identified
at Level B and C Plans. MRMPO appreciates that the area of Santolina north of
Dennis Chavez has achieved this, which includes the entire first Level B Plan Area.
The internal grid fulfills the Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Guide's
connectivity recommendations with the approximate quarter mile spacing of the
collector and arterial network together. MRMPO asks that this gridded network
continue to areas south of Dennis Chavez in future Level B Plans, and that Minor
Arterial connections be made south of Santolina.

When future Level B Master Plans come forward, the
additional roadway networks will be developed. It is
anticipated they will be similar to the gridded network
considered in the 2016 Level B submittal.

MRMPO is please to see this response

Completed

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
We have provided language in the Land Use Chapter that
addresses Transit Oriented Development. The Santolina
Master Plan envisions a mixed-use community of nonresidential and residential uses that are further defined in
the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan. We have also
included Design Standards to ensure that the future built
environment supports this mixed-use vision.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
MRMPO is very concerned to see that the
Completed
draft Design Guidelines Section of the Level B
Master Plan has been removed in the July
Draft. These guidelines were an important
step in the right direction and MRMPO staff
were pleased to see that they were being
developed. "Design criteria" is a part of the
Level B Planned Communities Criteria.
MRMPO is pleased to see that mixed-use is
more integrated into the zoning categories.
There are few places that may be
contradictory. See July 11th Comments for
more details.

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page 51

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

MRCOG 6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Packet Pg. 2286

MRCOG 6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Comments
Page 37, Section 4.2.1: The phrase "once development occurs north of the
interstate" is inappropriate. There is currently no approved master plan in the
area north of I-40 near Shelly Road and an interchange there is not listed in the
2040 MTP. The federal long range transportation planning process conducted by
MRMPO will determine which transportation improvement projects are
prioritized in the future.
Page 39, Section 4.3: This section is presented as though the Level B traffic
volumes are based on the 2040 MTP. Please add a clarifying statement to the
opening paragraph that states that the Level B transportation analysis required
modifications to the 2040 MTP forecast to create a "Santolina Scenario" because
the 2040 MTP forecast does not reflect the level of anticipated development. This
is an important detail that belongs in the Level B Master Plan.

Response
The Level A Master Plan Area extends past the 2040
horizon, so this statement was presented in the context of
post-2040 roadway network requirements.

33 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016
34 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016
35 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 40, Section 4.3.2: This page should reference or include language related to
the ultimate cross section anticipated in the Full Build/Level A Plan.

Agreed, the text has been added.

Page 40, Section 4.3.2: Conduit associated with new intersections must be built
with input from agency staff and be consistent with regional Intelligent
Transportation Systems plans.
Page 41, Section 4.4.1: The sentence "roadways within the Level B Plan Area
consist of typical roadway functional classifications" is incorrect. FHWA classifies
roads as interstates, other freeways & expressways, principal arterials, minor
arterials, major collectors, minor collectors, and local roads. This section needs to
be rewritten using language according to federal criteria (for more information
see https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway
functional classifications/section03.cfm). Specifically, what is depicted and shown
as "local" in the Level B plan more closely resembles "minor collectors" according
to federal criteria.

Agreed, the text has been clarified.

Agreed, the text has been clarified. The text will be
modified to reference that major and minor collectors
categorization will be identified in the future.

Maps and text pertaining to the proposed
Completed
roadway functional classification should be
consistent with FHWA categories: Principal
Arterial, Minor Arterial, Major Collector, and
Minor Collector (Collectors could be mapped
as one category, but should at least reference
that Major and Minor categorization will be
determined in the future).

36 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 41, Section 4.4.1:186 feet is an exceedingly large right-of-way. A roadway
this wide is challenging for pedestrians to cross, and would difficult to integrate
with activity centers. Please see comments below related to activity centers, BRT,
and median size.

The proposed ROW has additional width for sidewalks/path
compared to the LRTP guideline, so this accounts for some
of the additional width, as does the ROW provided for dual
left turn lanes. The typical sections have been reviewed to
more accurately considered curb and gutter and median
curb widths.

MRMPO has been working on the issue of the
very wide right-of-ways for arterials in
Santolina. MRMPO will continue to work on
this with the applicant and Bernalillo County
staff.

Completed
(MRMPO defers
to the County
on this issue)

37 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please explain the purpose of a 30' wide median on the
principal and minor arterials. Is this to accommodate left-hand and right-hand
turn lanes at intersections? Or is this for the BRT routes to accommodate station
platforms? Or is this this space intended for future expansion? This is a
remarkably large median.
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please relate the roadway cross-section design to the
surrounding context by providing cross sections for roadways within activity
centers. Wider sidewalks in the urban, town and village centers are highly
encouraged. For example, please consider a multi-way boulevard where principal
arterials boarder the urban center or the town center (see Attachment 7.B). This
would allow free flow of regional traffic while also allowing access to the higher
intensity adjacent land uses.

The LRTP guideline has an 18' median. As many of the
principal and minor arterial intersections are expected to
require dual left turn lanes, an additional 12' was added to
the LRTP guideline median.

See comment 28

Completed
(MRMPO defers
to the County
on this issue)

We have provided three new roadway cross-section designs
that address this comment and various design
considerations.

MRMPO appreciates that this was attempted,
however this resulted in even wider right-ofway. See MRCOG Transportation comment
28.

Completed
(MRMPO defers
to the County
on this issue)

32 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

38 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Agreed, the text has been clarified.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Yes, this was written in post-2040 context, but Completed
MRMPO suggests changing the term "once" to
"should" or "if."

The rewrite of this paragraph is confusing.
Completed
Please remove the text "...anticipated
development of the…." This will clarify that
the Santolina Scenario with region consistent
with MTP 2040 control totals, but differs from
the Trend Scenario in terms of development
location.
Completed

Completed
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31 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016
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##
Note Date
39 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: The cross sections on the arterials and collectors show The typical sections has been revised accordingly. The
trail widths of 6'-10'. The AASHTO minimum trail width is 10', typically trail widths typical sections will be updated and coordinated with the
MPO.
range from 10' to 14'. The recommended clear sidewalk width in urban areas is
10'. The bicycle lane width shown in the 4-lane minor arterial cross section and
the 4-lane collector cross sections meets LRTS recommendations. For minor
arterials and collectors, please consider having the outside lane be wider (12')
instead of the inside lane. This helps if transit is provided along the roadway as it
will most likely run in the outside lane. Wider outside lanes also help with the
level of comfort for bicyclists and pedestrians and improve multi-modal level of
service scores.

40 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 42, Section 4.4.1: It is difficult to understand the elements that will make up
a 77' or 99' right-of way for a 2-lane collector. The combined minimum bicycle
lane and parallel parking width needs to be 13'.This also is an opportunity for back
angle parking in urban areas.

These typical sections were based on the LRTP major
collector typical section, and include ROW widths for wider
sidewalks, as well as the possibility of a two-way left turn
lane in the median.

41 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The two transit routes entering into Santolina have
been identified-Central Ave and Dennis Chaves Blvd. Please also take into
consideration Gibson Blvd which could provide a connection to the
Bridge/Westgate Route 54. Given the low density on Dennis Chavez Blvd the
Bridge/Westgate Route is probably more important than the Dennis Chavez Blvd
route. The likelihood of BRT within Santolina is minimal, and would be a
significantly lower priority than providing high-capacity and high-frequency service
in more dense parts of the region with proven ridership. More important than
identifying routes is developing a roadway network that does not preclude transit.
The current proposed grid network with approximate quarter mile spacing of the
arterial & collector network goes a long way to assist transit.

The typical sections were developed with the provision for
BRT in the future. A Gibson transit connection has been
added to the Transit section graphic and discussion, p. 4547.

42 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The current transit centers are adjacent to minor
Agreed.
arterials within the Town Center and Urban Center. Please continue to plan for
minor arterial and collector roadways to be integrated within centers and
concentrations of employment and retail so that these roads can be used by
transit. At some point in a transit round-trip, transit users need to cross the road
to get to a bus stop. If transit routes are aligned on minor roadways, then transit
users do not have to cross regional principal arterials, which improves pedestrian
safety and the regional network traffic flow.

43 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 47, Section 4.6.2: The open space network has the opportunity to provide an
off-street trail network that makes highly meaningful connections (to the urban
center, village centers, office parks and schools) as well as integrating and
connecting with residential development to make for a high quality of life.
Depending how the open space trail network interfaces with residences and with
roadway crossings, this trail system could provide a locally unique non-motorized
network, particularly since it penetrates the urban center from three different
directions. MRMPO encourages further planning and development of the open
space network to make meaningful connections and foster public space, where
people will want to live, travel and recreate. The on-street bikeway network in
Exhibit 12 goes above and beyond the Long Range Bikeway System. If the gridded
street network continues for the southern portion of Santolina in future Level B
submittals, MRMPO expects the on-street bikeway network to be included.

As future Level B Master Plan areas are submitted,
additional on-street bike and pedestrian network will be
provided, as they are included in the typical roadway
sections.

MRMPO is pleased with this response.

Completed

44 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 77, Section 7.6: Remove two references to the MRCOG 2040 projected
population on this page. The connotation is that the need for new schools within
the Santolina Master Plan area is determined by our projections, and that is not
the case.

These references have been removed.

There is no red text (indicating an edit) in the
revised document, but it appears this change
has made.

Completed

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response
These changes have not been made to the
road section diagrams.

Status
Completed

See comment 28

Completed
(MRMPO defers
to the County
on this issue)
Completed

Completed
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45 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

46 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

Comments
Pages 80-84, Section 8.2: MRMPO is generally concerned that the Level B Plan
does not provide enough detail in the development phasing chapter. This makes it
difficult to assess the overall concept of the Level B Plan. The PCC states that the
Level B development agreement should contain a more detailed phasing plan than
what was is in the Level A (PCC, page 40). The proposed Level B Plan shows only
two phases, a 2025 phase and a 2040 phase. It is critical to have appropriately
sized phases because Level B Plans include an analysis of important performance
benchmarks including the jobs/housing balance (Level A Plan, page 35) and "no
net expense" policy (Level A Development Agreement, page 9). If the proposed
Level B Master Plan is approved with its current boundaries, MRMPO requests a
more detailed phasing strategy where such performance benchmarks can be
evaluated (for reference, the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan included four phases for
development, see Attachment 8).

Response
To address the phasing of development within this Master
Plan area, we have provided additional narrative to be
included as part of section 8.2 of the Level B Plan. As part of
the material we prepared for the Land Use and Zoning CPC
Hearing, we submitted this new redline on May 6, 2016.

MRMPO Letter dated 5/12/2016
1) MRMPO has continually expressed concerns about the possibility of fragmented
or incomplete development occurring in the Santolina development, which would
strain transportation infrastructure, and make the development less resilient to
changing circumstances. In comments to the County Planning Commission on
September 18, 2014 regarding the Level A Master Plan, MRMPO stated the
following:

The term “phase” and the concept of phased development,
as referred to in the new language added to section 8.2 of
the Level B Plan, shall be defined as follows: Ordered
sequencing of development based on the provision of
services, the establishment of the planned roadway
network, and the ABCWUA serviceability agreements that
will be finalized in the Level B Development Agreement. We
will provide this definition as part of Section 8.2 for clarity.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
While the added language regarding phasing PENDING
in section 8.2 is a very important and positive
addition, MRMPO still believes that a more
detailed phasing strategy is appropriate at
Level B. Other comparable plans have outline
smaller phases. See July 11th Comments for
more details.
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed
through the sequencing/phasing plan. See
Staff response to comment #46

“A phased development strategy for Santolina would guide more sound and stable
We are providing a phasing map to address this and similar
way forward amidst many uncertain conditions in our region’s future, be they
comments.
related to the wider economy, land-development market forces, demographic
trends, availability of natural resources, fiscal constraints, or a change in regional
development priorities. Building only some components of Santolina over large
areas independent of the Master Plan’s other components leaves the developer,
and ultimately the public, more vulnerable to potential changing conditions. It
allows the possibility of being stuck with a large incomplete development that is
not self- supporting. On the other hand, a phased development strategy would
reduce Santolina’s vulnerability to potential changing circumstances. Building
Santolina in smaller complete phases would ensure that it emerges in a more
sustainable and sound manner throughout its development rather than relying on
full build-out to achieve…positive contributions to the region.”

The applicant has delivered a draft of the
PENDING
sequencing plan to MRMPO staff. MRMPO is
very please to see this. The phases/sequences
are in logical order given what was approved
in the phasing maps in the Level A Master
Plan. The size of the phases are more
comparable in size to those in other larges
plans in the region, such as the Mesa del Sol
Level B Plan. The applicant also delivered a
set of tables to MRMPO staff that estimate
the jobs-housing ratio for each phase in the
new sequencing plan. However, not every
phase meets the jobs-housing ratio required
by the Level A Development agreement (see
attached table "Santolina Level B: Total JobsHousing Balance by Phase, Cumulative"),
albeit it is close in most phases.

The concern expressed above is the same general concern underlying the MRMPO
February 8th comments for the Level B Plan related to phasing.

Printed on: 9/29/2016
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47 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

Comments
MRMPO greatly appreciates the language added to section 8.2 in the revised Level See Above.
B Plan that was included after the April 28th meeting. This demonstrates that the
applicant understands MRMPO concerns on this issue and goes a long way to
addressing them. However further clarification is needed to ensure that the
intention of these objectives are achieved, in particular the use of the term
“phase,” which is used in a variety of ways across different Santolina documents.
For example, the added language states that the 2025 and 2040 roadway network
phases will be the sequence of the development, however the objectives in the
added language allude to development in smaller phases. Meanwhile, the Level A
Plan equates Level B Plans with development phases (Level A Plan, page 35), and
section 6.3 of the Level A Development agreement refers to “Project
Infrastructure” that “shall be installed in phases on an as needed basis and sized
to serve the phase of the Project then proposed for and/or being developed.”
MRMPO recommends a clear definition of the term “phase” and an approximate
size for a typical phase area, that area being small enough to ensure the objectives
of Section 8.2. One possibility may be for phases to be comprised of the
approximate locations of expected development by 5-year increments, as was the
case in the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan (October 2006, pages 40-41). Another
possibility may be to outline phase areas that are 650-1200 acres— the “typical”
Level B size range listed in the Planned Communities Criteria (PCC, page 39).

48 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

2) MRMPO is also concerned the size of the Level B Plan and the phasing strategy
because of the evaluation of critical benchmarks that are, according to existing
Santolina documents, supposed to occur at Level B submittals. Namely, these are
an evaluation of no net expense, and a plan to achieve jobs-housing balance—a
requirement of the Level A findings and conditions. It’s the understanding of
MRMPO staff that, under what is currently proposed, these important evaluations
wouldn’t be required again until a new Level B Plan is submitted. This means it’s
conceivable that they may not occur again until beyond the year 2040, according
to the applicant’s expected time horizon for development. MRMPO sees these
requirements as critical to evaluating the progress of the Santolina development,
and given the very large size of the proposed Level B area, recommends that they
be performed on a more frequent interval than once per Level B submittal. This
could be achieved by combining these evaluations with the aforementioned
recommended phasing strategy.

49 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

For example, a plan with smaller phases could contribute toward the plan to
See Above.
achieve a jobs- housing balance. One possibility could be to expand “Table 3” on
page 18 of the Level B Transportation Master Plan. This table currently
demonstrates how Santolina will achieve a Jobs-Housing balance, per the Level A
Development Agreement threshold table (Level A Development Agreement, page
4) for the areas the developer expects development by 2025 and 2040. This table
could be expanded to include smaller area phases, once they are identified,
demonstrating how the smaller phases would also achieve the required jobs to
housing ratio. MRMPO recommends including this table in the Level B Plan.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Evaluation of critical benchmarks that are set out by this
Level B Plan are controlled through the Level B
Development Agreement. Evaluation of no net expense as
well as the jobs-to-housing balance is regulated by the Level
A and Level B Development Agreements. The assumption
that the evaluation of progress of development within
Santolina will only occur “once per Level B submittal” is
incorrect. The approval of future Level C Plans must comply
with the Level A and Level B Plans and Development
Agreements. Therefore, each application for a Level C Plan
will require an evaluation of benchmarks as set forth by
these governing Plans and Agreements.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
9/16/16 - Continued from comment #46…
PENDING
MRMPO understands that these are
estimates, but recommends that the applicant
adjust the phasing plan in a manner that the
jobs stay ahead of the jobs-housing balance
outlined in the Level A Development
agreement. MRMPO also requests a brief
documentation of the methodology used to
generate the jobs-housing balance. Also,
MRMPO has not seen a final version of the
sequencing plan and how it will be
incorporated into the Level B Plan.

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed
through the sequencing/phasing plan. See
Staff response to comment #46

PENDING

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed
through the sequencing/phasing plan. See
Staff response to comment #46

PENDING
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MRCOG 6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Comments
Regarding Zoning
In the February 8th comments, MRMPO expressed concerns that the zoning
strategy put forward in the original draft of the Level B Plan did not provide
enough design guidance in order to achieve the vision of Santolina put forth in the
Level A Plan. MRMPO staff were particularly concerned about character of the
activity centers—the urban center, town center, and village centers. The character
of the developments is critical to the viability of transit oriented development in
Santolina. These centers are also critical to ensuring that there are complete
communities within Santolina, which will mitigate stress on the wider
transportation network.

51 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

Since that time the applicant has done much to address MRMPO’s concerns on
See Above.
this issue, and have incorporated many of MRMPO’s suggestions presented at the
April 28th meeting. These include the incorporation of a design standards section
that explains how Santolina will create a pedestrian oriented environment;
making mixed use development in the centers permissive instead of conditional;
extending the gridded street network into the urban center with more flexible
zoning, which will make it more likely that what development will be more urban
in character; a land use map indicating a scenario for certain levels of
development, including which areas of the Town Center are envisioned to be the
mixed-use pedestrian focused development; among other additions.

Completed

52 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

Yet, there are some elements of the zoning code that seem to be contradictory or See Above.
difficult to understand. Several additions could be made to improve the
document’s clarity, for example, the inclusion of diagrams and matrices to
demonstrate the dimensional aspects of design guidelines.

Completed

53 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

MRMPO also has concerns regarding roadway access for large retail facilities (May See Above.
6th Level B Zoning Chapter, page 32). However, MRMPO feels that most of these
issues can be cleaned up in future zoning drafts, which the applicant indicated
would be forthcoming. MRMPO will be in communication with the applicant and
the county on specific edits after new zoning chapter is submitted. In general, the
zoning chapter is improving and MRMPO appreciates the applicant’s work on this.

54 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

All of that said MRMPO would still like to see the following clearly incorporated
into the zoning code and land use plan:
• Minimum density requirements in activity centers to bolster the vibrancy of
these areas.
• Minimum pedestrian connectivity standards ¼ mile (this is nearly achieved with
the current grid system and trail system but should be a standard nonetheless)
• An assurance that village center commercial won’t be developed into residential

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
The Santolina Level B Plan is a living document. We intend
to continue working the Zoning Chapter as we move
through this process. We intend on providing diagrams as
part of the Design Standards that have recently been added
to the Zoning Chapter. We will evaluate the
recommendations of MRMPO with respect to minimum
densities, pedestrian connectivity, and assurance of the
intended character for the Village Center.

We have completely reworked the zoning chapter in
coordination with County Planning Staff. The new chapter
provides a streamlined approach that references the
County's Zoning Code to avoid redundancy and ensure
applicability. We have also included Design standards as
part of this chapter. The new Zoning Code addresses the
comments received in MRMPO's letter dated 5-12-16.

Responder

Staff Response

Applicant has agreed to language change

Status
Completed

PENDING

Complete
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MRCOG 6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Comments
Regarding Street Sections
MRMPO appreciates that the applicant has attempted to incorporate MRMPO
staff suggestions for a multiway boulevard for principal arterials near the urban
center. However this has resulted in some very wide streets that may create a
barrier for pedestrians to cross. An environment that is difficult for pedestrians
will diminish the viability of transit. It seems that the 30’ median is to allow for
dual left turn lanes at intersections, but is this much space necessary at midblock? MRMPO recommends placing the bicycle lane in the parallel access route
and not with the center through lanes, eliminating the need to buffer the bike
lane. Another possibility would be to locate a two-way cycle track in the parallel
access route area. Below are ROW measures for the street sections submitted on
May 6th:

Response
In an attempt to address MRMPO suggestions for multiway
boulevards for principal arterials, we provided new Street
Sections as part of our submittal on May 6, 2016. We
understand MRMPO’s recent concern about the street
width and pedestrian crossings. We will continue to work
with MRMPO on these Street Sections to come up with a
mutually agreeable design solution.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed
(MRMPO defers
to the County
on this issue)

• Dennis Chavez at Urban Center (205’ to 209’ ROW = Ped crossing time 59-60
seconds)
• Atrisco Vista at Urban Center (183’ to 187’ ROW = Ped crossing time 52-53
seconds)
• Gibson at Urban Center (161’ to 165’ ROW = Ped crossing time 46-47 seconds)

56 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

Below are some approximate ROW measure in the region, found using Google
maps. These are for reference only:

See Above.

Completed
(MRMPO defers
to the County
on this issue)

• Louisiana at Uptown (approx. 140’)
• Paseo del Norte at Eagle Ranch intersection (approx. 175’)
• Paseo del Norte west of Eagle Ranch intersection (approx. 130’)
• I-40 near downtown with no frontage (approx.. 250’)
57 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

MRMPO greatly appreciates the opportunity to participate the Level B Plan
We appreciate your participation and feedback in
discussions. Please feel free to contact MRMPO staff with any further questions or throughout this Level B planning process. We look forward
to our continued collaboration on this Plan.
concerns.

58 MRMPO
Letter dated
7/11/2016

Open Space
Exhibit 3 has been removed from the document.
Exhibit 3 is said, on page 17, to be based on MRCOG growth projections, however
it is inconsistent with the most recent 2040 MTP data. Please contact Kendra
Montanari (505-724-3601), to obtain the correct forecast data.

Applicant has agreed to change

PENDING

59 MRMPO
Letter dated
7/11/2016

Roadways
Pending Development Agreement.
It is unclear which on-site roadways will be considered project infrastructure and
which will be system infrastructure. A map showing these roadways as well as a
table that shows the proportionate share of funding would clarify this. Subsequent
Metropolitan Transportation Plans (MTPs) will incorporate the funding status of
these roadways if they are identified and funding is agreed upon by the Developer
and County. MRMPO expects limited additional public funding options in the
future, especially for capacity expansion projects (2040 MTP, page EX-1). MRMPO
has been working on the issue of the very wide right-of-ways for arterials in
Santolina. MRMPO will continue to work on this and will likely provide more
information at the July 21 hearing.

See response to comment #6

PENDING

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Completed
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MRCOG 6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Comments
Response
Development Phasing and Jobs-housing
We have provided a phasing map to address this and similar
While the added language regarding phasing in section 8.2 is a very important and comments. We have revised referenced text in section 8.2.
positive addition, MRMPO still believes that a more detailed phasing strategy is
appropriate at Level B. Other comparable plans have outlined smaller phases. The
Mesa del Sol Level B Plan (2006) identified four phases for 3,082 acres in expected
four year increments. The Westland Masterplan (revised 2016), just north of
Santolina, shows six phases for 6,424 acres. The proposed Santolina Level B Plan
describes only 2 phases for 4,243 acres. Moreover, the Santolina Level A
Masterplan shows phasing that is more detailed than the 2025 and 2040 phases
shown in the Level B Plan (Level A Plan pages 34 and 36). A Level B plan should
have more descriptive phasing than the Level A Plan. A more detailed phasing plan
could also be integrated into the plan to achieve the [job-housing] ratio described
in Level A Conditions of approval #3. Calculating the jobs-housing ratio for each
phase would show a plan to maintain the ratio established in the Level A
Development agreement. Finally MRMPO is concerned about the following
sentence found in section 8.2 which states: Ensuring the financial tools are
available will allow the Developer to provide adequate public facility
infrastructure prior to new development. This sentence does not seem necessary.
It is the Developers responsibility to provide adequate infrastructure for new
development.

61 MRMPO
Letter dated
7/11/2016

Zoning and Land Use
We have clarified the definition for mixed-use and have
The zoning section has improved. MRMPO appreciates the inclusion of mixed-use added text to allow mixed-use as permissive in the Town
Center and Urban Center.
into the zoning code and the distinction between horizontal and vertical mixeduse. However, the definition of horizontal mixed use (page 20) as single-use
buildings on distinct parcels in a range of land uses within one block, is
insufficient. In order to be considered mixed-use, developments must not only be
near to each other, but must also be functionally and physically integrated.
Furthermore, it is possible to have horizontal mixed-use on the same parcel. The
Level B Plan envisions the Town Center and Urban center to have vertical mixeduse, but the zoning does not seem to have vertical mixed-use as a permissive use.
Perhaps these zones should reference the PC-S-C zone for permissive uses rather
than the C-2 zone. The proposed zoning allows vertical and horizontal mixed use
in the PC-S-C zone.

Complete

62 MRMPO
Letter dated
7/11/2016

Design Guidelines Section
MRMPO is very concerned to see that the draft Design Guidelines Section of the
Level B Master Plan has been removed in the July Draft. These guidelines should
be reintroduced and continued to be developed. "Design Criteria" is a part of the
Level B Planned Communities Criteria.

Complete

Printed on: 9/29/2016

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on
Design Standards to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this
Level B Plan.

Responder

Staff Response
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed
through the sequencing/phasing plan. See
Staff response to comment #46

Status
PENDING
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60 MRMPO
Letter dated
7/11/2016
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MRCOG 6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Comments
Section 8.5
This section outlines some possible mechanisms for funding project and
infrastructure. MRMPO recommends that the text should clarify that if outside
financial mechanisms are not available, the developer is responsible for financing
all, or their proportionate share (in case of "system infrastructure") adequate
infrastructure for new development.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
Responder
If outside funding and/or financial mechanisms are not
Andrew
available at the time of development, then the developer Gingerich
shall be responsible to advance the financing of all, or their
proportional share (in case of “system infrastructure”), of
the cost for the required infrastructure necessary to
support the new development consistent with the site
specific Traffic Impact Analysis.

Staff Response
9/16/16 - This is good language, can it be
added to section 8.5?

Status
PENDING
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63 MRMPO
Letter dated
7/11/2016
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/18/2016

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Comments
The Engineering Division of the Department of Municipal Development has
reviewed the subject applications and submits the following comments:
Permit # ZSPR 2016-0001 Santolina Planned Community Level B Master Plan
Transportation Section for a half-mile West of 118th St the future Gibson Blvd
will be a City-owned and maintained Community Principal Arterial that is
planned to contain bicycle lanes and a paved multi-use trail, per the Long
Range Roadway System Map and the Long Range Bikeway Systems Map. From
Dennis Chavez Blvd. to Gibson Blvd. 118th St. is also a City-owned facility.
Secondly, Gibson Blvd. through the eastern escarpment (much like Dennis
Chavez Blvd.) will likely have to be constructed at design grades that are
flatter than existing topography, which may require the dedication of more
right-of-way than a community principal arterials typical 156 feet. Dennis
Chavez's right-of-way through the eastern escarpment varies from 400 feet to
600 feet wide, due to it being cut into existing topography that is significantly
steeper than minimum allowable design slopes.
Identification of impacts to City-owned and maintained transportation
facilities should be coordinated in detail between the County Public Works
Division; the NMDOT, and the City's DMD/Planning Department during postmaster plan reviews in order to effectively define Santolina's offsetting traffic
mitigation measures.

Response
The proposed typical section includes bicycle
lanes and a sidewalk/trail. Right-of-way or
easements will be provided for the
necessary width for construction of the
proposed roadways.

Responder

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status
Completed
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NMDOT

##
Department
1 NMDOT

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
Department Comments:
" The NMDOT has programmed funding in the STIP (Statewide Transportation
Improvement program) to begin acquiring right -of-way for the proposed NM
347 (Paseo del Volcan) corridor. The final alignment has not been identified
and the spacing between interchanges shall be determined by NMDOT and
FHWA. " The NMDOT has not identified any funding for the construction of
the proposed roadway extensions or proposed interchanges or underpasses
shown in the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). If any of these
improvements do become funded, there is no guarantee that the design
and/or construction would coincide with the time frame of the plan phasing.
The developer shall commit cost sharing or matching a portion of the
construction costs associated with any future roadway extensions and
infrastructure outside, but in the vicinity of, the Santolina area. If Santolina's
phased development occurs prior to funding becoming available for the
proposed MTP improvements, then those improvements must be installed at
the cost of the developer. " Based on the transportation analysis prepared in
the Level 'B' report, increased congestion is projected as early as 2025 at
several existing interchanges including but not limited to, Atrisco Vista
Boulevard, 98th Street and Unser Boulevard. The developer shall identify
mitigation alternatives for each of the impacted locations at each
development phase for review by the NMDOT and FHWA prior to finalization
of these measures.

Response
It is our understanding that right-of-way for the
proposed PdV alignment has been identified and is in
the process of being acquired. This includes right-ofway for the roadway from I-40 to US550, as well as
the right-of-way for the proposed interchange
location. A supplemental report identifying
mitigation alternatives is being developed for County
review, and all future development proposals
requiring NMDOT review will include NMDOT review
and approval.

2

2/9/2016

Revise, Note 5, from The Notice of Decision dated December 12, 2014 as
follows: Written approval from the NMDOT will be obtained prior to the
improvement or expansion of state roads identified in the Level 'A' and Level
'B' submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration) review
and approval will be required for any Level 'C' plan defining any required
modifications and improvements to Interstate 40 and to other state facilities
as a result of the development of Santolina and its roadway network. The
approvals shall itemize financial obligations with participation and
commitments spelled out. The coordination of the time frames for the offsite
roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be identified.

It is our understanding the FHWA does not review
local land use development plans, and therefore will
not approve future Level C Plans. However, we do
agree that the approval of the NMDOT and/or FHWA
will be required prior to any construction
modifications on I-40 or associated ramps, State
facilities, or projects with Federal funding. We also
concur that all roadway improvements must be listed
in and follow the procedures of the MRCOG
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), which are
ultimately approved by the NMDOT and FHWA. We
anticipate that the approved Level A Master Plan and
future Level B plans will impact future MTP efforts.

NMDOT

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

6.A.d

Staff Response
Status
Agree with response with the following clarification. Any Resolved
proposed modification to interstate access or access to a
NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of New
Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.
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NMDOT

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/9/2016

4

NMDOT

7/12/2016

5

NMDOT

7/12/2016

6

NMDOT

7/12/2016

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Comments
Continued from previous line

Response
We suggest the following revision to the proposed
condition: Written approval from the NMDOT will be
obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of
state roads identified in the Level 'A' , Level 'B' and
Level 'C' submittals. NMDOT and/or FHWA (Federal
Highway Administration) review and approval, as
appropriate to the nature of the request (i.e., FHWA
review will be sought only for interstate facilities and
during the design review process), will be required
for any Level 'C' plan defining any required
modifications and improvements to Interstate 40 and
to other state facilities, that are proposed under a
Level C plan in Santolina as a result of the
development of Santolina and its roadway network.

Department Comments for Matrix of Comments and Responses:
NOTE 20- No additional comments.
NOTE 21- What is meant by "We anticipate that the approved Level A Master
Plan and future Level B plan will impact future MTP efforts"? NMDOT
reiterates that there is no guarantee that the design and/or construction of
Santolina would coincide with the time frame of the plan phasing. The MTP
may be affected if the developer installs improvements at its own cost prior
to the MTP plan.

We agree.

NOTE 22- No additional comments.

We agree.

The intent was to describe that as Santolina develops
general items in MTP Projects 719.0 and 719.1 may
become specific projects in the MTP. In addition, as
the MTP is updated it is anticipated the Level A and
Level B Master Plan area traffic analyses will also be
updated, possibly altering the required
improvements, depending on conditions at the time
of the future MTP.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Agree with response with the following clarification. Any Resolved
proposed modification to interstate access or access to a
NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of New
Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.

Resolved
Agree with response

Resolved

Resolved
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NMDOT

##
Department
7 NMDOT

Note Date
7/12/2016

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Comments
Department Comments for Land Use Plan (dated June 28, 2016) NMDOT
concurs with the analysis provided in the Level 'B' On-site and Off-site
Locations of Interest Traffic Analysis with the understanding that the Level 'C'
analysis may require additional geometric changes. If the NMDOT determines
that a conversion to a one-way frontage road is required, the developer will
be required to construct the parallel internal based on a separate planning
study. When the level 'C' analysis for the Industrial and Business Park land use
moves forward then additional enhancements may be required consistent
with AASHTO design criteria for certain roadway classifications, such as but
not limited to, curb, gutter, sidewalks, bike lanes, shoulder, roadside ditches
etc. Access to NMDOT facilities shall adhere to the State Access Management
Manual and any locally developed access management plans. Comparison of
the anticipated volumes on the frontage road shall be made to the functional
classification volume criteria located I the State Access Management Manual.
The Land Use Plan exhibit dated June 28, 2016 does not appear to be
consistent with Section 4.4 Access of the Santolina Level B Plan A New
Community for new Economy revised July 2016. NMDOT is seeking a separate
developer agreement with Santolina to establish funding requirements and
phasing of development consistent with the 2040 MTP.

Response

Responder

6.A.d

Staff Response
Status
Any proposed modification to interstate access or access Resolved
to a NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of
New Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.
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##
Department
1 PNM

Note Date
7/13/2016

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Comments
Catherine, I have reviewed the latest version of the Santolina Level B plan and I have a question. In
the zoning chapter, there were changes made to the permissive uses language, however, I would
like to clarify the granting of public utility structure as a permissive use in all zones. The
permissive use of a public utility structure is explicit in the PC-S-LDR zone. In the PC-S MDR zone,
the language reads All uses permissive in the PC-S LDR Zone. When we get to the PC-S-O zone, the
following language is used, All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of
the O-1 Office and Institutional Zone B.2 and so on from there with the subsequent zones. It
would be PNMs preference to explicitly grant public utility structure in all zones. Are we covered
with the above language? Your thoughts?

PNM

Response
Responder
Staff Response
We have specifically called out
Ken Maestas PNM's concerns have been
addressed.
"public utility structure" as permissive
in the PC-S-LDR zone because it is not
permissive in the R-1 zone of the
Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
All other zones reference the O-1
zone which is included in the
commercial zones, and C-LI zone of
the Bernalillo County Zoning
Ordinance. Both of these zones
include public utility structures as
permissive uses. All zones have been
verified and include public utility
structures as a permissive use.

6.A.d

Status
Complete
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Commission Comments
##
Department
1 Commissioner
Hertel

Note Date
7/21/2016
Hearing

Comments
Follow up on when mitigation is necessary for the sites
that were named in the Class II Study.

Response
The following guidance concerning future mitigation steps were provided by
Andy Wakefield, RPA, Archaeologist with the New Mexico Historic
Preservation Division:

Commissioner Comments from Hearing
Responder

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status

For the project as it is (private land, local ordinances/policy), SHPO
recommends that a testing and data recovery plan be prepared for the sites
that will be affected and that the plan be submitted to the County and our
office for consultation. The SHPO recommends using State regulations for
guidance for preparation of testing/data recovery plans.
Based on the Class II survey and input from the New Mexico Historic
Preservation Division, the recommendation is that the sites are avoided or
tested/mitigated should they have the potential to be affected. The owner’s
mitigation strategy is that for identified sites (areas identified in the Class II
survey), a treatment plan for preservation, testing, and mitigation is required
prior to development, if a site has the potential to be affected. For areas that
have not been surveyed, then a Class III survey shall be required prior to
development. This determination will be made in conjunction with a Level C
application, as required by the Planned Communities Criteria.

Printed on: 9/29/2016
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For private land only a permit for mechanical excavations would be required.
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##
1
2

Comments
Response
Land Use
1. Identification of land uses by parcel, acreage and type - including residential The Land Use Chapter 2 Tables 2 & 3 describe the acreage, and uses
and retail/commercial or other non-residential space.
for each Level B Land Use District. The Level B Land Use Map Exhibit
2 provides the location, size, and use of each parcel within the Level
B boundaries.

3

2. Conceptual description of village characteristics in terms of market
potential and opportunities, including location and description of village
center--parcel sizes by use, suitability to natural topography, intensities;
service area of center.

4

3. Location and densities of neighborhoods and neighborhood centers within The Land Use and Zoning Chapters identify the location and
the village.
allowable densities of the neighborhoods within residential villages.
See page 13 of the Revised Santolina Level B Master Plan as well as
Exhibit 2.

5

4. Delineation of open space system, parks, recreation areas and links among The Land Use and Environment and Open Space Chapters discuss the
land uses, with identification of proposed ownership, management, and
Level B open space, parks, and recreation areas and identify means
maintenance.
of management, maintenance, and ownership. We have provided
additional text that address this topic in Santolina Level B Master
Plan Land Use Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 & Environment & Open Space
Chapter 5 .

6

5. Definition of important design characteristics, including typical
streetscapes, signage, building massing and setbacks, landscaping,
connections, ·parking, civic spaces.

7
8

Transportation
1. A disclosure statement regarding strict conformance with the Level A
Transportation System Plan will be required, or a substitute traffic analysis,
with consequential findings, recommendations, and proposed amendments to
the Level A Transportation System Plan and Level A Community Master Plan,
must be conducted prior to formal submittal of the Level B plan.

9

2. A Level B transportation system analysis, including specific traffic studies
The Revised Santolina Level B Transportation Master Plan Technical
for the particular plan submittal plus all other approved Level B plan elements Appendix has been submitted on July 1, 2016.
in the community, existing and projected demand (phased as appropriate),
and consequential noise and air quality impacts, must be conducted prior to
formal submittal of the Level B plan.

10 3. The traffic circulation system must be identified, including:
a. major roadways within the Level B area;
b. major roadway connections between the Level B area and the remainder
of the Level A area;
c. concept location for local street intersections with major roadways; and
d. major street access and access limitation concepts.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response

Status

(MRMPO comment) The drafted Design Guidelines
section of the Level B Master Plan went a long way
to meeting this requirement, unfortunately this
section was removed from the July draft.

Completed

The Land Use and Zoning Chapters delineate the location, acreage,
and mix of uses provided within the Village Center. We have also
provided a zone map to identify the various zones and their relation
to each other. Please refer to the land use and zoning maps.

The Zoning Chapter identifies regulations for streetscape, signage,
building massing, setbacks, connections, parking, civic spaces, etc.
We have worked closely with county Zoning to revise and update
this chapter.

Andrew
Gingerich

The Transportation Chapter 4 Sections 4.1.1 Conformity with the
Level A Transportation Master Plan & 4.2 Proposed Street Network
identify the Level B proposed street network and its conformance
with the Level A Master Plan.

A traffic circulation system has been identified by the Level B
Transportation Master Plan Figure 1 Level A Land Use and Road
Network.
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##
Comments
11 4. Typical roadway cross-sections for major roadways, including:
a. right-of-way widths;
b. number of lanes, including high occupancy vehicle lanes;
c. medians and median treatment;
d. streetscape character and special design features;
e. bus bays and other transit facilities; and
f. trails or bicycle lanes.

Response
Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.4 Access
Exhibit 7 provides typical roadway cross-sections for major
roadways.

12 5. The type and approximate location of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
elements of the transportation system must be specified.

The location and types of elements within the transportation system
for this Level B Plan area are identified in the Level B Master Plan
Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.5 Transit and 4.6 Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities.

13 6. A plan which identifies performance objectives for increasing transit
ridership as appropriate, as well as strategies for achieving a mode split that
maintains level of service D or better on all roads in the affected area, must
be submitted.

Performance objectives for increasing transit ridership are included
in the Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.7
Transportation Demand Management. Strategies regarding
"complete streets" along with the multi-modal cross sections are
provided.

14 7. Any remaining transportation problem or issues identified in the Level A
Transportation Systems Plan and appropriate to the detail of Level B review
must be resolved.

Congested locations have been identified and can be improved to
acceptable levels of service. Due to the jobs anticipated, the
transportation system is improved with minor problem areas
identified at certain Interstate on/off ramps.

15 Environment and Open Space
16 1. Analysis of slopes, drainage, soils, animal life, groundwater, vegetation,
airport noise zones, and other environmental characteristics which identify
unique and important site features for protection and optimum use or which
restrict development.

17 2. Strategy for meeting community air quality objectives and standards.

Responder

Site specific, unique environmental characteristics, which are
Dan McGreggor
important to consider and restrict certain development, are
identified in the Environment and Open Space Chapter. A
geotechnical study was conducted and provided. The
environmentally sensitive areas, that were identified in the Level A
Plan (the escarpments), are identified and proposed to be zoned PCS-MPOS. See Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.11) Major Public Open
Space.

Staff Response

Status

NRS - depth to groundwater has been identified,
and development of groundwater resources from
within the master planned area are not anticipated
as ABCWUA has been identified as the water
provider.

Completed

Air quality and noise standards are provided within the Environment Dan McGreggor A traffic related air quality impact study was
and Open Space Chapter. The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis provided and found to be acceptable.
Santolina Level B Master Plan has been submitted to County Staff
June 1 as part of this CPC process.

Completed

18 3. Strategy for promoting energy efficiency, maximizing options for alternative Energy efficiency and alternative energy sources are delineated in
energy sources.
the Environment and Open Space Chapter. 5 Section 5.6 Energy
Efficiency and Alternative Energy sources.
19 4. Conceptual drainage plan for management of watersheds and floodplains A conceptual drainage plan is provided in the Level B Master Plan
and preservation of arroyo corridor multiple-use opportunities.
Exhibits 14 & 15.
20 5. Update Class I literature search/and do Class II sample of geotechnical and A Class II Archaeological study has been completed and has been
archaeological features; mitigation strategy.
submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office with a copy
provided to County Staff on July 1, 2016.
21 6. Siting of industrial land uses to avoid groundwater contamination and toxic Industrial uses are allocated for the Industrial Park and Business Park Dan McGreggor Agreed. Depth to groundwater exceeds 700 feet
of this Level B Plan area. The location of these land uses is consistent
air emissions impacts on nearby residential or other sensitive areas.
and contamination potential is minimal.
with the Level A Plan. Permissive uses in these districts are specified
in the Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.9) & 10) Industrial & Business
Park.

Completed
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Responder

Staff Response

24 2. Facilities plan including detailed location, phasing of water systems, sewer
systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

The Utilities and Infrastructure Chapter of the Level B Master Plan as Dan McGreggor
well as the Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan and Terrain
Management Plan identify the location and phasing of water
systems, sewer systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

25 3. Annexation plan/agreement.
26 4. Statements of water availability and availability of public services including
liquid and solid waste management/recycling, cultural and human service
facilities, fire and police protection, transit services, and schools.

No annexation is proposed.
Water and public service availability is discussed in Chapter 6, Utility Dan McGreggor The Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan are
Infrastructure and Services. See also Water and Sanitary Sewer
conceptual and do not have the consent of the
Master Plan.
ABCWUA - a fully executed Development
Agreement from ABCWUA has not been provided.

27 5. Level B Development Agreement to:
28 5.a. Follow through with more detailed infrastructure/service agreement
covering phasing of the village master plan and its public services/facilities,
and designation of financial, operations, and management responsibility over
time.
29 5.b. Specify measures to mitigate negative consequences of the village's
development.

The Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan are
conceptual and do not have the consent of the
ABCWUA - a fully executed Development
Agreement from ABCWUA has not been provided.

Status

Condition of
Approval

Condition of
Approval

These items shall be included in the Level B Development Agreement
to be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.
We have added additional narrative to the plan that addresses the
phasing of development in Level B Master Plan Chapter 8 Section 8.2
Development Phasing.
The village center and urban center are identified and controlled
with more detailed zoning as provided in Chapter 3 Sections 3.4.6) &
7). The level B Plan implements both the Reserve Area and Centers
and Corridors policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

30 5.c. Augment Level A development agreements expressing items mutually
The Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved
agreed to by the City and/or County and the planned community developer
by the Bernalillo County Commission will be consistent with and
and committing to their permanency unless re-negotiated; any limitations on augment the provisions of the Level A Development Agreement. .
development established at Level A cannot be increased at Level B.
31 5.d. Provide a legal recording instrument.

The Level B Development Agreement shall be recorded following the
review and approval by the Bernalillo County Commission.

32 5.e. Identify more specifically any public incentives to the developer, or
public/private partnerships, including provisions for affordable housing.

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to be
reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission. A
funding strategy section has been added to Chapter 8 Section 8.5.

33 5.f. Identify more specifically any public incentives or agreements between
the local government and developer for the appropriate protection and
maintenance of the open space system.

The Major Public Open Space is identified in this Level B Plan and the
protection, dedication, and maintenance shall be included in the
Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved by
the Bernalillo County Commission.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page 68

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

##
Comments
Response
23 1. Strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites, including Funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites will be
open space.
outlined in the Level B Development Agreement and have been
delineated in the Level B Plan as additional redline text. See Revised
Level B Master Plan Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 Open Space. Additionally
text has been provided outlining the implementation strategy for
Parks and Recreation facilities. These facilities have been added to
the Land Use Map Exhibit 2.
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##
Comments
1 1. A Level A Development Agreement shall be entered into between Bernalillo
County and the applicant which reflect this approval and a) clearly identifies
responsibilities for development of and infrastructure and other facilities in
Santolina; b) requires a link between housing and employment development
in Santolina; c) maintains an overall residential density that is consistent with
the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan density requirements
and is included in the Santolina Level A Plan; d) shall adhere to water use and
conservation requirements of Bernalillo County and the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority.

Response
The Level A Development Agreement was entered into between
Bernalillo County and Western Albuquerque Land Holdings on
August 10, 2015. The Development Agreement was officially
recorded on August 21, 2015.

2

2. Bernalillo County and the applicant agree on the "no net expense" clause of
the Planned Community Criteria. Nothing in any development agreement
shall commit this Commission and future Commissions to public funding or
financing mechanisms.

The Level A Development agreement defines this policy on lines 24
through 32, page 9: “The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned
communities shall not be a net expense to the County. The “no net
expense" policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a
responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including construction,
operation and maintenance, shared between the public and private
sectors. The "no net expense" test is satisfied if the County's on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures reasonably
allocated to the Project have been, or will be, offset by revenues
and/or economic and fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced)
from the Project.”

3

Jobs-housing
3. The Santolina development shall achieve a reasonable balance between
residential uses and employment uses such that it maintains the
characteristics of a self-sustaining community. As stated in the Santolina Level
A Master Plan, an approximate jobs to housing ratio of 2-1 shall be achieved
with a goal of creating no less than 75,000 jobs as indicated in the Level A
Santolina Plan at the time of full buildout of Santolina. A plan for attaining the
ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans, such that the anticipated
job development shall occur in relation to residential development.

This Level B Plan sets the stage for achieving the jobs to housing
ratio set out by the Level A Development Agreement in Section 4.4
Housing/Employment, Dwelling Units Thresholds/Jobs Table. See
Santolina Level B Master Plan pg 4 Table 1: Jobs to Households.
We are anticipating over 9,000 dwelling units for the first Level B
Plan, which requires 1.25 jobs per dwelling unit at full build out of
the Level B Plan area. The Level B Plan provides for and is
anticipated to exceed this requirement.
The Level B Plan includes a sequencing plan and table that provide
for jobs and housing broken out into smaller development phases.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Andrew
Gingerich

Staff Response

Status

(MRMPO comment) What is included in the
July draft of the Level B Master Plan does
not expand on what was established at the
Level A. This Condition of Approval implies
that jobs-housing will be discussed in more
detail at Level B, and asks for a "plan for
attaining the ratio." This plan needs to be
developed.

Pending

9/16/16 - MRMPO staff's main concerns on
this issue are being addressed through the
phasing/sequencing plan. This plan is not
yet in it's final version. See MRCOG
comment #46.
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Response
The Level B Transportation Plan was completed, submitted, and has
been revised to address ongoing comments. The Level A
Transportation Plan has been revised to address previous staff
comments.

5

a. The Santolina Access Management Plan (SAMP) with the Traversable
This has been completed, and was incorporated into the Level a
Median column added to Access Spacing Standards Table on Page 3 is
Transportation Plan.
approved. The SAMP shall be added to the Santolina Level "A" Transportation
Master Plan.

6

b. Revise the Level A Transportation Network model as required by BCPWD. The overall Level A Plan has been re-modeled per this condition.
Revisions/reanalysis shall include, but not be limited to, the 118111 St./I-40
interchange, the new proposed arterial roadways, the new urban center
layout, and any other changes to the Santolina roadway network. In
accordance with PCC criteria, when substantial variations are identified to the
Level A Master Plan, subsequent revision/reanalysis of the Level A
Transportation Network model shall be required, when upon coordination
with the developer, BCPWD deems it necessary.

7

c. All appropriate items in the Addendum to the Transportation Master Plan These have been incorporated into the Updated Level A
dated November 4, 2014 shall be placed in the appropriate Level A document. Transportation Master Plan.

8

5. Written approval from the proper state and/or federal authority will be
Coordination with these agencies is and will be ongoing. No
obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of State roads identified in improvements to NMDOT facilities are proposed at this time.
the Level A submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration)
review and approval will also be required for any required modifications and
improvements to Interstate 40 as a result of the development of Santolina
and its roadway network. Future coordination with NMDOT and FHWA will
be done in subsequent procedures including the Metropolitan Transportation
Plan, the Transportation Improvement Plan and the State-wide
Transportation Improvement Plan. The coordination of timeframes for the
offsite roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be
identified.

9

6. Funding for arterial streets and linkages, which are needed for Santolina
and not programmed in the Bernalillo County Capital Improvements Program
(CIP) or the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), shall be identified and
submitted to the County for recommendation for inclusion in the CIP or the
MTP.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response

Status
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##
Comments
4 4. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
The applicant will submit a proposed Level B Transportation Plan consistent
with the Level A Transportation Master Plan, as revised, of the Santolina
Level A Master Plan, prior to a Level B approval or future development
activities such as building permits, that generate 500 or more cumulative
peak hour trips when upon coordination with the developer BCPWD deems it
necessary.

The MTP already has placeholders for Santolina arterials and
collectors, pre 2025 and post 2025. This is something the applicant
has and will continue addressing as studies are reviewed and
presented to the County and shared with MRCOG. It is anticipated
that modification to the MTP and CIP will be amended in the future
to include these facilities
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11 8. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the applicant
will provide a fully executed development agreement with the ABCWUA. The
development agreement should be structured to ensure compliance with the
ABCWUA's existing guidelines, policies, and ordinances and as may be
amended from time to time. The development agreement should, at a
minimum, address residential, industrial, institutional and commercial water
conservation provisions, guidelines, and design standards. The development
agreement should, at a minimum, address infrastructure improvements,
direct and indirect potable reuse, and water supply charges, as well as
provide; a Phasing Plan consistent with ABCWUA policies. This condition shall
in no way constrain the ABCWUA from imposing such requirements as it may
deem necessary.

Staff Response

Status

Dan
McGreggor

This condition has not been satisfied as of
7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
Condition of
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and
Approval
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

12 9. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C document, the applicant shall,
The Water Master Plan Technical Report is included in this submittal Dan
based on the approved ABCWUA development agreement, provide to the
and we are in discussion with ABCWUA.
McGreggor
County a written explanation of the projected Master Plan water use and
phasing and the subsequent level plans within the context of the 2024 Water
Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update (July 2013) or subsequent
updates.

This condition has not been satisfied as of
7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
Condition of
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and Approval
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

13 10. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
applicant shall provide to the County a water conservation plan that is
compliant with Bernalillo County and ABCWUA's guidelines, standards and
requirements and which achieves the conservation goals expressed in the
Bernalillo County Ordinance and ABCWUA's 2024 Water Conservation Plan
Goal and Program Update, July 2013 and which requires compliance with
subsequent revisions of the such guidelines, standards, requirements, and
plans. Residential development shall occur in a sequential manner adjacent to
existing infrastructure and consistent with ABCWUA's policies.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

We are coordinating with the ABCWUA staff regarding Santolina. A
draft Development Agreement has been provided to the ABCWUA.
ABCWUA is currently updating their Water Resources Master Plan,
which is anticipated to provide additional policy guidance for the
Santolina project. We respectfully request that this condition be
addressed prior to BCC approval.

Responder

This will be completed in concert with the ABCWUA. The Level B
submittal addresses all County requirements. In addition, a number
of design guidelines have been included that address landscaping
and Low Impact Design (LID) strategies to guide future development.
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##
Comments
Response
10 7. The submitted Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan, dated December 1,
This is addressed in the accompanying Drainage Master Plan.
2014, contains an addendum which includes minor inconsistencies within the
calculations to the revised Land Use Master Plan. However, these
inconsistencies do not alter the concept of the overall Drainage Master Plan
and therefore are acceptable for this Level A Master Plan. The applicant must
provide a Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan consistent with the proposed
Level A Master Plan with any Level B submittal.
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Response
14 11. Water and wastewater issues for the Santolina Master Planned
Agreed, see response to Condition #8.
Community shall be resolved between the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County
Water Utility Authority (ABCWUA) and the applicant prior to any Level B
approval. An agreement between the applicant and ABCWUA and regarding
timing, responsibilities, and maintenance of water and sewer facilities
required to service Santolina will be developed and agreed upon prior to any
Level B approval.

15 12. A drainage plan and stormwater management plan shall be submitted at
the time of any Level B submittal with provisions for revision as needed to
ensure consistency with any EPA-issued municipal separate stormwater
system permit provisions or requirements as issued for the Urbanized Area of
Bernalillo County.
16 13. Prior to any Level B Plan approval, the developer shall provide
documentation that the proposed development will comply with
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Air Quality Standards and will demonstrate
the intent to comply with air quality standards established by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
17 14. Development of Parks, Trails, and Open Space shall comply with the Level
A Master Plan. The location of open space corridors shall be developed in
accordance with the requirements of the Planned Community zone with
regard to the transportation grid. If the more detailed plan deviates
significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher level
plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan would
need to be amended.
18 15. The Planned Communities Criteria requirements regarding the study and
mitigation of archaeological and geotechnical resources shall be followed in
Level B and Level C Santolina Plans. Prior to any Level B approval,
documentation regarding the completed study and mitigation measures
within the Level B Plan area shall be provided.
19 Albuquerque Public Schools
16. The developer will work cooperatively with APS to locate school sites
within Santolina, which will be made available to APS on mutually agreeable
terms and conditions.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder
Staff Response
Status
Dan
This condition has not been satisfied as of
McGreggor 7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
Condition of
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and Approval
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

We have provided a Drainage and Stormwater Management Plan
Technical Report as part of this Level B application.

The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis - Santolina Level B Master
Plan has been submitted to County Staff June 1 as part of this CPC
process.
The Parks and Open Space facilities and acreage are in compliance
with the Level A Master Plan and the Level A Development
agreement. Additional text has been provided to address the timing,
funding, and implementation of these facilities.

This has been In consultation with the SHPO a Class II Archeological
Survey was designed and completed in May 2016.

The level A Development Agreement and Level B Plan address this
item. The Level B Plan has been updated in response to APS
comments. We have and will continue to work with APS throughout
the process.

Dan
McGreggor

The analysis has been submitted and is
acceptable. This condition has been
satisfied.

Completed
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Response
This Level B application satisfies the Level B portion of this
condition.

22 19. Prior to or concurrent with the first Level B Plan approval, the subject
Level A master planned property shall be legally platted (the "Boundary Plat").
A summary platting procedure, such as that allowed for 'a minor subdivision'
under County ordinances, shall be permitted for the Boundary Plat, and for
any subsequent platting actions prior to a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision
plat approval. The Boundary Plat and any subsequent plats submitted in
advance of a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision plat approval shall provide
legal access (easements) to all existing and proposed tracts within the platted
area, but infrastructure installation or guarantee shall not be required prior to
Level C plan or Level C subdivision plat approval, because, before building
permits can be granted or development can proceed, additional land use
approvals and infrastructure installation and/or guarantees are required at
the Level C Plan approval stage and/or at the Level C subdivision plat approval
stage.

The Level A Master Plan property has been submitted for a
Boundary Plat to the CDRA. The CDRA hearing is scheduled for July
14th. Following adoption of this level B plan, the zoning districts will
be platted. Future level C plans will also require platting prior to
building permit approval.

23 20. Minor corrections to the plan, such as typographical and grammatical
corrections, editorial changes agreed to by County staff, or small changes to
acreage related to surveying may be incorporated in the final, adopted
version of the plan.
24 21. The request shall comply with all applicable Bernalillo County ordinances
and standards.
25 22. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:

These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Level A Master Plan.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

The approved Level A Development Agreement and this request for
a Level B Plan satisfies this condition. The zoning chapter of this
level B plan references County Special Use Permit regulations.
Furthermore, level C plans will adhere to the county's subdivision
ordinance as indicated in the zoning chapter, future non-residential
or apartment development over 5 acres will require site plan review
by the CDRA.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
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Comments
20 17. Level B and C Plans shall be required prior to development of the
Santolina Level A Master Plan Community. Level B and C development
agreements, as prescribed in the Planned Communities Criteria, shall be
provided. Consistency between Level A, Level B, and Level C plans shall be
required throughout the development of Santolina. If the more detailed plan
deviates significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher
level plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan
would need to be amended.
21 18. The Santolina Development Agreement shall include a section that
pertains to Interim Uses. This section shall indicate that all sites within the
Santolina Level A boundary area governed by a Special Use Permit or any site
expected to be developed with local, state and/or federal support shall be
governed by Sections 18, Special Use Permits and Section 24, Administration
of the Zoning Code until a Level B Plan, affecting such site, has been adopted
by Bernalillo County. No special use permit shall be issued without a
demonstration of available necessary infrastructure and utilities, including
water, electricity and sewer, to be installed before, or concurrently with,
development of the site. No building permits shall be granted on all remaining
sites until Level C plan affecting the subject property have been approved.
Any subdivision will occur in compliance with the County's Subdivision
Ordinance.

This submittal complies with Bernalillo County ordinances and
standards.
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
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Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

Responder

Staff Response

Status

This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
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##
Comments
26 a. Chapter 4. Zoning, p. 47. Add the following sentence under Level A
Governance and Interim Uses (after ..Bernalillo County ..) "No building
permits shall be granted on all remaining sites until a Level C plan affecting
the subject has been adopted."
27 b. Change the language "publicly funded" on page 92 to "proposed for public
funding."
28 c. Chapter 6, Transportation, Level A Master Plan on page 95: remove the
sentence "The policy supersedes other policies that may be in place for
roadways within Santolina" regarding the SAMP, and remove "(by others)"
regarding the extension of Gibson Boulevard.
29 d. Exhibit I must be corrected to indicate that the Westland Master Plan was
approved by both Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque. The Board of
County Commissioners approved the Master Plan as a Rank III Plan in
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The City of Albuquerque also
approved a separate Sector Development Plan for the portion of the Master
Plan that has been annexed.
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Revised Matrix dated 10/20/16
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Fire Department 6.A.d

##
1

Department
Fire Department

Note Date
2/1/2016

Comments
Response
Final plans of the water supply system for fire protection shall be submitted to We agree. The FMO may review these
Level C plans when available/approved
the Fire Marshal's Office for Review and approval. Development Shall meet
the requirements of the Fire code with adopted amendments at time of build by the ABCWUA.
out.
We agree.

2

Fire Department

6/3/2016

The Location of the fire stations will be based off of a risk assessment
conducted by the Fire Department, station location presently show on site
plan may be needed to relocated to meet response criteria.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder
C.Gober

We agree. We will continue our
C.Gober
coordination with Bernalillo County Fire
at the Level C plans.

Staff Response
Status
Once the water system plans and future
Condition of
development plans are submitted they will be approval
reviewed and any corrections will be
addressed then.
This is an on-going process and shall be
completed prior to the issuance of building
permits

Finding
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Department

Hearing Date

Comments

Response

1

Zoning
Administrator
Review

7/14/2016

2

Zoning
Administrator
Review

2/22/2016

3

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Staff has noted additional language related to density and land use and
phasing, activity centers, jobs-housing ratio, mechanisms for ensuring these
levels are met will need to be developed. Staff has also noted the
modifications to the land use map and the inclusion of a zone map. The land
uses within this Level B Plan appear to be relatively consistent with the
adopted Level A Plan.

4

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

More details could be provided for land use. Smaller areas, neighborhoods, or We are providing a phasing map as part
commercial areas or more detailed phasing and descriptions could be
of this Level B Plan to address this and
depicted within the land use plan, also as an aspect of developing the
similar comments.
character of the community and jobs to housing balance (See the Level B
Planned Communities Criteria).

5

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Address the open space component. Will there be zoning for parks and open
space? Adequately address the Planned Communities Criteria for Parks and
Open Space (within Land Use).

The Zoning and Land Use Maps identify
Open Space within this Level B Plan
area.

6

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Further explain the change/increase in dwelling units in the revised Level B
Plan.

7

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

8

Chapter 3, Zoning of the Santolina Plan has been partially reviewed by the
Zoning Administrator. The Zoning Administrator has reviewed all of the
sections that contain zoning districts and the process section and some minor
changes may be required. The Zoning Administrator has not had the
opportunity to review the design section of the chapter since the applicant did
not this portion of the chapter until after the deadline for all submittals.
Review of the design section and a final review of the entire chapter will be
forthcoming.
The Level B plan should have a name beyond the Santolina Level B plan, since
there will be other Santolina Level B plans for the area.

We have reviewed and revised the
Design standards with the Zoning
Administrator. The Zoning chapter
reflects our coordination with County
Planning Staff.

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Status
Completed

Agent has agreed.

Completed

New documents to be reviewed.

Completed

New documents to be reviewed.

Completed

Comments Addressed

Completed

Need Clarification from Staff

Addressed on page 13. This change needs to
be made clear to reviewing agencies

Completed

The land use plan (e.g., tables on pp. 10-11) should be updated to reflect the
changes to the zoning; include acreage, density, where appropriate.

We have updated the Land Use table to
reflect the changes made to date.

Comments Addressed

Completed

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Zones within non-residential zones that seek to achieve additional potential
land use variation (e.g., office zone and commercial zone within Town Center
or Urban Center Zone) could also be depicted on the zoning map, or could
appear as uses rather than zones. Uses and zones appear to be used
interchangeably in the plan and should be clarified. This would facilitate the
mapping of the zoning. A Residential Village Center Zone is called out on p. 28
but does not appear on the maps.

Through our coordination with the
County Planning staff, we have created a
zone map and a Land Use Map. Each
map clearly distinguishes between
'zones' and 'land uses'. We have also
updated the Zoning Chapter to provide a
clearer distinction of uses and zones.

Zoning is still in process

Completed

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff
10 County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Mixed Use Development has been added as a use, but does not appear as
new (in red).
Per the meeting with the applicants agent, the Santolina Level B zoning
(particularly for land uses) could follow County Zoning more closely in order
to achieve clarity and minimize any confusion and redundancy. Design
standards may also require additional revision. Zoning document could be
more user-friendly, including charts and illustrations. (See for instance Mesa
del Sol Level A and Level B Plans). Additional more detailed comments will be
provided by zoning staff.

Need Clarification from Staff

Need additional review of the proposed zoning Completed

We have worked closely with County
Planning Staff to rewrite the Zoning
Chapter. The Zoning Chapter now
provides a streamline code based on the
County's Zoning Code. Design standards
have been added to this chapter and
include illustrations, where appropriate.

Zoning chapter is still under review

9

Printed On: 10/20/2016

We have indicated in the Zoning for this
Level B Plan to be distinguished as PC-S(Zone). Future plans can add S1, S2, etc..
to distinguish themselves from this first
plan.
We Agree

Staff Response

Parks and
Planning

Completed
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##

Department

Hearing Date

Comments

Response

11 County Planning 6/23/2016
Staff

Address the Phasing of the Development. From a regional perspective, there
could be more information provided about the phasing and implementation
of the Santolina development. The Level B Plan indicates two phases-2025
and 2040. Where there are still opportunities for different types of
development and infill in the more urbanized areas and some areas near the
site that have some development that could relate to the Santolina
development (e.g., Westland North, Atrisco Heritage High School), the
proposed phasing could be elaborated or further justified.

As part of our effort to address
comments relative to Land Use and
Zoning (in preparation for the May 26,
2016 CPC Hearing), we included
additional narrative to the Level B Plan,
section 8.2, that addresses phasing of
development.

12 County Planning 6/24/2016
Staff

A Level A Development Agreement has been agreed to for the Level A
Development. A Level B Agreement will also be required to ensure the
specifics of the plan and the financial responsibilities and the employmenthousing ratio are adhered to. Additional information on how employment
goals will he achieved is necessary.
Policy d of the Reserve Area states that "A planned community master plan
shall not be approved if it fails to demonstrate its own sense of place, selfsufficiency, environmental sensitivity, separation from the contiguous
Albuquerque urban area by permanent open space and the provision of
infrastructure which is not a net expense to the local government." Staff
comment/recommendation: The Level A Plan and the Level A Development
Agreement addressed this requirement The current Level B request needs to
more specifically demonstrate how these policies will be addressed in the
proposed development, for instance in such areas as water and sewer
availability, provision of parks and open space, residential neighborhoods,
commercial areas, and more specifically, unifying design standards, as well as
demonstrating not incurring expenses to the local government.

14 County Planning 6/26/2016
Staff

15 County Planning 6/27/2016
Staff

13 County Planning 6/25/2016
Staff

Printed On: 10/20/2016

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

Status

Phasing still under review

Completed

We agree. The Level B Development
Agreement will address this.

Level B Development Agreement

Condition of
approval

We have provided new narrative to be
included as part of the Level B Plan.
Section 2.2.8 addresses the
implementation mechanisms for parks
and recreation facilities. Section 8.4 has
been added to deliniate the various
funding mechanisms for future
development in this Level B Plan area.

Level B Development Agreement

Condition of
approval

Land Use- Open Space Network- calls for setting aside Major Open Space,
parks, trail corridors throughout the Comprehensive Plan area. Policies
encourage connections between and within the facilities. Open Space is
shown on the Santolina Land Use Map, although staff is requesting additional
information on the Open Space network, its dedication and maintenance, and
the required development agreement related to it.

The Level B Development Agreement
will address Open Space, Parks, and
trails. The Development Agreement will
be submitted to the County Manager.
Additionally, we have provided new
narrative that speaks to parks, open
space, and recreational services, their
dedication, and funding mechanisms.
Please see section 2.2.8 and 8.4

Level B Development Agreement

Condition of
approval

Community Resource Management - recognizes the importance of provision
of services in community development. The services include water, energy,
transportation, housing, economic development. In particular, as in staff and
agency comments provided below, additional information should be provided
on the proposed transportation system, water availability, along with
mechanisms for achieving economic development for the community.

The Level B Plan addresses economic
development through allocation of
specific uses designated by the Land Use
Plan for employment. Furthermore, the
Level A and Level B Development
Agreements provide requirements for
jobs (economic development) as the
Santolina community develops over
time.

Level B Development Agreement

Condition of
approval
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Hearing Date

Comments

Response

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

Status

16 County Planning
Staff

It appears that these criteria do serve as a guideline for the Santolina Level B
Plan, but that more information is needed to show that they have been
adequately addressed. As noted in the above comments related to the
'Reserve Area' and also shown in staff and agency comments below, a more
detailed analysis of the Level B Santolina Master Plan should be provided for
each of the areas
-Land use
-Environment and Open Space
-Transportation system
-Government and Public Service
In addition, because of limited time to review the Plan and the application,
staff will need to provide additional analysis and comments specifically
related to the Planned Communities Criteria in the subsequent staff report.

17 County Planning
Staff

V. Southwest Area Plan/Westside Strategic Plan -The Southwest Area Plan
We agree.
and the Westside Strategic Plan both recognize the importance of Master
Planned Communities for the vacant areas within the Southwest Area/West
Side. They also recognize the importance of attention to environmental issues
and jobs development, and location of industrial development and design. It
would appear the Santolina Level A Master Plan generally addresses policies
in the Southwest Area Plan and the Westside Strategic Plan.

Generally ok.

Completed

18 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

It could be argued, given the goals of the request and for the Reserve Area,
that a greater variety of uses and descriptions of them could be provided
either in the Land Use Chapter, or in the Zoning Code for Santolina. Additional
details could also be provided for how all of these connect to the wider area
in which the site is located.

"We have been in coordination with the
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Chapter. We have worked closely with
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
on our discussion and her comments.
We have met 2-3 times a week during
the month of June to revise the zoning
chapter. We have submitted this
chapter as part of the redline to the
level B plan document."

Comments Addressed

Completed

19 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Types of and density/scale of land uses and zoning should be clearer and
consistent. The Santolina Level B Master Plan provides a more detailed Land
Use Map and details for each of the land uses than the Level A Plan. However,
more detailed information could be provided in the current request about the
more specific land uses and densities within Santolina Land Use Areas - for the
various areas or neighborhoods that will develop with residential uses, with
some additional parameters for density (e.g., average, maximum). Areas that
may be of mixed use or mixed densities, or areas that should have residential
(urban center, town center) are not detailed as such in the plan. It is still not
clear if residential use will be allowed in the Town Center.

"We have been in coordination with the
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Chapter. We have worked closely with
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
on our discussion and her comments.
We havemet 2-3 times a week during
the month of June to revise the zoning
chapter. We have submitted this
chapter as part of the redline to the
level B plan document."

Comments Addressed

Completed

20 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

The information listed in the Level B Plan for density under zoning (up to 50
dwelling units per acre) should be described ( e.g., in a table or map) in a
manner that demonstrates the development will not exceed the 3 dwellings
per acre limit in the Reserve Area. Based on the information provided staff in
the Level B Plan, a density higher and number of dwelling units could be
achieved than the approximate 9,444 units stated in the plan (page 4).

We have provided narrative and a table
as part of Chapter 2 Land Use Tables 3 &
4 to indicate how we will not exceed the
3 du/acre limit for the Reserve Area.

Condition of approval/development
agreement should confirm density and
mechanism for maintaining it.

Finding

Printed On: 10/20/2016

We have reviewed the latest Staff
Report. Recent comments and
responses from parks and open space
have been added in this matrix. This
matrix addresses Agency Comments
received relative to the topics for
Hearing 3.

Address any outstanding comments from staff. Finding /
Conditions of
Approval
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21 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Additional information could also be given about the different characteristics
of business, commercial, and industrial areas, including the range of Floor
Area Ratios, and commercial building size. Zoning information for some of the
new land use areas, such as open space, educational campus are not provided
or consistent with the Level A Plan. Some particular land uses that fall in the
residential areas or more intense land use areas such as town center and
business park could be identified or described following the original zoning
chapter in the Level A Plan (see pages 43-53), Level A Plan. It is not clear if the
definitions of land uses included in the Zoning in the Level A Plan should apply
to the Level B Plan and will be added to or if the Level B Zoning will adhere to
the definitions, land uses, and procedures in the County Zoning Code. Site
characteristics and Design Features as in the Level A PC zoning Chapter also
do not appear to be carried through into the Level B Zoning.

This Level B Plan builds off of the
general intent and vision of the Level A
Plan. We have been in coordination with
the County Zoning Manager on revisions
to the Zoning Chapter (see previous
previous response). We have included
definitions, where needed,
following/referenced the County Zoning
Code (when available).

22 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Address Compatibility of Land Uses as in the Land Use Plan. The proposed
Land Use areas in the Santolina Plan Level B Plan are limited in number and
are presented as discrete zones. More information could be provided on how
the zones articulate with each other ( e.g., residential and industrial). There
could also be discussion of how mixed use areas will be achieved or if there
will be transitional areas between more intense and less intense uses within
or on the edges of the site. In addition, information could be provided about
how the development will articulate in areas of existing development-e.g.,
along West Central Ave. and the 1-40 Frontage Rd. where there already exists
various developments, and some parcels connect to these roads while others
do not.

23 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

24 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Printed On: 10/20/2016

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

Status

Zoning Chapter is still under consideration.

Completed

We have provided additional narrative
to address the compatibility of land
uses. We have also addressed horizontal
mixed-use and vertical mixed-use as well
as land use connectivity considerations.

Discussions have taken place about the land
use. (Zoning element is under consideration).

Completed

Although the Master Plan proposes mixed uses, and states it will meet the
other requirements of the Reserve Area, such as self-sufficiency, protecting
the non-urban development, and being bounded by open space, additional
information could be provided.

We have included additional language in
the Land Use Chapter that speaks to
mixed-use development and Transit
Orient Development.

Discussions about land use have taken place

Completed

It appears that a majority of the property in the Level B Plan falls within the
Reserve (3.0 dwelling units per acre density) or the Rural Area (1 dwelling unit
per acre). The request shows the intent to meet this requirement, with
approximately 9,444 dwelling units proposed on 4,243 acres (shown at
approximately 2.23 dwelling units per acre). However, as stated above given
the proposed zoning (Zoning Chapter) - with possible densities of up to 30 or
even 50 dwelling units per acre, the applicant will need to demonstrate how
the allowed gross density will not be exceeded. Staff comment: In order to
ensure this overall allowed density is maintained, staff recommends more
specific information be provided on the land use map or in a table that shows:
Average and maximum residential densities in each of the land use areas.
Allocation of the residential units allowed by the Comprehensive Plan in each
of the land use areas.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

Discussions have taken place. This will need to Finding
be confirmed in a conditon of approval
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Staff/Agency/De
partment

Comments

Response

25 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Policy c states development within Reserve Area shall take place either in
accordance with an approved planned community master plan (up to three
dwelling units per acre), or in accordance with the standards applicable to
Rural Areas. It should be stressed that if the Master Plan fails to meet the
criteria, the policies for the Rural Area are used instead of those of the
Reserve Area. If this is the case, the allowable density would be approximately
one dwelling unit per acre. The Reserve area thus creates a density bonus
when the policies are complied with. Staff comment: ensure the allotted
density is maintained in the development of Santolina.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

26 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

In summary, more information is needed on the specific land use and
densities for the Santolina site with reference to their compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies. It appears that the proposed
residential density for the site could exceed that allowed by the
Comprehensive Plan. In addition, a conceptual development agreement
eventually will need to be provided to show the willingness and ability of the
developer to implement the land uses and infrastructure proposed in the
Level B Plan.
Land Use - Activity Centers - designates existing and future activity centers
and corridors in Bernalillo County----on a map and in terms of a hierarchy of
centers with specific features (see p.19, Plan). This section could be further
addressed in the Santolina Level B Plan, which has different types of
commercial and activity centers. It might be helpful to situate the
development within the framework provided for Activity Centers in the
Comprehensive Plan. In some locations within the Level B plan area, it is not
clear where the Village Centers or Neighborhood Centers are located.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type. The
preparation of a Level B Development
Agreement is underway.

To be specified in Condition of
Approval/Development Agreement

Finding

This has been more clearly identified in
the introduction to the zoning chapter.

Additional information has been provided.
Pending final review of land use and zoning
maps.

Completed

IV. Zoning Ordinance/ The Planned Community Zoning for Santolina has been
established with the approval of the Level A Plan. However, the request must
continue to address the requirements specified in the Planned Communities
Zone. The request appears to be relatively consistent with Section 19.5
(Planned Community Zone) for a large-scale community. However, the
request may be larger than the village or employment center type
development that is identified in both the Level B Planned Communities
Criteria and those for Level B development in the B Zoning, where the typical
Village size range is 650 to 1200 acres. The applicant will also need to clarify
that other Level B Plans will be submitted, with appropriate naming, for the
remaining portions of the Santolina development.

We have included narrative in Chapter 8
(Approval Process) that speaks to future
Level B Plans.
The size of this Level B plan is only
slightly larger than and comparable to
the first two Level B plans at Mesa Del
Sol. The reason for this is to follow
through on two seperate commitments
mad as part of the Level A Plan process.
1. To preserve the La Ceja Escarpment
(almost 1,000 acres of Open Space is
preserved), and
2. The designation of a significant
acreage to job producing land uses.

The Level B plan area is not unprecedented,
although some agencies have a concern with
it.

Completed

27 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

28 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Printed On: 10/20/2016

Staff Response

Status

Discussions have taken place. This will need to Finding
be confirmed in a conditon of approval
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1 Parks and
2/19/2016
recreation

Comments
The comments state that a preliminary review of the plan indicates that more
information needs to be provided:
1. A portion of the Level B Open Space and Parks network, is consistent with Level
A, but the following is not clear:
a. what all the types of Open Space and parks will be included in those areas;
b. whether that includes neighborhood parks and other recreation facilities;
c. general, whether the park areas by type and the other recreation facilities
cumulatively meet the Level of service standards set forth in the Level A plan for
the projected population for the Level B plan areas; and
d. when and how the Open Space, park and other recreation facilities will be
dedicated.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
Status
We are providing open space areas, parks, trails, undevelopable land,
Still in Discussion -- Leve B Completed
and areas with valuable environmental qualities to ensure the
Plan has been updated per
continued health, safety, and welfare of the community and to provide
staff comments from
locations for recreational activities. Furthermore we are preserving the
meeting on 9/16/16 and eescarpment area that makes up the eastern portion of the Level B Plan
mail on 9/19/16, except
area as open space. Please refer to the Level B Land Use Map. We
that add'l languague was
have provide an analysis of the PROS Plan level-of-service standards
included, which was not
relative to the Level B Plan based on project populations. Please see
discussed, which should be
deleted because the Level B
new redline to section 2.2.7 of the Level B Plan.
plan and agreement are a
refinement and are more
detailed as to Community
Facilities and therefore
supercede the Level A
Agreement by definitiion.
Once this paragraph is
removed, then this would
be complete.

2 Parks and
recreation

2/19/2016

2. It does not appear that there is an Open Space zone as described in the Level a
plan.

We have added a Major Open Space Zone to the Zoning Chapter and
the Zone Map.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

3 Parks and
recreation

2/19/2016

3. We have a question as to why the open space area to the north of the
escarpment open space described in Level B plan has not been included. Related
to that question, there is parcel was recently acquired to be a Route 66 gateway
park, that would also function potentially as trailhead for the escarpment open
space, that we wanted to ensure open space connectivity to.

We are coordinating with Bernalillo County Parks and Recreation
Department on identifying the noted parcel so that we can determine
its applicability to the Level B Plan.

No Adverse Comment

Pending

4 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

Although there is somewhat more detail than in the Level A Plan, in general, there
is insufficient detail in the Santolina Level B plan at this point for us to recommend
approval even with conditions. I have the following findings/comments pertaining
to the new level B submittal:
1. The overall acreage of open space and parks is sufficient to meet the
requirements in the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Facilities Master Plan
(PROS Plan). Similarly, there is more than enough of the community parks to meet
the requirements of the PROS Plan.

We agree. Based on our analysis of the PROS Plan Level of Service
standards (Section 2.2.7 of the Level B Plan document) and the parks,
open space, and recreational facilities planned for by the Level B
Master Plan, we exceed the PROS Plan standards.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

Printed on: 10/20/2016
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5 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation Letter

Comments
Response
2. The number and location of neighborhood parks have not been identified. Based We have updated our Land Use Plan to indicate the location of future
on our calculation there should be 23 acres of neighborhood parks, which based
neighborhood parks that will range from 3 to 5 acres. This satisfies
on our definition, there would be anywhere from 5 to 23 parks. Therefore, the
your request.
plan does not comply with the PROS Plan and in our opinion does not satisfy the
requirements of the Planned Community Criteria for a Level B plan. In order to
serve the community adequately, a diversity of facilities is needed with a
reasonable distribution of them across the planned community area.

6 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

3. In the Level B Plan, the projected need for the number of community centers
We have updated our Land Use Plan to indicate the location of 2 future
and aquatics facilities is closer to 2 than 1 (1.54), and should be amended to reflect community centers and aquatics facilities. This satisfies your request.
the number 2 in both instances as required by the PROS Plan, especially given the
land uses proposed (the Town Center and Urban Center) and the potential for
higher density of housing.

Add'l language provided in Complete
Level B Plan to provide for
Regional Park in next Level
B plan

7 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

4. With respect to the Regional Park and Fully Inclusive Playgrounds, it is our
A park is identified for the southern portion of the Urban Center. This
position that the plan should be amended to include the regional park shown in
park land will be part of a larger Regional Park that will expand over
the level A plan immediately to the West of the main community area and location future Level B Plans.
should be shown for the Fully inclusive Playground, given the development of the
Town Center and Urban Center and the projected time-span for development,
there will be a need for both of those facilities in this part of our future
community.

Same as #1

8 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

5. Dedication: Given that all the open space areas and parks shown in this the
We have provided additional language as part of Section 2.2.8 Parks
Level B Plan will serve only the communities in Santolina, these areas and facilities and Recreation Implementation Strategy to delineate the
should be dedicated to the County and the Plan should be amended to state that. Implementation of future parks, open space, and recreational facilities.
As part of this new narrative, we have provided provisions for
dedication to Bernalillo County as well as coordination on future
programming, design, and construction.

Language and tables
Completed
relative to "sequencing"
has been added, which
satisfies the orginal
comment, except there
should be an addition of
"community facilities" in
the first sentence of the
first bullet on page 105.
Then this comment will be
complete.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Staff Response
No Adverse Comment

Status
Complete

Completed
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9 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation Letter

10 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

Comments
6. It is unclear what the phasing and process of dedication of the open space and
parks facilities will be. This should be spelled out in detail in a PCC level B Plan. The
description in the plan appears to be circular it will happen as development
happens, but it is unclear what the intention for phasing of development is. From
our perspective, there would seem that there needs to be a more detailed
development phasing plan, and there needs to be a clear correlation in the fiscal
analysis that there will be sufficient tax revenues accruing to the county from that
development of this area of Santolina to support the O&M costs of the facilities at
each phase of development, so that it is clear that the proposed development will
occur at no-net expense to the County. Based on the submittal to-date, it is not
possible to make that determination.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
We have provided additional narrative as part of our May 26, 2016
Pending review of most
Hearing submittal. We have redlined the Level B document to include
recent Fiscal Analysis
additional narrative as a new Section 8.4 Development Phasing. This
new narrative delineates the management of future growth in the
Level B Plan area through ordered phasing of development through the
provision of services.

With respect to the fiscal analysis, we have the following comments:
1. the parks and recreation units arrived at in the fiscal analysis do not correspond
to the Level B Plan or the PROS Plan (e.g. 2 community centers vs. 1 in the Plan,
and 307 acres of park land vs. 183.6 in the Plan), so it is hard to understand
whether the plan as envisioned will result there being "no net expense" to the
County. I.e. per the above, there should be a minimum of 2 community centers, 2
pools, the regional park (70 acres), 2 to 4 community parks (46 acres), 5 to 23
neighborhood parks (23 acres) and one the fully inclusive playground facility.

Yes, the Fiscal Analysis evaluates a larger Parks/Open Space footprint,
so the costs are higher than they would otherwise be. The Study is still
incredibly positive. Less space would result in less costs, so we have
provided a more conservative approach, fiscally.

Status
Completed

We have also provided new narrative as part of a new Section 8.5
Project and System Public Infrastructure Funding Strategy. This section
identifies the various funding mechanisms available to the future
development of this Level B Plan area.

Pending review of most
recent Fiscal Analysis

Completed

The Fiscal Study tackles 623 acres of Open Space and 307 acres of
Developed Parkland, the latter which encompasses all the
neighborhood, community, and regional parks. That is a total of 930
acres.
The Level of Service utilized is exactly what was provided to us by the
Bernalillo County Parks and Open Space Department. Please review
Exhibit A-10 of our fiscal analysis.

Printed on: 10/20/2016
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Parks Recreation 6.A.d

## Department
Note Date
11 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation Letter

Comments
2. The unit cost per employee only accounts for the salaries and benefits of
employees and not the actual O&M cost of the facilities, which would include
materials and water costs as well. The PROS Plan has also indicated the following
standards level of service: 100 acres of open space per employee and 10 acres per
employee for park land. We would be willing to sit down with the applicant's
financial analyst and share updated cost figures for Parks and Recreation facilities.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
We do include O&M costs for the integrated facilities, approximately
See Staff Response #1
$800,000 annually. The salaries are as requested by the Parks and
above.
Recreation Department. All incidental costs requested were included.
We have outlined over $2 million in annual costs for this initial Level B.

Status
Completed

With respect to LOS, we have 75 acres per employee for OS, that's a
higher standard than what is required, and the standard for Parkland is
identical (10 per 100 = 7.5 per 75).

12 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

With respect to our previous comments, we have the following comments:
See response to Item #1 listed above.
1. Comment 1 has only been partially addressed with table and narrative in the
Level B Plan. Per the above comments, substantial changes to the Level B Plan are
requested.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

13 Parks &
Recreation
14 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter
6/15/2016
Letter

2. Comment 2 has been addressed in the Level B Plan.

We agree.

See Comment #3

Pending

3. Comment 3 has not been fully discussed, but there has been an effort to
coordinate between Agent and the County.

We agree. We requested clarification on this comment in an email
dated June 1, 2016. We never received a response.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

15 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

As you know, we (Debbie Jo, you and myself) met with the agent for the applicant We have provided responses to your following comments.
two weeks ago, and certain changes have been made to the document. Because a
number of my comments are not included in the matrix, I am providing comments
based on how my comments delivered at the June 23rd meeting of the CPC have
been addressed by the applicant in the current draft of the Level B Plan. I am also
providing additional comments on the changes that have been made by the agent
and on any new changes to the document that we have not reviewed up until this
point in time. All my current comments are in bold green. In general, it should be
stated that Parks and Recreation Department at this time has no funding or plans
to plan, design, construct, operate or maintain any Parks and Recreation facility or
Open Space in the Santolina Level B plan area. Parks and Recreation has met with
the agent for the applicant and appreciates the changes that have been made to
date. However, there remain some outstanding items that we would like to see
addressed further and changed in the Plan prior to recommending approval,
because this is a Level B Plan and will be the last time that these concerns,
especially those surrounding phasing and the fiscal implications of the Plan can be
addressed in a comprehensive manner to ensure that the dedication and
subsequent operations and maintenance of Parks and Recreation facilities in the
Level B plan area will be at no net expense to the County in the Plan Area.

See Comment #1

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016
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## Department
Note Date
16 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
1. In the Parks and Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the
community parks facilities should be referred to as "Project infrastructure" and in
no way should be considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition, they
are intended to provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of
the Level B "Project Area".

Response
Parks that will solely serve the project will be "project infrastructure".
However any regional parks (e.g. regional sports complexes) which
serve the project as well as other real property will be system
infrastructure with standard costs. This has been clarified in Section
2.2.8.

17 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

2. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed.

18 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

3. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed. However, in the Parks and
Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the community parks facilities
should be referred to as "Project Infrastructure" and in no way should be
considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition they are intended to
provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of the Level B
"Project Area".

19 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Staff Response
No Adverse Comment

Status
Complete

We agree.

See Comment #1

Completed

See response to Item #1 listed above.

This comment has been
addressed.

Complete

4. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed. However, in the Parks and
See response to Item #1 listed above.
Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the community parks facilities
should be referred to as "Project Infrastructure" and in no way should be
considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition they are intended to
provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of the entire Level A
"Project Area" at build-out. Given the extent and number of Community Parks
proposed in the current Level B plan, Parks and Recreation accepts that the
Regional Park will be a part of a future Level B plan to the west of the current level
B Plan as shown in the Santolina Level A Master Plan , and no provision for the
regional park is needed at this time.

This comment has been
addressed.

Complete
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## Department
Note Date
20 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
Response
5. Dedication has been addressed in the new Section 2.2.8. However, Section 2.2.8 See response to Item #1 listed above.
should be amended to state that dedication process for all parks and recreation
facilities shall be triggered 1) when the area that includes (or is adjacent on more
than one edge to) the location in the Level B plan for the facility comes in for
subdivision, or 2) if the subdivision of lots shall result in the planned construction
of dwelling units for any and all areas of the Level B plan that exceed any of the
thresholds for the corresponding facilities:
1000 dwelling units - neighborhood park
3000 dwelling units - community park
5000 dwelling units - aquatics facility & community center
10,000 dwelling units - fully inclusive playground
Because by definition, all these facilities are considered "Project Infrastructure" to
support the future residents of the Level B Area based on the level of service
standards of the County , dedication of all these facilities shall include planning,
design and construction of facilities plus two years of maintenance at no cost to
the County.

21 Parks &
Recreation

Phasing of the Level B plan remains unclear for Land Use or for Community
Facilities including parks and recreation. At a minimum, Section 2.2.8 should be
amended to include changes stated above in the revised comment 5 that include
thresholds in the subdivision process to trigger the dedication of Parks and
Recreation facilities. The Financial Analysis should be updated as stated below in
Comment B, in order for it to correspond with what is currently in the current
version of the Plan, so that the Plan can be evaluated as to "no net expense". In
addition as per the Planned Community Criteria Level B: Village Master Plan
Section D, a "strategy" for funding and maintenance of community facilities shall
be provided.

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 10/20/2016

We have provided a sequencing plan that provides for 8 residential
phases and 4 non-residential phases. It should be noted that there are
some non-residential uses within the residential phases and some
limited residential uses in the mixed use portions of the nonresidential phases. With regards to funding mechanisms, on August
rd
23 , 2016 the Board of County Commissioners approved the
establishment of the Santolina Public Improvement Districts (“PIDs”) to
fund public improvements within the Districts. As a part of, of the
evaluation of the establishment of the Santolina PIDs the County
commissioned an independent fiscal impact analysis of Santolina and
the impact PIDs to the County. The County’s economic and fiscal
consultant concluded Santolina and the establishment of the PIDs will
be at a “no net expense The Santolina Tax Increment Development
Districts (“TIDDs”) which will fund public improvements have not yet
been established but are currently being considered by the County
based on the County’s independent fiscal impact analysis which
estimates a fiscal benefit to the County in the amount of
approximately $5.8 billion for the buildout of the Project. It is our
opinion that with these changes, that the Level B plan has addressed
the Planned Communities Criteria as it relates to Park and Recreation
facilities.

Responder

Staff Response
See Staff Response #1
above and #9

Status
Completed

See Staff Response #1
above and #9

Completed
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## Department
Note Date
Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
Continued from above
The applicant has recently added Section 8.5, which outlines tools for funding the
various public facilities. However, the intended strategy for funding them using the
various tools has not been identified, now how those tools interface with the
financial analysis - i.e. what revenues will be used cover which costs and when?
This is critical to determine whether there will be sufficient revenues from the
development coming to the County support the additional staff and other costs to
operate and maintain the dedicated facilities two years after construction. The
applicant has stated that it would prefer these issues be resolved either in the PID
or TID process, and/ or in the development agreement for this Level B Plan, but it
is not possible to determine whether the "no net expense" criteria has been met
for the purposes of recommending approval without a more defined strategy. We
would request that the Section 8.5, the Financial Analysis be revised and that a
draft of the development agreement be completed in order to evaluate whether
the applicant's plan has satisfied the "no-net expense" criteria. Our concern is that
Level B approval will be the last time that the fiscal implications of the facilities in
the Level B Plan can be addressed in a comprehensive and meaningful manner.

Response
Continued from above .
Additional items concerning the implementation of this Level B Plan
will be addressed with the Level B Development Agreement to be
approved by the Board of County Commissioners.

22 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments on Fiscal Analysis 1&2:
These Comments have not been addressed. As yet there is no updated financial
analysis that corresponds to the current draft of the Plan.

23 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter

Previous Comments 1,2,&3:
The first two comments have been largely addressed in the current draft of the

24 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Additional Comment:
We have removed the PROS Plan map from Chapter 2.
1. Ch. 2 Exhibit 3 is not credited (PROS Plan and MRCOG) and I am not sure of the
relevance to this particular section of the plan, because all level of service
standards are keyed off of projected build-out. Also, the level of service standards
and Parks and Recreation Implementation strategy would seem to be a better fit
for Chapter 7 Government and Public Services section.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Pending review of most
recent Fiscal Analysis

Status
Completed

The independent fiscal impact analysis commissioned by the County is
based on dwelling units (by type) and non-residential square footage
which have no significant change. The Land Use Plan has been refined
to reflect and show the conceptual locations of parks and recreation
facilities, which have always been assumed to be included, but were
not graphically shown. These have now been added to the plan. Since
the cost of the majority of these facilities, are assumed to be project
infrastructure, the capital costs will be borne by the developer and as
such, are not relevant to the fiscal impact and no net expense analysis.
The fiscal impact analysis does not and should not reflect specific
project level costs, but rather general fund revenues and expenses to
the County (based on the County budget) over the buildout of the
project. The fiscal impact analysis commissioned by the County utilizes
the most recently approved 2017 County budget and assumes expense
will increase commensurate with the increase in population and
required services.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

We agree.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

No Adverse Comment

Complete

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page 13

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

Parks Recreation 6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Packet Pg. 2324

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Santolina Level B Master Plan, (R-12)
AMAFCA staff reviewed the Level B Master Plan with respect to drainage
concepts and has no adverse comment. Staff also met with the engineer to
discuss maintenance responsibilities and impacts on capacity of AMAFCAs
Westgate Dam. These items will be addressed with future, detailed
development plans.

Response
We agree.

Responder
Lynn Mazur

Staff Response
Acceptable

6.A.d

Status
Completed

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

##
Department
1 AMAFCA

AMAFCA

Printed on: 10/20/2016
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##
Department
1 APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
SPR2016-0001 Santolina is a Level A Master Planned Community that is
We agree.
approximately 13,851 acres, and is bounded by Interstate 40 to the north,
118th Street and the escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa
on the south and the escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on
the west The master planned area (Level A) will consist of 34,000 residential
units built out over the next 40-50 years.
After approval of the Level A Master Planned Community in June 2015, the
developer is currently requesting approval for Phase 1 Level B Master Planned
Community. This phase will include 9,444 dwelling units and will encompass
4,243 acres. Santolina development (Level A Master Plan) will impact G.I
Sanchez ES, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, Atrisco Heritage Academy HS
and West Mesa HS. Currently, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS and Atrisco
Heritage HS enrollments exceed capacity; these schools are overcrowded.
Please refer to the table provided by APS, in the Original comments, indicating
capacity, enrollment, and excess/shortage of capacity for each of the listed
schools.
Albuquerque Public Schools recently built and opened George I. Sanchez K-8
school in 2015-16 to address growth and overcrowding of schools in the
southwest quadrant of the District.
In addition, with the recent passage of the Bond/Mil Levy 2016 election, APS
will continue plans to construct a new K-8 school to alleviate current
overcrowding in the Northwest; and specifically, to relieve overcrowding at
Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, and SR Marmon ES.

2

2/9/2016

To address overcrowding at schools noted in the table above, APS will explore We agree.
various alternatives. A combination or all of the following options may be
utilized to relieve overcrowded schools.
(i) Provide new capacity (long term solution)
a. Construct new schools or additions
b. Add portables
c. Use of non-classroom spaces for temporary classrooms
d. Lease facilities
e. Use other public facilities

APS

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

APS
Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended to be added
as the last sentence in Secion 7.6.

Status
Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment;
complete.

A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment;
complete.

6.A.d
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##
Department
3 APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
(ii) Improve facility efficiency (short term solution)
a. Schedule Changes
i. Double sessions
ii. Multi-track year-round
b. Other
i. Float teachers (flex schedule)
(iii) Shift students to Schools with Capacity (short term solution)
a. Boundary Adjustments/Busing
b. Grade reconfiguration
(iv) Combination of above strategies

Response
We agree.

APS
Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS comment;
complete.

Pertains to Level A Plan.

Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment;
complete.

All planned additions to existing educational facilities are contingent upon
taxpayer approval.

4

APS

2/9/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

(i) APS finds that the residential development of 34,000 housing units
proposed by the Santolina Master Plan Level A would generate 15,846 K-12
students at build out. These students would need taxpayer approved school
facilities at a cost of $587 million (does not account for cost of land) in today's
dollars for construction of 13 elementary schools, 3 middle schools, and 2
high schools.
(ii) APS would need approximately 366 acres to develop the 18 schools
needed to serve the Santolina Level A Master Development Plan at full build
out.

We have been in coordination with APS
throughout this Level B Plan process. We
are in discussions with APS to ensure
effective planning of future facilities
within the Level B Plan area.

6.A.d
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##
Department
5 APS

APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
The following is an addendum to Albuquerque Public Schools comments for We agree.
SPR2016-0001, a request for approval of Phase 1 Level B Santolina Master
Planned Community. APS comments are based on the original Level B
submittal of 9,444 dwelling units.
(i) This Phase 1 Level B plan covers 28% of the entire Level A Santolina Master
Planned community in terms of dwelling units.
(ii) APS will be contacting WAHL and seeking to find a consensual and
collaborative process that will facilitate the smooth provision of school sites
and to possibly obtain assistance from WAHL with the building of schools in
the subject area.
(iii)According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan; the District
would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school and
one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to deliver a
K8 instructional model, this would call for two (2) K-8 schools and one half (.5)
of a High School. APS will provide educational program models that are cost
effective and in alignment with the District Curriculum models of instruction.
(iv) Within these three residential villages, three elementary schools have
been proposed by the Plan. It is unclear, as to where the additional levels of
educational service, namely middle and high school level of services, is
proposed. It assumed by APS that the asterisk indicated on the Level B Land
Use Plan Map, indicates K-5 schools, and that these schools are located at the
center of each residential village. However, additional clarification is needed.

2/9/2016

(v) Albuquerque Public Schools has been engaged with ongoing discussions
with Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC (WALH):
a. Timely identification and acquisition of land for future school facilities is
being requested of the applicant by APS, and the APS school district will be
looking to finalize such land acquisitions as the plan is being approved.
b. APS land acquisitions will at least be proportional to the quantity of schools
presented on the Level B Land Use Plan map dated May 4, 2016 and part of
the applicant’s current submittal. Land needs are determined by APS
educational curriculum, enrollment, and construction standards.
(vi) According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan, the District
would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school and
one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to deliver a
K-8 instructional model, this would call for two (2) K-8 schools and one half
(.5) of a High School. APS will provide educational program models that are
cost effective and in alignment with the District Curriculum models of
instruction.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

APS
Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
(i) Santolina
Master Plan
Level B language
is in alignment
with APS
Comment;
complete. (ii)
In progress;
MOU agreement
between WAHL
and APS is not
complete yet.
(iii) Santolina
Master Plan
Level B language
is in alignment
with APS
Comment;
complete. (iv)
Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment;
complete.
In progress, not
complete. Still
working on this.
Not complete

6.A.d
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##
Department
6 APS

Note Date
7/12/2016

Comments
A summary of the most current APS July 12, 2016 comments are below, and We agree
the full APS submittal is attached: July 12, 2016 APS comments: All previous
Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) comments continue to apply to the current
applicant submittal. In particular, for the scale of development as proposed by
the Santolina Level B Plan, calling for 9,444 dwelling units, the District would
need at least 101.6 acres of land, 5 schools (assuming a typical and traditional
educational curriculum model) and at least $162,944,857 for new
construction, not including the cost of land. Such figures are consistent with
APS previous comments regarding the applicants submittals. All new and
future construction is contingent on taxpayer approval.

7

APS

7/12/2016

8

APS

7/14/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

APS
Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
(iii) Santolina
Master Plan
Level B language
is in alignment
with APS
Comment;
Complete.

Regarding the most current Santolina Level B Plan (Revised July 2016), the
We agree
applicant identifies in Section 7.6 Schools (pages 86 and 87) that 134.6 acres
are needed to plan for new APS school facilities and that would sustain
approximately 9,444 dwelling units; APS concurs with this assessment. The
District continues to work with the applicant and hopes to come to an
agreement with the applicant so that land can be conveyed to Albuquerque
Public Schools as per the quantity of land acreage indicated in Section 7.6
Schools (Santolina Level B Plan, Revised July 2016, pages 86 and 87) for APS
public school facilities. Again, according to the Santolina Level B Plan, the
quantity of land needed for APS school facilities is 134.6 acres. APS would also
like to note that the curriculum model of all future schools to be located
within Santolina Level B Plan (i.e. K-12 model versus a K-5/middle school/high
school traditional model) will be determined by the District and in response to
community educational needs.

A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment.
An MOU that
may discuss land
conveyance is
pending and not
complete yet.

Id like to also point out that the assertion in the Santolina Level B Plan in
We have revised this text to address this
Section 7.7.6 Existing Schools (page 88) stated in the last sentence of the
comment.
second paragraph saying, and in reference to Atrisco Heritage Academy High
School, Rudolfo Anaya, Jimmy Carter Middle School and GI Sanchez, that
These existing APS facilities can temporarily accommodate the initial
residential development within the Level B Plan until the APS facilities within
the Level B Plan are constructed and open for enrollment, is incomplete in
that it dismisses the fact that population growth from Santolina growth would
exacerbate existing overcrowding at Atrisco Heritage High School and Jimmy
Carter Middle School. Similarly, GI Sanchez school capacity was designed to
relieve overcrowding at existing various west side schools including Rudolfo
Anaya ES and Jimmy Carter Middle School MS. In our submitted comments
we include this information that provides current overcrowding conditions at
Atrisco Heritage Academy High School, Painted Sky ES, and Jimmy Carter MS.

Edits to current Level B submittal
have been made.

Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment;
complete.

6.A.d
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##
Department
9 APS

Note Date
7/12/2016

Comments
All previous Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) comments continue to apply to
the current applicant submittal. In particular, for the scale of development as
proposed by the Santolina Level B Plan, calling for 9,444 dwelling units, the
District would need at least 101.6 acres of land, 5 schools (assuming a typical
and traditional educational curriculum model) and at least $162,944,857 for
new construction, not including the cost of land. Such figures are consistent
with APS’ previous comments regarding the applicant’s submittals. All new
and future construction is contingent on taxpayer approval.
Regarding the most current Santolina Level B Plan (Revised July 2016), the
applicant identifies in Section 7.6 Schools (pages 86 and 87) that 134.6 acres
are needed to plan for new APS school facilities that would sustain
approximately 9,444 dwelling units; APS concurs with this assessment.
The District continues to work with the applicant and hopes to come to an
agreement with the applicant so that land can be conveyed to Albuquerque
Public Schools as per the quantity of land acreage indicated in Section 7.6
Schools (Santolina Level B Plan, Revised July 2016, pages 86 and 87) for APS
public school facilities. Again, according to the Santolina Level B Plan, the
quantity of land needed for APS school facilities is 134.6 acres.
APS would also like to note that the curriculum model of all future schools to
be located within Santolina Level B Plan (i.e. K-12 model versus a K-5/middle
school/high school traditional model) will be determined by the District and in
response to community educational needs.

10 APS

7/12/2016

The assertion in the Santolina Level B Plan in Section 7.7.6 Existing Schools
(page 88) stated in the last sentence of the second paragraph saying, and in
reference to Atrisco Heritage Academy High School, Rudolfo Anaya, Jimmy
Carter Middle School and GI Sanchez, that “These existing APS facilities can
temporarily accommodate the initial residential development within the Level
B Plan until the APS facilities within the Level B Plan are constructed and open
for enrollment”, is incomplete in that it dismisses the fact that population
growth from Santolina growth would exacerbate existing overcrowding at
Atrisco Heritage High School and Jimmy Carter Middle School. Similarly, GI
Sanchez school capacity was designed to relieve overcrowding at existing
various west side schools including Rudolfo Anaya ES and Jimmy Carter
Middle School MS. In our submitted comments we include this information
that provides current overcrowding conditions at Atrisco Heritage Academy
High School, Painted Sky ES, and Jimmy Carter MS.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

APS
Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment;
complete. Land
Conveyance is
pending
completion of
an MOU
Agreement
between WAHL
and APS.

APS viewed updates to the draft
(page 100 and attached with APS
8/19/16 comments); The edits to the
Plan B Santolina Text as noted will
suffice.

Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment;
complete.

6.A.d
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12 APS

Note Date
8/19/2016
NEW

Comments
8/19/16 Comments
APS met with the agent for Western Albuquerque Land Holdings, Consensus
Planning, on 8/15/16 to further the discussion regarding school facility needs
due to the magnitude of the Level B Santolina Plan (i.e. development of 9,444
dwellings). APS is still working to obtain a land use agreement to address
infrastructure issues and needs (e.g. land conveyance to the District from the
Santolina Developer) commensurate to the number of dwelling units
proposed. This item is still unresolved and pending an agreement between
the Santolina Developer and Albuquerque Public Schools.

Comments
due 10/10/16 Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) and Western Albuquerque Land Holdings
(WAHL) have been working on the following:
a) Siting and acquisition of school sites within the Santolina Master Plan Level
B
b) Site infrastructure issues for potential schools
Both items a) and b) above will eventually be included in a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between the Board of Education and WAHL. APS and
WAHL are still working on this.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status
Unresolved
pending a formal
agreement
Condition of
Approval

In progress, not
complete. Still
working on this.
Condition of
Approval
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##
1

Department
Note Date
PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

Comments
COMMENTS FOR LEVEL B PLAN
1) Page 53 - see "Compliance with MS4 permit requirements, as adopted by
the County for individual non-residential tracts. Includes requirements that
tracts are designed to retain the 90th percentile storm event". Revise to
include residential lots also as any development, residential or commercial,
over 1 acre will be required to comply with our MS4 water quality
requirements.

Response
Responder
We agree and have revised accordingly. See page 64 of the Revised Level Don Briggs
B Master Plan.

2

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

2) Page 54 and other locations - Remove the term "First Flush" and replace
with "EPA Water Quality Volume".
First Flush is not a defined volume.

We agree and have revised accordingly.

3

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

4

Staff Response
ACCEPTABLE

Status
Completed

Don Briggs

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

Completed

3) Page 55 - Exhibits 14 and 15 appear to be missing from the pdf copy of the We have supplied these Exhibits.
plan.

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

4) Page 56 - Copy construction phased practices to Terrain Management
We agree and have revised accordingly.
section from LID section. Also discuss limiting development in sensitive areas
such as the escarpment areas as a Terrain Management practice.

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

5

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

5) Page 58 - Revise references to First Flush, two yr. storm volumes and 0.5'' We agree and have revised accordingly.
of rainfall to more precise EPA Water Quality Volume.
As this area is currently outside the defined "Urban Area" the 90th percentile
storm rainfall event presented in the EPA technical document is not be
appropriate.

Don Briggs

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

Completed

6

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

The rainfall event that initiates runoff for this area should be determined at
this time and used to determine required EPA Water Quality Volumes in the
LEVEL C plans. This method is acceptable under e terms of the Bernalillo
County MS4 permit and is preferred. See "Estimating Predevelopment
Hydrology in the Middle Rio Grande Watershed, New Mexico" (Kosco et al.,
201 ) for the accepted methodology to do this.

We agree, and have determined this new rainfall value. We have
supplied this value.

Don Briggs

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed

7

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

6) Discuss the possibility of 100% water harvesting within the playa basins
due to not having to deliver water to the Rio Grande in these basins.

100% harvesting within the basin is planned and identified in the Master Don Briggs
Plan. Harvesting will occur onsite and offsite relative to individual site
development characteristics and in accordance with Bernalillo County
MS4 permit.

8

PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

COMMENTS FOR SANTOLINA LEVEL B DRAINAGE MASTER PLAN AND
We generally agree. We will seek to "incise" the impoundments to the
TERRAIN MANAGEMANT PLAN
extent possible, and whenever possible, and/or provide/import the
I) Part of the "concept" of this Level B master plan is to have temporary
appropriate engineered dam construction material.
impoundments constructed with engineered earthen berms. Bernalillo
County would prefer fully incised impoundments as the Bernalillo County Soil
Survey indicates that the soils in the Santolina area are not well suited for
dam construction.

9

PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

2) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated We agree, and this determination has already been made and will be
"Urban Area",
supplied.
Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply calculations for "PreDevelopment Hydrology" using the methodology indicated in EPA Publication
Number 832R-14-007. This pre-development hydrology will be used to
calculate the required water quality volumes needed to mimic predevelopment conditions. The discussion regarding the 0.44 inch storm needs
to be revised.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

Don Briggs

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed
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##
Department
Note Date
10 PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

Comments
3) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from a We agree.
basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An undisturbed
basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter from the
basin. The MS4 permit address the concept of "pre-development hydrology"
or the point at which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as the water
quality volume. An undisturbed basin will not have a water quality volume.

11 PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for postdevelopment water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan by
using "water quality volume" in place of first flush.

12 PW Drainage Review 7/11/2016

The following comments have not been addressed in the latest version of the These Pre-Development Hydrology calculations are completed and will
Santolina Level B Master Plan. Please address these comments.
be supplied shortly to PW Drainage staff.
1) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated
"Urban Area", Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply
calculations for "Pre-Development Hydrology" using the methodology
indicated in EPA Publication Number 832-R-14-007. This pre-development
hydrology will be used to calculate the required water quality volumes
needed to mimic pre-development conditions. The discussion regarding the
0.44 inch storm needs to be revised.

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed

13 PW Drainage Review 7/11/2016

2) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from All references to 'first flush' will be deleted from the technical reports
a basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An
and the master plan.
undisturbed basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter
from the basin. The MS4 permit address the concept of "pre-development
hydrology" or the point at which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as
the water quality volume. An undisturbed basin will not have a water quality
volume. Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for
post-development water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan
by using "water quality volume" in place of first flush.

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

14 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 47 Strike the last sentence or change to the more stringent of the two
will apply

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16. Staff has Pending
reviewed and commented based on the condition as
written and intended.

15 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48, Item I. Change considered to will be utilized to the maximum extent Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
practicable
applicable.

ABCWUA is the intended provider. Designation of a
Pending
different water provider or structure will require revision
of the Level A Master Plan (9/16/2016). No development
agreement with the ABCWUA has been provided as of
9/16/16

16 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48. Add a new Item J and subsequently renumber. Add the following
Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
new item. All commercial and residential developers will evaluate
illustrations where appropriate.
opportunities for Green Infrastructure / Low Impact design elements prior to
permit application and will incorporate such elements where practicable. The
evaluation will be based on the techniques and practices identified in the
most current version of Bernalillo County's Water Conservation Development
Standards and Guidelines and/or as specified in any related stormwater
ordinances.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

We agree and will revise accordingly.

Responder

Staff Response
Comment only.

Don Briggs

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

Status
Completed

Completed

Completed

Pending
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##
Department
17 PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
5/18/2016

Comments
Response
Page 48 Add new Item K and subsequently renumber. Each commercial site or Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
illustrations where appropriate.
area of common development will provide for stormwater treatment and
removal of floatables prior to discharge of stormwater from the site or area,
or provide for an acceptable alternative.

18 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48. Item M. Add & and also the most current version of the County's
Water Conservation Development Standards and Guidelines.

19 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 49 Item 3d. Add the landscape islands and any landscape buffers will be Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
depressed from the surface and utilized for water harvesting / stormwater
illustrations where appropriate.
treatment to the maximum extent practicable

Condition 8 & 9 have not been satisfied. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Pending

20 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 52, Item H2. Modify to read & away from buildings and into on-site
stormwater treatment facilities

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Based on changes proposed in June 22,2016 Draft
Changes to Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan, the
minimum requirements of Condition 10 have been met.

Completed

21 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 52, Item I3, Modify to read & conveyance of drainage and stormwater
treatment.

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Not addressed. Infrastructure for reuse has not been
adequately addressed, nor has Condition 8 or an
acceptable Level B Water Master plan, denoted by
ABCWUA as acceptable been provided.

Pending

22 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

Comments that still need to be addressed as of 07/11/16:
1. The requirement for residential to development to participate in the NM
Green program should be added current language allows an out if Water
Sense fixtures are used. (First matrix response provided by applicant).

Since water conservation programs like NM Green will be replaced or
modified over the lengthy 50 year life of Santolina, we propose language
be supplied in the master plan as follows: 'Residential water
conservation practices such as those employed in the NM Green
program, or an equivalent program, will be employed'.

Acceptable. Requirement for residential development to Completed
participate in the Green NM program must be specifically
stated in the revised master plan. 6. A proposed water
conservation plan draft was provided as part of the Water
and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan on June 22, 2016. The
proposed changes in that document are acceptable. The
statement regarding required participation in the Green
NM program needs to be added to the Water
Conservation Plan as well and was not. Current
statement in 6.1.4 is that its option if Water Sense
Fixtures are used .Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16

23 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

2.Several responses refer to the Zoning Chapter. Water conservation
requirements and relation to 2024 ABCWUA goals is not addressed in that
section

Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
illustrations where appropriate.

Due to lack of a development agreement, the use of
Pending
"reclaimed" or potable reuse has not been adequately
addressed in the proposed revisions and is shown on the
conceptual Master Plan for Level A (see previous
comments). This comment has not been adequately
addressed as part of the water conservation plan in either
6.1.4 or in the Water And Sanitary Sewer Master Plan.

24 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

3.A fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement has yet to be provided. While significant progress towards a Development Agreement is being
made with the ABCWUA, the requested approved Development
Agreement (in accordance with the approved Level A Condition of
Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval of the Level B master
plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire that the intent of this
Condition be adhered to.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Responder

Staff Response
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16

Status
Pending

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a Pending
express written concurrence of a Level B Utility Plan
acceptable to ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

A fully executed development agreement has not been Completed
provided as of 9/9/16. Zoning chapter has no mention of
water conservation goals by zoning type, nor is water
conservation by zoning type addressed in the water
conservation plan of 6.1.4 or in the proposed changes to
water and sewer master plan. Current statement of
7/1/16 indicates Green NM is optional if WasterSense
fixtures are used. Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16
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##
Department
25 PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
7/11/2016

Comments
4.The timing/phasing for installation and availability of water reuse and the
construction of the satellite wastewater treatment plant need to be
specifically addressed. This should be addressed as part of the conceptual
Utility Plan but is not. The conceptual Utility Plan of necessity should reflect
those elements that are in agreement with the ABCWUA. However, without
the executed Development Agreement, which has yet to be provided, there is
no way to ascertain if the Utility Plan is acceptable.

Response
The conceptual Utility Plan (for Water and Sewer, an associated timing
and phasing) can only be supplied upon the completion and approval of a
Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. While significant progress
towards a Development Agreement is occurring, the requested approved
Development Agreement (in accordance with the approved Level A
Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval of the
Level B master plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire that
the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

26 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

Condition of Approval as of 7/11/16:. 1. If prior CPC Condition 8 of the CPC is
set aside and the plan is recommended for approval by the CPC, the applicant
must provide a fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement and revised
Utility Plan at the time of submittal of the Level B plan for BCC approval.

The requested approved Development Agreement (in accordance with
the approved Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to
BCC approval of the Level B master plan. Condition #8 does not
reference 'prior to submittal'. The ABCWUA has also indicated their
desire that the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Drainage master Plan and Terrain Management Plan.
Must be incorporated in Revision.

27 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

NRS responses have been completed. Unable to add additional comments at
this time. Comments would be as follows:
1. The requirement for residential to development to participate in the NM
Green program should be added current language allows an out if Water
Sense fixtures are used. (First matrix response provided by applicant).

See response to Item #14 above.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/9/16. Utility
Pending
Plan will need to be revised as well. Planned Community
Criteria for an acceptable Master Utility Plan cannot be
said to have been satisfied without ABCWUA express
written concurrence.

28 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

2.Several responses refer to the Zoning Chapter. Water conservation
requirements and relation to 2024 ABCWUA goals is not addressed in that
section

We will revise text that points all water conservation questions to Zoning
chapters.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/9/16. Utility
Pending
Plan will need to be revised as well. Planned Community
Criteria for an acceptable Master Utility Plan cannot be
said to have been satisfied without ABCWUA express
written concurrence.

29 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

3.A fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement has yet to be provided. While significant progress towards a Development Agreement is
occurring, the requested approved Development Agreement (in
accordance with the approved Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be
supplied prior to BCC approval of the Level B master plan. The ABCWUA
has also indicated their desire that the intent of this Condition be
adhered to.

Acceptable. Requirement for residential development to Completed
participate in the Green NM program must be specifically
stated in the revised master plan. 6. A proposed water
conservation plan draft was provided as part of the Water
and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan on June 22, 2016. The
proposed changes in that document are acceptable. The
statement regarding required participation in the Green
NM program needs to be added to the Water
Conservation Plan as well and was not. Current
statement in 6.1.4 is that its option if Water Sense
Fixtures are used .Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16

30 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Zoning Chapter Comments That need to be addressed prior to final approval. Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
Page 47 Next to last Paragraph the referenced plant pallet and xeriscape
applicable.
principles appendix was not posted and is not readily available for review as
of May 18 and is subject to later review and comment.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16. Utility
Plan will need to be revised as well. Draft of proposed
Design Standards section was not made available to PW
for review as of 9/16/16.

7/13/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

4.The timing/phasing for installation and availability of water reuse and the
construction of the satellite wastewater treatment plant need to be
specifically addressed. This should be addressed as part of the conceptual
Utility Plan but is not. The conceptual Utility Plan of necessity should reflect
those elements that are in agreement with the ABCWUA. However, without
the executed Development Agreement, which has yet to be provided, there is
no way to ascertain if the Utility Plan is acceptable.

The conceptual Utility Plan (for Water and Sewer), including the
availability, timing and planning for reuse water and the satellite
treatment plant, can only be supplied upon the completion and approval
of a Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. While significant
progress towards a Development Agreement is occurring, the requested
approved Development Agreement (in accordance with the approved
Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval
of the Level B master plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire
that the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

Staff Response
Status
Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Completed
level B Master Plan, Chapter 5. Must be incorporated in
Revision.

Pending

Condition 8
Development
Agreement:
Pending

Design
Standards:
Complete
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Pending
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16.
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
CPC NOD
Condition 8. Per the special conditions from the Level A Master Plan, the
Level B master plan cannot be approved until the applicant provides a fully
executed development agreement with the ABCWUA, the water utility
provider identified in the Level A plan. Page 3 states that Coordination with
ABCWUA to identify final water and sanitary sewer system and master plans
for Santolina and execute a Development Agreement is on-going. Staff cannot
recommend CPC approval until such time as the required development
agreement has been fully executed.

Response
The Level A conditions also state "prior to Level B" approval, which
approval occurs at BCC, after the CPC process. Accordingly, and
conversely, staff should not recommend disapproval (this may already be
intended/inferred from the staff comment).

33 PW Natural
Resources 1

2/8/2016

This condition coincides with the Level B criteria, which requires the applicant
to provide statements of water availability. There are multiple comments
throughout the Water Plan, particularly page 9, which states that Santolina
will be owned and operated by an independent water utility, anticipated to
be the ABCWUA & elements of the above described systems are subject to
change& established with the adopted utility provider; And similar on page
12, which indicates that the ABCWUA may provide water and sewer service
for the project Please be advised that the Level A approval was based on
identification of the ABCWUA as the utility provider and if that changes,
resubmittal of the Level A plan may be required.

The Level A Master Plan allowed for other utilities; however, there is no
intent at this time to use another utility. We agree that if a new utility
provider is utilized (or added), this will be discussed with County staff
based on details, merits, and nature of any proposed provider change.

34 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Pending
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Condition 8/
Development
Agreement:
Pending
Design
Standards:
Complete

Condition 9 is dependent on the approved ABCWUA development agreement We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
being provided prior to a Level B approval. Without submittal of such an
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
agreement, the water use and phasing cannot be placed in context of the
2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Condition 8/
Development
Agreement:
Pending
Design
Standards:
Complete

35 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

There is no clear explanation of how the proposed phasing fits within the Goal We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
and Program Update.
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Condition 8/
Development
Agreement:
Pending
Design
Standards:
Complete

36 PW Natural
Resources 2

37 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

2/8/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

There is no discussion or design criteria listed which aligns with the new
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
program elements listed in that plan such as xeriscaping requirements or
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
installation of rainwater harvesting. Figure 1 of the goals and updates call for plans will be supplied at that time.
reuse and recycling, yet this Level B does not identify how or when this might
be implemented. Consistent with Table 1 and Figure 6 of the Goals and
Update, the Level B plans are expected to provide a breakdown of expected
water use by land use type and proposed design criteria that will be
incorporated in to each type of land use to achieve or maintain the ABCWUA
2024 water usage of 135 GPCD.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

As observed in the Level B Village Master Plan 21% of land use is proposed as
low density residential zones. Outdoor usage is the significant variable
between the identified land use classifications, particularly between low
density and high density residential - there is generally less land to irrigate
per unit within high density residential areas as compared to that of low
density and rural residential areas. Level B should incorporate design
standards or criteria designed specifically to lower water usage for outdoor
landscaping in Low Density Residential zones to meet 135gpcd 2024 ABCWUA
Water Conservation Plan goal.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design Standards Dan
to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan to be incorporated McGreggor
as a separate section, addressing low water usage landscaping in all
zones, but specifically Low Density Residential zones. Future residential
development will be required to participate in the Home Builders
Association of Central NM Build Green NM program. Standards
specifically address ABCWUA 2024 Water Conservation Plan goal to
meet 135 GPCD.

Condition 8/
Development
Agreement:
Pending
Design
Standards:
Complete

Condition 8/
Development
Agreement:
Pending
Design
Standards:
Complete
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

##
Department
38 PW Natural
Resources 3

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Condition 10. Compliance with Condition 10 has not been satisfied. The
section of the Water Master Plan (p.6) captioned as Water Conservation Plan
is inadequate and is a solely a summary of existing Water Conservation
Ordinance requirements. No additional concepts or measures needed to
meet the planned water use of 135 gpcd have been identified in this Level B.
This need for revision is consistent with Level B criteria. for land use wherein
there is to be definition of important design characteristics, including
streetscapes, setbacks, landscaping, parking, etc.

Response
(1) We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures are being required by this Master Plan
(though they may be encouraged on a Level C plan basis).
(3) 135 qpcd already met under existing Water Conservation ordinances.
Additional conservation requirements are not presented here, but are
subject to future County and ABCWUA regulation changes.

39 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

The Water Conservation Plan (which can be used across several Level B plan
submittals, and modified as needed for submittal specifics) should address by
design principles, standards, or guidelines how the development is going to
ensure compliance with ABCWUA and Bernalillo County water conservation
provisions, guidelines and design standards and the related development
agreements. For instance, Level A plans mention water reuse, to the Level B
plan should include indirect potable reuse as more than just a remote
possibility. One would expect at Level B to see more detail and conceptual
infrastructure to address eventual water reuse, for example a design criteria
that all development would be constructed with piping to allow future
introduction of water reuse.

(1) We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures over and above current County Ordinances,
are being required (though may be encouraged), though specific future
Level C or Level B plans may do so.
(3) 135 qpcd has already been met (even with old water technology).

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Staff Response
Status
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Completed
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Condition 8/
Development
Agreement:
Pending
Design
Standards:
Complete

40 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

Additionally landscape design standards with appropriate techniques and
specifications to address lower water usage should also be included. Santolina
Master Community will be located in an area with predominantly silty and
sandy soils, less than average precipitation, higher than average
temperatures and higher evapotranspiration rates compared to other parts of
the region. Outdoor water usage could be significantly higher than in other
service areas because of this natural variability. The Water Conservation Plan
should address exterior best management practices and design criteria
specific to the zone that significantly reduce water use and chemical use by
proposed densities. For example soil amendment program, passive water
harvesting, irrigation design standards and other techniques should be
included to address water usage in landscape design.

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design Standards Dan
to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan for low water
McGreggor
usage landscaping. Future residential development will be required to
participate in the Home Builders Association of Central NM Build Green
NM program. As requested, a revised Water Conservation Plan (Chap 6,
Section 1.4) will be supplied prior to the June 26th Environment Hearing
to address exterior best management practices.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft.
Revised language must be incorporated.

Completed

41 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

A good example of the level of detail and explanation of what is needed is
provided in the Stormwater Master Plan. ln many instances, the techniques
and approaches listed may serve both purposes, particularly as regards
outdoor water use and conservation. However, these elements should be
evaluated separately with respect to the use of reclaimed water and water
conservation principles. This would include separately addressing capture
and reuse of rooftop rain water capture from other site runoff which has to
be treated as stormwater runoff.

We agree. A revised Water Conservation Plan (Chap 6, Section 1.4) has Dan
been provided and includes the level of detail and explanation sought for McGreggor
by this comment.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft.
Revised language must be incorporated.

Completed

42 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

SANTOLINA LEVEL B LAND USE PLAN
p. 5 ABCWUA letter. The letter was adequate per CPC decision. However it is
not adequate for Level B approval a fully executed development agreement is
needed prior to approval. Zoning p.16 - The Level B Plan includes portions by
land type use Design principles, guidelines; and standards demonstrating how
2024 Water Conservation goals are to be met should be included in the
proposed zoning for each land type use. That discussion probably should be
addressed in either Chapter 5 or Chapter 6.

The Zoning Chapter now includes 2024 Water Conservation goals for
Dan
each land use. Future residential development will be required to
McGreggor
participate in the Home Builders Association of Central NM Build Green
NM program. Chapter 6, Section 1.4 addresses how the ABCWUA's 2024
goals will be met.

Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Drainage master Plan and Terrain Management Plan.
Must be incorporated in Revision.

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page 26

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

Responder

Packet Pg. 2337

##
Department
43 PW Natural
Resources 4

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Stormwater System Design Approach page 53 Compliance with MS4 permit We agree and will revise accordingly.
requirements, as adopted by the County for individual non-residential tracts.
Language must be corrected to read Compliance with MS4 permit
requirements, as adopted by the County for all new development and
redevelopment projects that disturb greater than or equal to one acre,
including projects less than one acre that are part of a larger common plan of
development or sale.

44 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

45 PW Natural
Resources 4

Staff Response
Defer issue to PW Drainage Engineer

Status
Completed

Terrain Management p.60 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils,
We agree and will revise accordingly.
and other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important
site features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils to
wind erosion, their locations within the Level B plan, and the particular
techniques that will be used to prevent excess wind erosion during
construction and development.

Stormwater is not mentioned in the Zoning Chapter.
Changes to the Drainage/Stormwater Master Plan
proposed on June 22, 2016 are generally acceptable to
NRS, but decision is deferred by NRS to the Drainage
Engineer

Completed

2/8/2016

Water System Planning page 63 The proposed Santolina Level B Water
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
System remains consistent with the system as proposed with the Level A
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
Master Plan approval. Level B does not incorporate into the water and
wastewater design maps a reclamation/reuse plan nor does it incorporate the
infrastructures to deliver the reclaimed/reused water. Please revise the water
system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure and provide an indication
of what phasing/timing will incorporate the use of the reclaimed water which
will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build out water use
estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Water Master Plan. Revised language must be
incorporated. Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16

46 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

WATER MASTER PLAN
We agree and will revise accordingly.
Water Master Plan p. 3 bullet list. Condition & specifies consideration of
direct and indirect potable reuse as one of the elements for the
Development Agreement. It should specifically be included in this bullet list,
accordingly, as it is a summary of Condition 8, which is not yet satisfied.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Water Master Plan. Revised language must be
incorporated. Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16

47 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.4, next of last P. The preceding paragraphs are short on We agree and will revise accordingly.
a description of approaches used to achieve the 135 gpcd goal by existing
users. It fails to identify which of WATER MASTER PLAN those might be
incorporated as design criteria for this Level B. This paragraph calls out the
opportunity to utilize new development standards and practices to achieve
significant water savings over time, but fails to identify what those may be.
Please identify and discuss these new development building standards and
practices as part of the Water Conservation Plan section for each type of land
use. Also if existing system users can achieve 135 gpcd, as stated as having
already occurred, and the WRMS draft indicates that new construction is
expected to use between 25 to 50 percent less water relative to existing
residential properties, than that expectation should be expressed in Santolina
water conservation goals and the design criteria used to achieve should be
conceptually identified at Level B and identified in the Water Conservation
Plan.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

48 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.4 the potential for utilizing water reclamation
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
methodologies is mentioned here. However, the water conservation plan fails current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
to discuss this opportunity, specify design criteria for doing so, does not
plans will be supplied.
specify expected opportunities in this Level B plan to do so, and the water
use plan for this Level B shows no infrastructure for implementing this
opportunity.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

49 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Please revise the water system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
and provide and indication of what phasing will incorporate the use of the
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
reclaimed water which will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build plans will be supplied.
out water use estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

Incorporated by reference in the June 22, 2106 Water
Plan. Proposed revision must be incorporated

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder
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##
Department
50 PW Natural
Resources 5

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Water Master Plan p.5 continue the conservation practices. Please specify
which practices Santolina should continue.

Response
We agree and will revise accordingly.

51 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5. The development agreement required in Condition 8
is needed to ensure that ABCWUA is in conceptual agreement with the Level
A and Level B master plan. There is no assurance to the County that the
proposed Level B water infrastructure is satisfactory to the ABCWUA as this
involved cross-trunk connection and jumping of development across multiple
pressure zones rather than successive development to higher zones albeit it is
consistent with the Level A approach previously approved by the BCC.

The ABCWUA and the developer are reviewing and studying the water
infrastructure at this time (including the above raised funding and
phasing issues). The BCC condition refers to sequential extension of
infrastructure based on location of existing infrastructure (not successive
zone-by-zone extension).

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

52 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5, last bullet. That statement is made that service
approach includes participation in new water supply acquisition by paying a
Water Supply Charge, which is of course allowable ABCWUA policy for new
development. However, on page 7, the document indicates that water supply
will generally come from outside the Level A Plan Area from existing
infrastructure. If existing sources are available and adequate, then one or the
other of these statements needs to be revised.

We will provide additional clarity.
The intent here is to say that water supply (however acquired) will be
generally delivered via existing infrastructure (and also new
infrastructure).

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

53 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.6 Water Conservation Plan. This section is inadequate
and needs to address Santolina specific design criteria that are above and
beyond the Bernalillo County Water Conservation Ordinance. As this is a large
and very large user (i.e., a Master Plan) a water conservation plan identifying
techniques; approaches, design criteria, and water use goals for various water
land use sectors as laid out in the WRMS need to be provided and tied back to
the various criteria - show us what you are going to do to meet the reductions
specified in the WRMS. For example landscape design standards with
appropriate techniques and specifications to address lower water usage
should be included in this session.

The interpretation of the Ordinance's "large user" as being equal to a
Level A "Master Plan" requires further discussion. It seems logical that
Level C plans should address "techniques, approaches, etc." that can be
relevant to the "large user" specifics. The Level A conditions allow for
Level C compliance with this comment. The BCC Level A condition
references "prior to Level B approval".

Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Completed
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, not appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

54 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.8 and 9 - please revise to discuss the projected water
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
use with the context of the 2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal as specified in current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
Condition 10. What portion of the projected water use does this constitute,
plans will be supplied at that time.
what design criteria will be use to ensure that projected decreases in
commercial/industrial use are realized, etc.

Not acceptable. Language should be such that
participation in similar or successor programs will be
required, not just simply "those practices that are
employed." Or are you now backing away from such an
innovative level commitment for this Master Plan?

55 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p. 9 There is no apparent use of reclaimed water
identified in this Level B master plan. As part of the water conservation plan,
please identify the conceptual users of reclaimed water and identify the
infrastructure necessary to supply it to those land use areas.

We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Completed
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, no appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

56 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

What design criteria will be used/imposed on developers to ensure the 180
gpcd maximum is achieved.

We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Staff Response
Status
Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Completed

Condition 8/
Development
Agreement:
Pending
Design
Standards:
Complete

Printed on: 10/20/2016
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##
Department
57 PW Natural
Resources 6

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Water Master Plan p.10 How will reclaimed sewage for reuse purposes be
used within the boundaries of this level B, given the lack of infrastructure in
the water plan to deliver the same? Where is the conceptual infrastructure
identified to convey sewage to the potential future satellite Water
Reclamation plant in the southern portion of the Santolina Level A Plan Area
and or what is the phasing/ timeline to do so for this Level B plan? And on
page 11 the timing of that construction should likely be included in the
Development Agreement though here you say its to correspond with the
WRMS policy document. But you say later on page 11 that it may be available
to the Santolina Level B Plan area will it or will it not be constructed and
available for this Level B plan area and if so, in which phasing?

58 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.12. Much of this paragraph is a restatement of portions We agree and we will revise accordingly.
of the Bernalillo County Level A development agreement. However, the
paragraph should be removed as minor modifications of the language from
the development agreement have been introduced, particularly regarding
anticipation of that the ABCWUA will provide water and sewer to ABCWUA
may provide water and sewer, and expansion throughout the paragraph from
solely Owners to owners and developers, and a third change from negatively
affect current County water or sewer service to negatively impact the System.
Given that those provisions are in the development agreement, this should
either be deleted or incorporated by reference only.

Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Pending
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

59 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan - p.5 High density urban development results in increased
We agree.
impervious area, leading to increased runoff volumes and velocities.
Accordingly, reduced application of the water harvesting principles is counter
intuitive the MS4 permit specifies system alternatives, but only if on-site
measures cannot be obtained. Only alternatives demonstrated and allowed
by the MS4 permit will be considered at the Level C review.

Not acceptable. Language should be such that
participation in similar or successor programs will be
required, not just simply "those practices that are
employed." Or are you now backing away from such an
innovative level commitment for this Master Plan?

60 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan P.11 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils, and
We agree and will revise accordingly.
other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important site
features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils, their
locations within the Level B plan, and the particular techniques that will be
used to prevent excess wind erosion during development.

Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Completed
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, not appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

61 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan p13 - The MS4 permit requirement is for on-site
We agree and will revise accordingly.
management of the 90th percentile storm. Because of the west mesa location
of this development, the applicant needs to define and develop the numeric
values for runoff using the methodology specified EPA 832-R-14-007 and
using site appropriate data. This may be in excess of the 0.44-inch storm
event or other first-flush volumes called out in the DPM and in the
Stormwater Master Plan.

Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Completed
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response
Responder
We agree with the request for additional clarity. Accordingly, further
Dan
explanation has been supplied to address the question of reclaimed
McGreggor
sewage infrastructure. Reclaimed (reuse) water distribution
infrastructure will be provided in appropriate street corridors at the time
of initial subdivision/site development activity. Additionally, please note
that reclaimed water will not be available to Level B until the Water
Reclamation Plant is installed in the Master Plan area (see Level A plans),
as can be seen in the Level B Sewer Master Plan. A Development
Agreement with the ABCWUA may have more to say about specific
timing of the Reclamation Plant.

Staff Response
Status
Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Pending
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Completed
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##
Department
62 PW Natural
Resources 7

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Stormwater Plan p.15. The MS4 permit requirements are briefly summarized,
but fail to mention post-construction stormwater management requirements
including on-site management of the 90th percentile storm event, the need
for post-construction and recurring inspection requirements, and on-going
mechanism to ensure effective post-construction operation and maintenance
of best management practices. The details of these requirements can be
addressed at Level C, but should be at least mentioned in passing at Level B.

Response
Responder
Additional narrative and design standards has been included in the Level Dan
B Plan to address the use of LID techniques. A revised Stormwater Plan McGreggor
will be supplied to address post-construction stormwater management,
impervious cover limitations, and removal/correction of the table
reference.

Staff Response
Status
Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Completed
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Bernalillo County Staff has indicated this comment will be removed. See Richard
PCC criteria and Level A Development Agreement. These protections are Meadows
built into the process.

Correct. Staff has removed this comment.

Completed

P. 46, paragraph 7

Completed

Stormwater Plan - p.15 The stated percentages listed in Table 4 should be
considered as maximum impervious cover limitations allowed. The use of LID
techniques implies that efforts, techniques, and approaches should strive to
minimize the amount of impervious cover, and particularly the amount of
directly connected impervious cover. Please address this table as maximum
anticipated impervious cover percentages and techniques that can be used to
address the high parking/paving percentages for commercial/industrial; and
low density mixed use, and educational/institutional. Also there is a reference
to a Table 22.13.1 that doesn't exist in this document.

63 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Comments on Level A (Revised) and B Transportation Plan and Technical
Report
1. Prepare a guideline that defines the parameters in which the Level A and
Level B plans remain relevant and when exceeded shall require appropriate
modifications to these plans and the subsequent review by the County. This
guideline and the associated parameters shall apply to all appropriate
sections of the plans.

64 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

2. Include adequate information to ensure that appropriate land/ROW for all This is addressed in the Level B Land Use Plan. PdV south of I-40 has
major onsite corridors shall be provided to allow for the transition from
been planned to be consistent with the ROW north of I-40.
interim to ultimate buildout conditions. This is especially relevant regarding
the extension of PDV south of I40, as there is the possibility that this road will
ultimately become a freeway.

65 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

3. Functional Classification Maps Provide consistent language or footnote
Level B MP - Exhibits 3, 4, 5 and 6; Updated Level A Transportation MP, Richard
differences: primary = principal arterial, secondary = minor arterial. Consider Figures 1, 2, 3 and 21 and Level B Transportation MP, Figures 1, 10, 11, Meadows
12 will be modified to maintain consistency with Functional classification.
minor and major collectors.
Updated Level A Transportation MP, Figures 13 and 43 and Level B
Transportation MP, Figures 2, 13 and 21 has been revised to clarify the
functional classification is based on MRCOG model link definitions. See
September 2016 Level B Technical Report revision, p. 8, for additional
clarification.

Ex. 5-8 still use incorrect terminology (primary instead of
principal arterial) in MP. Correct in Fig. 1, 10, 11, 12 in
Transportation Tech. Document. Some differences
between modeled roads and plan roads shown. Text
added to explain why different.

Completed

66 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

4. LRTS Guide/ Complete Streets Add text describing green infrastructure
techniques used in roadways. Provide a section describing ITS techniques
and adaptive signals as a best practice to consider in Santolina.

p. 51 added text on GI and ITS. P. 48 added text on ITS.

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Richard
Meadows

Text describing green infrastructure techniques used in roadways and
Richard
describing ITS techniques and adaptive signals as a best practice to
Meadows
consider in Santolina has been added to the 2016 Level B Transportation
Master Plan, Section V, p. 41.
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##
Department
67 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
5. 2040 V/C Off-site LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations and identify mitigation requirements.
*Provide AM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
a. I40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista/118th St Ramps
b: I40 WB between Unser Blvd and 98th St interchanges.
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40 and approach to Gibson
d. Unser Blvd NB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd NB between
Rio Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd NB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.
e. Gun Club Rd WB approach to 118th St.
f. 114th St NB approach to Central Ave
g. Central Ave WB near 118th St; Central Ave EB approach to 98th St

Responder
Richard
Meadows

*Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
a. I-40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista Ramps
b. I-40 EB between 118th St and Unser Blvd interchanges
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40
d. Dennis Chavez Blvd WB approaches to Unser Blvd and Broadway Blvd
e. Central Ave WB and EB approaches to 118th St and 98th St
f. Unser Blvd SB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd SB between Rio
Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd SB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.

Staff Response
2025 offsite: 1-2. pp 14-15 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
2040 offsite: 1-2. p. 19-21 I-40/118th St WB-EB
3. p. 21 118th Central
4. p. 23 118th/ Gibson
5. p. 24 118th/ D. Chavez
6. p. 26 118th/ Gun Club
7. p. 29 Central/ 98th
8. p. 30 Central/ 106th
9. p. 33 D. Chavez/ Unser
10. p. 34 D. Chavez-Rio Bravo/ Coors
11. p. 35 Rio Bravo/ Isleta
12. p. 37 Rio Bravo/ Broadway
13. p. 38 Gun Club/ Unser
14. p. 39 Gun Club/ Coors
15. p. 40 Gun Club/ Isleta
16-17. p. 43-44 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
18. p. 45 Atrisco Vista/ Central
19-20. p 46-47 PDV/ I-40 WB-EB
21-22. p. 48-49 I-40/ Unser to 98th WB-EB

Status
Completed

2040 on-site:
1. p. 51 PDV/ I-40 Frontage
2. p. 52 Atrisco Vista/ Parallel Rd
3. p. 53 Atrisco Vista/ Gibson
4. p. 53 D. Chavez/ Loop Rd.

Completed

68 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Continued from previous line (Item 5)

Continued from previous line

69 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

6. 2040 V/C On-site LOS Analysis:
Provide AM/PM Peak on-site mitigation recommendations:
* 118th St NB/SB between Dennis Chavez and Gun Club Rd

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.

Richard
Meadows

70 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

7. 2025 V/C LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
* Provide AM Peak off-:site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB on-ramp

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.

Richard
Meadows

2025 offsite: 1-2. pp 14-15 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
2040 offsite: 1-2. p. 19-21 I-40/118th St WB-EB
3. p. 21 118th Central
4. p. 23 118th/ Gibson
5. p. 24 118th/ D. Chavez
6. p. 26 118th/ Gun Club
7. p. 29 Central/ 98th
8. p. 30 Central/ 106th
9. p. 33 D. Chavez/ Unser
10. p. 34 D. Chavez-Rio Bravo/ Coors
11. p. 35 Rio Bravo/ Isleta
12. p. 37 Rio Bravo/ Broadway
13. p. 38 Gun Club/ Unser
14. p. 39 Gun Club/ Coors
15. p. 40 Gun Club/ Isleta
16-17. p. 43-44 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
18. p. 45 Atrisco Vista/ Central
19-20. p 46-47 PDV/ I-40 WB-EB
21-22. p. 48-49 I-40/ Unser to 98th WB-EB

Completed

Continued from previous line

Richard
Meadows

2040 on-site:
1. p. 51 PDV/ I-40 Frontage
2. p. 52 Atrisco Vista/ Parallel Rd
3. p. 53 Atrisco Vista/ Gibson
4. p. 53 D. Chavez/ Loop Rd.

Completed

* Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB off-ramp

71 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Continued from previous line (Item 7)

Completed
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##
Department
72 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
8. Transit MP: Page 62. Although no commuter/ BRT service currently exists The text on page 62 of the Updated Level A Transportation Master Plan
on Dennis Chavez & Mention there is an existing Route 222 transit service on has been revised to mention existing Routes 222 and 98. The text has
now been revised.
Dennis Chavez that serves South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing
Route 98 transit service on 98th St and Dennis Chavez that serves Rio
Bravo/Coors commercial center.

73 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

9. Pedestrian and Bikeways MP: Proposed trail network runs through the
proposed street network. Describe how trails will cross roadways (grade
separation, signalized arterial crossings, mid-block crossings, etc.).
Disconnected trail network through urban center and other locations. Add
more connectivity to trail network. Describe how trails will integrate with onstreet bicycle and pedestrian network. Describe safety design features for onstreet bike-ped network (buffered bike lanes, cycle tracks, bike intersections,
etc.).

74 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

75 PW Transportation
Review

76 PW Transportation
Review

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Updated Level A Transportation MP Section F.3 (p. 67) and Level B
Transportation MP Section V11.A (p. 58) has been revised. as follows:
"Mid-block, unsignalized pedestrian/trail crossing treatments has been
evaluated using the latest research procedures, such as TCRP
112/NCHRP 562 "Improving Pedestrian Safety at Unsignalized Crossings."
This research identifies the safest approaches for safely crossing
roadways at mid-block and unsignalized locations." "At the intersection
of the trails and on-street network, the trails will enter at-grade with the
sidewalk and provide access to the on-street bicycle network, or
proposed crossing. At locations where high traffic volume and high
pedestrian or bicycle traffic volume are present, if a traffic signal is not
present, a pedestrian traffic signal (such as a HAWK) has been evaluated.
In rare circumstances, a grade separated structure has been considered."

P. 61 text added. Map not updated.
P. 69
Level A, p. 62 Level B language added to support grade
separated crossings on open space network @ PDV,
Atrisco Vista, and Dennis Chavez (9-15-16).
7 ft. bike lane, 3 ft. buffer added and language included
that dimensions allow for cycle tracks p. 62, Level B (9-1516)

Nearly
Completed minor
modification

Continued from previous line (Item 9)

Text from the Level B Tech report section V Typical Sections (p. 53), has
been added to both the Updated Level A (p. 65) and Level B
Transportation (p. 58) MP's bicycle sections (p. 65 Level A and p. 58) to
highlight that the proposed typical sections for principal and minor
arterials provide for a buffer between the vehicular and bike lanes. The
base for the Level A exhibits has been corrected to show this open space
connection. The overall open space network has been finalized with
future Level B plans.

P. 56-57, typical sections

Completed

2/8/2016

10. Performance indicators, page 59. While vehicle hours travelled (VHT),
congested lane miles and vehicle hours of delay (VHD) are reduced on the
system network in 2040, vehicle miles travelled (VMT) increases by 2.6% in
2040. This measure has implications for regional air quality degradation and
related health outcomes, meeting new federal ozone standards, and
increased greenhouse gas emissions.
Describe possible reasons for increases to network VMT e.g. induced demand
and provide realistic mitigation recommendations e.g. promoting transit use,
mixed use development, compact/ walkable development, etc.

The likely reason for the increase in VMT is the location of the jobs in
Santolina results in slightly longer commute trips, as residents of the east
side travel to the west side for employment. Although this does result in
increased VMT, it more efficiently utilizes the existing transportation
infrastructure that is underutilized in the current west-to-east morning
commute, and the east-to-west evening commute. The Transportation
Demand Management section of the Transportation section (Section 4.7,
p. 49) of the Level B Master Plan describes the strategies for promoting
transit use, mixed use development, walkable development, etc. Air
Quality is also discussed in the Level B Master Plan, in Section 5.4, page
53, and a separate Air Quality analysis is being prepared for submittal.

Text added to report, Level A, Tech Appendix

Completed

2/8/2016

11. Transportation infrastructure no net costs. Page 19 identifies total 2040
MTP public and private costs. The 2040 MTP estimates $155.5 million on-site
Santolina transportation costs ($55.5 million by 2025) not including PDN
interchange ($15A million) and PDN roadway through Santolina ($11.6
million), and Gibson through escarpment {$1.6 million) by 2040.
Off-site improvements listed in the MTP include 118th St roadway ($4.8
million) and 118th St/1-40 interchange ($25 million) by 2040. Provide on-site
and off-site Santolina roadway costs and potential funding mechanisms for
Level B 2025 and 2040 build-out.

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
Richard
discuss these locations. This report will include cost estimates of the on- Meadows
site and off-site infrastructure. The cost sharing arrangements has been
included in the Development Agreement. The funding mechanisms will
likely include PID's, TIDD's, developer imposed fees or other methods to
be developed in concert with the County over the lifetime of the
development of Santolina.

Summary of improvement costs - pp. 3-4. Still not clear
Pending;
on which on-site improvements are project infrastructure Condition of
Approval
costs and which are system infrastructure costs.
Development agreement should itemize list of
improvements by type. Infrastructure funding strategy
added on pp. 95-97 in MP. See Comment 101

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder
Richard
Meadows
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##
Department
77 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
12. Level A Minor corrections:
* Page 14. Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Roadway Design
Guidelines
* Page 22. Footnote: For purposes of this analysis&
* Page 41. &providing opportunities for commuting in the reverse of the
typical west-to-east anticipated in the MPO forecast.

78 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

13. Level B Minor corrections:
We are in agreement with these changes and they have been
* Page 45. Transit service within the County areas is provided on a contract
incorporated into the document.
basis with ABQ Ride.
* Page 46. An existing Route 222 provides transit service on Dennis Chavez to
South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing Route 98 on 98th St and
Dennis Chavez serves Rio Bravo/Coors commercial center.
* Page 55. As a transit market grows, the Santolina Master Plan.

79 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

14. Level B Major Corrections:
Page 43 & Exhibit 10: Replace "Local Street 3: with a cross-section of a "Major
Local" which has 60ft: ROW and 36ft: face-of-curb to. Face-of-curb drivable
width. Contact BCPWD for a copy of the cross-section typical of County Street
Standards.

80 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

1) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 9: - Is the existing frontage road south of I- NMDOT wishes the Frontage Road to remain a two-lane road and the
40 adequate as a 2-lane (1 lane per direction) facility adequate to carry the
modeling was done to satisfy that request. Turn lanes may be required
future full buildout traffic volumes? Might a 4-lane (2-lane per direction) be at some point in the future at major intersecting roadways to achieve
considered?
acceptable levels of service.

81 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

2) General Comment, Pages 11 - 13: for the full buildout traffic volume maps Agreed, the maps have been revised to include a legend.
(ADT page 11, AM Peak page 12 and PM Peak page 13) should consider
providing a legend for the reader to identify the volumes shown are in
hundreds or thousands.

82 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

3) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 14: How many lanes for the full buildout I40/PDV interchange WB exit ramp and EB entrance ramp are considered?
Since this interchange is planned for future buildout after 2025 shouldn’t it
have a better LOS and v/c condition in 2040 other than severe? Maybe
consider increasing the number of ramp lanes (if only considering 1 lane) and
re-run the model to improve the condition.

83 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

84 PW Transportation
Review

85 PW Transportation
Review

P. 42 MP

Status
Completed

P. 53 MP

Completed

Major local by reference. Ex 12 private road or as
approved by County. Add 60 ft. major local drawing.

Completed

Richard
Meadows

P. 45 text

Completed

Richard
Meadows

Technical Appendix: pp. 13-14, Fig. 6-7; p. 25, Fig 17; p.
49, Fig 37

Completed

The MRCOG model assumes a single lane for the ramps, and at the
Richard
intersections with future PdV. The poor performance is due to the low
Meadows
capacity used on the off-ramp or on-ramp link in the model. This
indicates the expectation that the intersection will be signalized.
Improvements will be identified in the supplemental report at the
intersection with PdV, however final configuration will be dependent on
future NMDOT studies of the interchange.

P. 47 table 43

Completed

4) General Comment, Page 15: Same comment as #2 above.

Agreed, the maps have been revised to include a legend. The Legend on Richard
page 11 will be updated.
Meadows

p. 11 ADT directional not in 000s

Completed

2/26/2016

5) General Comment, Page 16, second paragraph: Regarding the discussion of
the roundabouts. Maybe consider providing potential candidate locations for
future roundabouts. If only to earmark those intersections for possible
roundabouts and planning real estate needs. Right-of-Way most of the time
becomes an issue when constructing a roundabout footprint.

It is considered unlikely roundabouts will be located on major principal Richard
arterials (Atrisco Vista, Paseo del Volcan, Gibson, Dennis Chavez and the Meadows
Loop Road). Minor/minor intersections, and minor/collector
intersections could be considered possible candidates for roundabouts. A
statement have been added that says "Roundabouts are not precluded in
this Master Plan, and can be considered at appropriate locations, in
consultation with Bernalillo County Transportation Staff. Right-of-way
will be provided in the event previously granted ROW is not adequate."

P. 16 text added

Completed

2/26/2016

6) General Comment, Pages 26 – 28: for the 2025 build traffic volume maps Agreed, the maps will be revised to include a legend.
(ADT page 26, AM Peak page 27 and PM Peak page 28) same comment as #2
above, should consider providing a legend for the reader to identify the
volumes shown are in hundreds or thousands.

p. 27 Fig 16; p. 35 Fig. 24

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response
We are in agreement with these changes and they have been
incorporated into the document.

Responder
Richard
Meadows

Richard
Meadows

14. The major local typical section have been included in the revised
Richard
Technical Appendix. The proposed Local Street 3 will be maintained, but Meadows
we have added clarifying language to indicate it is proposed for low
volume streets with ADT < 1,500.

Richard
Meadows

Staff Response
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##
Department
86 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/26/2016

Comments
7) Traffic Modeling Comment, Pages 27 – 28 and 34 – 35: – In the AM/PM
peak hour volumes exhibit, in the year 2025, there are traffic volumes at the
end of Shelly Road but in the year 2040, this traffic volume “disappears”.
Could this be explained?

87 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

8) General Comment, Page 34 and 38: Did the traffic modeling analysis factor 2025 has it incorporated correctly, 2040 does not. See response above.
in traffic to/from the Metropolitan Detention Center and Sandia
Motorsports?

88 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

9) General Comment, Page 66: - Is there sufficient evidence to justify that the
Santolina development will affect EB traffic on US-550 and Alameda Blvd? Can
this scenario be explained as to how the model factored these volume
reductions?

89 PW Transportation
Review

3/10/2016

Prepare a Transportation Conformity Determination for air quality by June
2016.

90 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

The following Conditions of Approval are required within 30 days of BCC
We Agree
approval of Level B Santolina Master Plan: The Level B Transportation Master
Plan/Technical Appendix text and maps will be revised to address agency
comments.

91 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

Level B Development Agreement will address no net cost PCC criteria for all
on-site and off-site transportation improvements related to the Level B
Santolina Master Plan using the appropriate funding mechanism.

92 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

The following items are required prior to CPC approval of Level B Santolina
Will be submitted based on comments previously received.
Master Plan: Addendum to the Level B Transportation Master Plan/Technical
Appendix with revised text and maps addressing agency comments

Completed

93 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

An Air Quality Study per PCC criteria will be performed by June 2016 using
Completed and submitted to BCPWD.
EPAs Motor Vehicles Emission Simulator (MOVES 2014) model identifying
regional pollutants in National Ambient Air Quality Standards and, if needed,
localized analysis of 2 on-site, 2 off-site high volume intersections using
CAL3QHC dispersion model.

Completed

94 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

To address Public Works and other agency transportation comments already
submitted on the Level B Transportation Master Plan, BHI provided the
following at the end of March 2016: Spreadsheet documenting all
transportation-related agency comments and how they will be addressed.

Completed

95 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

Level B Santolina Transportation Master Plan Mitigation Report analyzing on- Completed and submitted to BCPWD.
site and off-site roadway impacts for 2025 and 2040 and mitigation
improvements required and their costs. The report addresses comments
related to improvements to the network at select intersections to achieve
acceptable level of service.

96 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

Ref. Santolina Level B Master Plan Transportation Comment Matrix:
Condition: Revise Transportation MP to address agency comments within 30
days of BCC approval:

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response
Responder
There was a coding error in the connector from the zone south on
Richard
Shelley Road for 2040. The existing uses (Detention Center, Landfill and Meadows
Motor Sports Park) were mistakenly connected to the Loop Road.
However the base year model (2012) from MRCOG shows just 100 vph in
the peak hour on Shelley, and also shows no employment growth for the
existing uses in 2040. Adding these 100 trips to the 2040 volumes
shown in Figures 25 and 26 would still result in v/c less than 0.90 in
2040. No change is proposed.

OK

Status
Completed

OK

Completed

These reductions on US 550 and Alameda are due to the normalization of Richard
the socioeconomic forecast required to maintain regional control totals Meadows
of households and employment, as directed by MRCOG. Households,
and retail and service jobs, from the west side of Albuquerque/Bernalillo
County and Rio Rancho were reassigned to Santolina (to maintain
regional control totals). This reduces the traffic generation in those parts
of the metro area. The result is fewer river crossings on US 550 and
Alameda in the Santolina scenario as compared to the MRCOG Trend
scenario.

No changes.

Completed

Per discussions with Bernalillo County Staff, an Air Quality analysis has
been submitted prior to the June Environment Hearing.

Submitted. Summarized in MP pp 61-63.

Completed

We Agree

Richard
Meadows

Richard
Meadows

Staff Response

Completed
See comment 101.

Pending;
Condition of
Approval

The matrix is attached

Agreed

Completed

Comments have been included in revised Level B
Transportation Plan
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Public Works 6.A.d

##
Department
97 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
7/13/2016

Comments
3. Ex. 5-8 still uses incorrect terminology (primary instead of principal arterial) Will be revised

98 PW Transportation
Review
99 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

8. The text on p. 62 still has not been revised to mention existing routes 222
and 98.
9. Bikeways and Trails Map has still not been updated to reflect increased
connectivity.

100 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

10. Typical sections still not final. Remove 220 ft. R/W section. Modify the 186 Will be revised
ft R/W section as multi-way boulevard, if possible.

Additional comments on roadway sections. Text added
Completed
regarding future revisions to standards, geometry design
per updated traffic studies.

101 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

12. Mitigation improvement cost summary in supplemental report - still not We agree that this comment should be provided as a condition of
clear on which on-site improvements are project infrastructure costs and
approval.
which are system infrastructure costs. Development agreement should
itemize list of improvements and cost by infrastructure type corresponding to
funding mechanism identified on pp. 95-97 in MP. Condition: Provide within
30 days of BCC approval.

BHI will provide a project list with costs for off-site and
system improvements needed by 2025 and 2040

7/13/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

Will be revised
Will be revised

Responder

Staff Response
Terminology has been revised in Level B Transportation
Plan
Terminology has been revised in Level A Transportation
Plan
To be revised in the Level B Master Plan

Status
Completed

Completed
Completed

Pending;
Condition of
Approval
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ABCWUA 6.A.d

##
Department
1 ABCWUA

Note Date
2/12/2016

Comments
1. The development has requested a water and sanitary sewer serviceability
statement. This serviceability statement will outline the specific water and
sanitary sewer improvements needed to serve the entire development and
the Level B Master Plan. The Water Authority will determine the forecasted
potable and nonpotable water demands along with the projected sanitary
sewer flows based on the land uses approved by the CPC and ultimately the
BCC.

2

ABCWUA

2/12/2016

2. The Water Authority requests that the CPC make the determination on the We agree.
proposed Level B plan so as to provide some level of certainty on the
approved land uses for the Level B plan This will allow the Water Authority to
finalize the water and sewer uses in the serviceability statement. The
serviceability statement will then supplement the Development Agreement
which must be approved by the Water Authority Board.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

3

ABCWUA

2/12/2016

3. The Water Authority's understanding is there is a condition of approval
from Level A that requires a Water Authority Development Agreement. The
Water Authority is requesting that the condition of the Water Authority
Development Agreement be revised to state prior to BCC approval for the
Level B Plan so as to be a concurrent process.

We agree, prior to Level B (BCC)
approval.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

4

ABCWUA

6/15/2016

The Water Authority is negotiating a development agreement with the
developer which is to be concurrent with the Level B Master Plan.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

5

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

I would like to add the following to my previously submitted comments: 1.
We agree.
Santolina has requested a water and sanitary sewer serviceability statement.
This shall be issued prior to the Water Authority development agreement as it
supplements the development agreement.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

6

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

2. The Water Authority Development agreement will then need approval
from the Water Authority Board.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

7

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

3. The Water Authority is aware of the Level A and Level B process.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response
We agree.

Responder
Kristopher
Cadena

Staff Response

Status
Pending
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MRCOG 6.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
GENERAL COMMENTS
Letter dated MRMPO concerns are largely related to the size of the Level B Plan Area. At 4,243 acres, it is
2/8/2016
nearly one third of Santolina's total 13,851 acres. The Planned Communities Criteria (PCC)
indicates that Level B Plans are to be submitted for Village Master Plans, Community Center,
Employment Center, or Urban Center Plans, and that these plans are typically 650 to 1200
acres in size (PCC, page 38). Having an appropriately sized Level B Plan is important
because, in the case of Santolina, the Level B plans are equated with phasing (Level A Plan,
page 35). If the Santolina Level B Plan is approved at the currently proposed size, MRMPO
strongly recommends a more detailed phasing strategy to ensure predictable and
contiguous development, as well as to evaluate important benchmarks (see comments for
SANTOLINA Level B MASTER PLAN, pages 80-84). A detailed phasing strategy for the Level
B Master Plan would alleviate the majority of MRMPO concerns. Closely related to phasing,
MRMPO is concerned about different stages of development of roadways within Santolina
during the course of its development: Specifically MRMPO has concerns regarding funding
of roadway widening projects, and how multi-modal elements will be accommodated at
each stage of roadway development. (see comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER PLAN
UPDATED TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN, page 17).

2

MRCOG
MRMPO is concerned about certain design elements of Santolina in the Level B Master Plan. We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design
Standards to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan.
Letter dated MRMPO is very encouraged to see the high level of non-residential land uses proposed in
The addition of these standards will alleviate these concerns.
2/8/2016
the Level B Master Plan. As was demonstrated by the Level A Transportation plan, the
development of these non-residential uses will be critical to performance of the
surrounding regional roadway network. MRMPO is also encouraged to see a variety of
housing densities proposed in the Level B plan and the close proximity of housing to
services. This will help shorten automobile trips as well as make alternative transportation
options, such as walking, biking, and future transit, more viable. However, MRMPO is
concerned that the proposed zoning will be inadequate to ensure the development of
certain aspects of the built environment envisioned in the Level A Plan (see comments for
SANTOLINA LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, page 12, and pages 16-31).

3

MRCOG
MRMPO appreciates that the Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Guide is referred to See Above
Letter dated for roadway designs. However MRMPO has some specific roadways design concerns (see
2/8/2016
comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, pages 41-42).

See Above

4

MRCOG
Finally, MRMPO has concerns about the way in which the 2040 MTP Trend Scenario is
Letter dated referenced in the Level B documents in specific areas. MRCOGs Socioeconomic Program
2/8/2016
Manager was consulted throughout the development of the alternative 2025 and 2040
socioeconomic datasets that were required for the analyses contained within the Level B
Master Plan Transportation Master Plan. The methodology is consistent with those
discussions. However, several references to the 2040 MTP Trend Scenario in the Level B
documents need to be modified or clarified (See multiple comments).

This was from the introductory paragraph of the General
MRMPO February 8th comments. Specific issues Comment
address in other comments.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response
Responder
As part of this Level B Plan, we are allocating approximately 1,000 Andrew
acres, or 22% of the Plan area, to Open Space. Additionally, this
Gingerich
level B Plan includes the entire Town Center that will serve all of
Santolina at full buildout. We recognize that the Town Center will
develop over the life of the project. In order to meet the
benchmarks set out by the Level A Development Agreement, we
are allocating approximately 45% of the Level B Plan area to
support institutional, commercial, and businesses.

See MRCOG comment response matrix.

Andrew
Gingerich

Staff Response
Status
This was from the introductory paragraph of the Completed
MRMPO February 8th comments. Specific issues
address in other comments.

MRMPO is very concerned to see that the draft Completed
Design Guidelines Section of the Level B Master
Plan has been removed in the July Draft. These
guidelines were an important step in the right
direction and MRMPO staff were pleased to see
that they were being developed. "Design
criteria" is a part of the Level B Planned
Communities Criteria. In regards to the zoning
chapter, MRMPO is pleased to see that mixeduse is more integrated into the zoning categories.
However there are few places that may be
contradictory. See July 11th Comments for more
details.

Completed
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##
5

Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
Page 1: Atrisco Vista widening from Dennis Chavez to north of 1-40 is not proposed to be
Letter dated publicly funded in the 2040 MTP. Would this widening project fall under 719.0 and 719.1 in
2/8/2016
the 2040 MTP project listing under proposed privately funded projects? Paseo del Volcan
(PdV) construction south of 1-40 is also not proposed for public funding. Please specifically
identify which projects in this paragraph are proposed for public funding and which are
proposed for private funding per the 2040 MTP.

Response
The Level A and Level B Development Agreements identify the
shared funding responsibilities for system and project
infrastructure, and should be incorporated into future MTP's as
the Development Agreements identify. The supplemental
mitigation evaluation report submitted to Bernalillo County
identifies the updated funding amounts for 719.0 and 719.1.
Widening of Atrisco Vista is included in those project numbers, as
are all roadways within Santolina. Revised Page 1

6

MRCOG
Page 17A: Under Strategies for Street Construction and Dedication, the statement is made
Letter dated that "the initial 2-lanes of permanent roadways, intersections, and other elements to serve
2/8/2016
the development will be constructed by the developer, per the Planned Communities
Criteria and the Development Agreement." It then states that additional widening, based on
"actual demand and short term projections," could be conducted through local government
capital funding mechanisms. The transportation analysis demonstrates the need for
additional on-site roadways to be widened to 4 or 6 lanes in order to adequately serve the
proposed levels of development seeking approval. This means the results of the study are
dependent on the widening occurring. The potential for reprioritization of public monies for
roadway infrastructure needed to serve any approved levels of development is a concern,
given the emphasis on "no net expense" language throughout the submitted documents.
MRMPO expects limited additional public funding options in the future, especially for
capacity expansion projects (2040 MTP, page EX-1). The current program 2040 MTP, with
the exception of the widening of Dennis Chavez east of Atrisco Vista, does not anticipate
any public funding for roadways within Santolina before 2040, with the exception of the
PdV I-40 interchange at the north boundary of the Santolina, which is expected to have
combined private and public funding.

A. Not quite. This language simply repeats the PCC language
Andrew
regarding roadway improvements. The Level A and Level B
Gingerich
Development Agreements have and will identify under what
conditions the developer will pay for project and system
infrastructure, which are based on proportional use of the
required improvements. The transportation analysis shows that
widening is required to support development. Therefore, it is
reasonable to conclude that a portion of the improvements will be
funded by the developer. However, to be clear, the Level A
Development Agreement defines “no net expense” as the
following: “The "no net expense" policy is a mutual commitment
to achieve the goal of a responsible balance of infrastructure
costs, including construction, operation and maintenance, shared
between the public and private sectors. The "no net expense" test
is satisfied if the County's on-site public expenditures and off-site
public expenditures reasonably allocated to the Project have
been, or will be, offset by revenues and/or economic and fiscal
benefits (direct, indirect and induced) from the Project.” It is also
assumed that as the MTP is updated every 5-years, that specific
funding and construction projects will be updated to reflect
decisions, and approvals relate to both public and private funding.

Which roads are considered "system
Complete
infrastructure" and which are considered
"project infrastructure" have not been clearly
communicated to MRMPO staff. A map of
roadways expected to be "system infrastructure"
would help to clarify this, along with the
expected proportion of public expenditures for
each roadway, especially onsite roadways.

MRCOG
Page 17B: Relatedly, MRMPO is also concerned with how additional elements in the
Letter dated roadbed will be covered in each phase of roadway construction, such as bike lanes, paths,
2/8/2016
sidewalks, and landscaping, which are depicted in the street sections on page 16. Will these
elements be implemented only at the final phase of roadway construction? If so, this would
greatly diminish bicycle and pedestrian systems during the interim period, which in the case
of a project this size, could span decades.

B. Multi-modal and landscape improvements will be phased and it
is expected that all roadways will include a reasonable portion of
these elements at each stage of construction. Phased
implementation of these improvements will be ensured through
each individual Level C Plan applications and improvement
agreements. For example, until transit service is anticipated, the
construction of dedicated bus lanes is not warranted and cannot
be constructed. However, an emphasis will be placed on ensuring
that pedestrian and bicycle improvements are in place as soon as
practical. The phasing of development within Santolina is included
in the Level A Development Plan document under section 6.3
Phasing of Project and Infrastructure: “The Project shall be
developed in multiple phases at such times, location and size as
determined by market demand or the Owner. The Project
Infrastructure improvements shall be installed in phases on an as
needed basis and sized to serve the phase of Project then
proposed for and/or being developed.” The phasing of
development through future Level C Plan applications will also be
delineated further in the Level B Development Agreement.
Revised, page 18 Level A Trans Plan, p 61, Level B Tech Report.

Please add the following language to the
Completed
Transportation chapter of the Level B Master
Plan. "Multi-modal and landscape improvements
will be phased and it is expected that all
roadways will include a reasonable portion of
these elements at each stage of construction, as
to provide adequate multimodal infrastructure to
at each stage of development."

7

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Regardless of what is agreed to by the developer Completed
and Bernalillo County, this section incorrectly
references the 2040 MTP project list. Please
clarify which projects are considered to be
publicly funded, privately funded, or publicly and
privately funded, according to the 2040 MTP.
You can qualify your future funding expectations
in a different sentence.

9/16/16 - MRMPO staff have met with the
applicant and are working on solution to address
this. We are near agreement.
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##
8

Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 11, Section 2.2.2: The boundaries of the Residential Village Centers, which have zoning The Residential Village Boundaries are based off of the approved
Level A Land Use Plan and are also shown in Exhibit 3 of this Level
Letter dated implications described in Chapter 3, are not clearly defined in the Level B Plan.
B Plan.
2/8/2016

9

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016
MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

10

Page 19: The first sentence on this page incorrectly cites the University of New Mexico's
Agreed, this has been revised throughout the document.
Bureau of Business and Economic Research (BBER). It should cite the UNM's Geospatial and
Population Studies (UNM-GPS).
Page 19: The last statement references $5 billion of publicly financed roadway capacity
Agreed, this has been revised
projects. This is incorrect. The 2040 MTP identifies almost $6.3 billion for all types of
transportation projects by 2040, including roadway capacity, rehabilitation, as well as
multimodal projects. Of this $6.3 billion, publically financed roadway capacity projects
account for only $1,036,980,106 and privately funded roadway projects account for only
$1,555,881,922 for a combined total of $2,592,862,028 in roadway capacity projects by
2040.

Responder

Staff Response
The boundaries of the Village Centers can be
determined by the most recent zoning map in
the July draft of the Level B Master Plan

Status
Completed

Completed

Completed

11

MRCOG
Page 21: The first sentence of the Socioeconomic Forecast section should read 'Population Agreed, this has been revised. This will be revised.
Letter dated projections for each county in New Mexico were developed independently by UNM's
2/8/2016
Geospatial and Population Studies department, and refined by MRCOG for the metropolitan
area.'

12

MRCOG
Technical Appendix T-1, Page 16: The fifth paragraph incorrectly cites (BBER), the UNM
Letter dated Bureau of Business and Economic Research. It should read 'and UNM's Geospatial and
2/8/2016
Population Studies department, who independently produces county level population
projections'

13

MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 5: The 2nd paragraph in Section E. states ''The original Level A
Agreed, the text has been revised as suggested
Letter dated Transportation Master Plan used the MRCOG 2035 MTP socioeconomic forecast, which was
2/8/2016
found to have overestimated population and employment in 2035. These overestimated
forecasts were discovered after the completion of the original Level A Santolina
Transportation Master Plan analyses." MRCOG informed the Santolina project team during
the initial planning meetings for the Level A plan that a new, lower, projection would be
forthcoming. In addition, we request removal of the term overestimation, which is an
oversimplification. MRMPO requests language similar to the following - "The original Level A
Transportation Master Plan used the MRCOG 2035 MTP socioeconomic forecast. Since that
time, the MRCOG board has approved a 2040 MTP socioeconomic forecast. The 2040
forecast is lower than the 2035 forecast due to the availability of new information regarding
growth trends in the region. The 2040 forecast was not finalized for use at the completion
of the original Level A Santolina Transportation Master Plan analyses."

Completed

14

MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 9: A table displaying the number of modelled/proposed lane-miles Agreed, the table has been added.
Letter dated by functional classification should be included to compliment Figure 3, which depicts
2/8/2016
number of directional lanes at Full Buildout.

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Agreed, this has been revised

Change agreed to but not yet made in document. Completed

Completed
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Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 15: A map should be included showing the number of directional
Letter dated lanes for the Level B network (similar to Figure 3 for the Full Buildout network). This map
2/8/2016
should also be accompanied by a table displaying the number of modelled/proposed lanemiles by functional classification.

Response
Agreed, the map and table has been added.

16

MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 22: The MTB establishes the regional transportation project
Letter dated programming priorities for the AMPA, using estimates of anticipated travel demand based
2/8/2016
on approved socioeconomic data and reasonably anticipated funding levels. The current set
of regional priorities identified in the 2040 MTP anticipates the funding of Paseo del Volcan
(PdV) north of I-40 including the interchange at I-40 as being comprised of a combination of
public and private funding sources. PdV north of the interchange is not anticipated before
2040, with the exception of potential right-of-way acquisition. The section of Paseo del
Volcan south of I-40 is anticipated to be funded entirely with private sources.

This is the correct summary of the current MTP. Discussions in
Santa Fe and recent Legislative funding requests may result in
changes to the current policy and funding availability with respect
to PdV.

The original comment (meant for page 22 of the Completed
main document, not the technical appendix)
meant to clarify that the regional transportation
infrastructure priorities are establish by the MTP,
and projects listed in the MTP must be fiscally
constrained and based on reasonably anticipated
funded sources. For more information about
current funding expectations for Paseo del
Volcan see 2040 MTP Appendix B: Projects of
Special Interest.

17

MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 39: The "off-site roadway effects" can be considered with inbound Screenline volumes for the Santolina Scenario are included in
Technical Appendix T-2 of the 2016 Level B Transportation Master
Letter dated and outbound cordon-analyses and summary tables. See comment above in the Level A
Plan Technical Appendix, p. 15 (full Build), p. 27 (2025) and p. 51
2/8/2016
update comments.
(2040).
MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 45: Discussion of the interface between transit and bike/ped
The current text addressing this has been expanded as suggested.
Letter dated should include "last mile" language and the need for an effective transit system to have
2/8/2016
robust bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure connectivity to stations in order to effectively
penetrate the origins/destinations of neighborhoods and employment areas.

Completed

19

MRCOG
Page 2, Section 1.2.1: This section incorrectly cites the Bureau of Business and Economic
Letter dated Research (BBER) as the source for the projections. It should city the University of New
2/8/2016
Mexico's Geospatial and Population Studies (UNM-GPS).

Completed

20

MRCOG
Page 3, Section 1.2.1:The statistics in this sentence have been corrected and a projection
Agreed, this has been corrected.
Letter dated year added - "The projections suggest that by 2040, approximately 44% of the Albuquerque
2/8/2016
metropolitan area housing units will be located on the area west of the Rio Grande River
(West Side). Yet, employment distribution for the West Side is projected to represent 27%
of the jobs within the AMPA."

18

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Agreed, see previous response.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Completed

Completed
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Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 3, Section 1.2.1: The last statement in the first paragraph "The projections highlight
Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Letter dated the longstanding need for new employment centers on the West Side" is an opinion stated
2/8/2016
in the context of MRCOG's projections. MRCOG supports the idea that we need successful
employment centers on the West Side (whether they are new or not). Please modify this
statement or remove it from the context of MRCOG's projections. Similarly, the first
sentence of the second paragraph "Due to land constraints, limited areas of the region can
accommodate the forecasted population growth" is an assumption framed in the context of
MRCOG's projections. MRCOG's forecast does indeed accommodate the vast majority of the
forecasted growth without Santolina, as described in Santolina's Transportation Master
Plan. Please remove this sentence or clarify that this is the viewpoint of the project team
and not a finding associated with the MRCOG forecast.

22

MRCOG
Page 4, Section 1.2.1: This is the only mention of the Jobs-housing ratio in the Level B Plan,
Letter dated and does not provide any additional information other than what is found in the Level A
2/8/2016
Development Agreement.

It is anticipated that any further refinement of this shall be
addressed in the Level B Development Agreement.

Responder

Andrew
Gingerich

Staff Response
Status
The edits that have been made do not
Completed
adequately address the initial concerns. In the
first paragraph, use of the phrase "anticipated
growth" still ties the statement to the 2040 MTP.
Please remove the word "new" from this
paragraph, or state that this is the opinion of the
project team. The next paragraph also continues
to be inconsistent with the 2040 MTP. The
sentence that reads "Due to land constraints,
limited areas of the region can accommodate the
forecasted population growth without
substantial redevelopment and densification of
existing developed areas" is incorrect. The MTP
contrasts with the statement (added to the July
draft) that "Densification of existing developed
areas often places a strain on existing
infrastructure.” MRMPO supports
redevelopment as an efficient use of existing
infrastructure. Please remove this content or
clarify that this is the viewpoint of the project
team.

See staff response for Level A Conditions of
Approval #3

Complete

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46
23

MRCOG
Condition #2 of the Findings and Conditions passed with the Level A Plan states that "A plan Please see our response to the Level A Conditions of Approval
included as part of this Matrix.
Letter dated for attaining the ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans, such that the
2/8/2016
anticipated job development shall occur in relation to residential development."

Andrew
Gingerich

The Conditions of approval state that this should Complete
be provided in the Level B Plan and does not
mention the Development Agreement. See
MRMPO staff response for Level A Conditions of
Approval #3
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

24

MRCOG
Pages 8-14, Section 1.5.1 and all of Chapter 2: MRMPO is very encouraged to see the high
We Agree.
Letter dated level of nonresidential land uses proposed in the Level B Master Plan. As is demonstrated
2/8/2016
by the Level A Transportation Plan, the development of these non-residential uses will be
critical to performance of the surrounding regional roadway network as Santolina develops.
MRMPO is also encouraged to see a variety of housing densities proposed in the Level B
plan and the close proximity of housing to needed services. This will help shorten
automobile trips as well as make alternative transportation options, such as walking, biking,
and future transit, more viable. MRMPO is also very encouraged to see that each proposed
elementary school is located along an open space trail, separate from automobile traffic.
This will provide safe opportunities to for students to walk and bike to school, helping to
address public health issues articulated in the 2040 MTP (Section 3.8).

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Complete
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Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 12, Section 2.2.3: MRMPO has concerns about the proposal for a Primary Education
We have been in coordination with APS throughout this Level B
Letter dated Campus and a Secondary Education Campus in the Urban Center District. The character of process. We are in discussion with APS/CNM to ensure effective
2/8/2016
the Urban Center will be critical to the success of the multi-modal transportation system. In planning of future facilities within the Level B Plan area.
the Level A Plan, the Urban Center is described on page 44 as "a dynamic, high-density core
where office, commercial, civic, educational, multi-family residential, retail and
entertainment uses come together and serves as a destination for residents to live, work,
shop and play. It is defined by a tight network of streets, wide sidewalks, tree lined streets,
unique architectural elements, street furnishings, pedestrian scale elements and urban
green space." While educational land uses are among those listed above, the character
described is that of an integrated urban environment. MRMPO is not concerned with the
proposed educational land use itself, but rather how well it will be integrated into the urban
center environment described in the Level A Plan. Underlying these concerns is that recent
secondary and primary education developments have not been designed in a way that
would fit with the described character of the Urban Center District.

26

MRCOG
Rather, these developments have been built in a suburban style, with closed access, and are
Letter dated not well integrated with the surrounding environment (see Attachment 1). MRMPO believes
2/8/2016
that, in order to fit into the vision of the Urban Center described in Level A, the proposed
educational uses must be developed in and urban style with a pedestrian campus, and must
be fitted to the Urban Center District as described (see Attachments 2 and 3). MRMPO is
also concerned about the size of the proposed education campuses, which totals 177.9
acres (91.3 primary education campus, 86.6 secondary education campus). For reference,
that is slightly larger than the of portion UNM main campus bounded by Central Aye,
Campus Blvd/Las Lomas Rd, University Blvd, and Girard Blvd 172.04 acres, see Attachment
4).

We have updated the land use map to indicate general school
locations that are based on our conversations with APS. The
Urban Center Land uses have also been revised to include a more
general office/institutional, and education area with additional
roadways to better facilitate the grid in this area. This also reduces
the size of the land use blocks to a more urban framework. This
allows flexibility per our evolving coordination with APS/CNM. We
have included institutional/civic uses in this land use area.

See comment 5

27

MRCOG
Pages 16-31, all of Chapter 3: The Level A Master Plan states on page 29 that the activity
Letter dated centers in Santolina are intended to "serve as vibrant, transit-oriented urban places that
2/8/2016
encourage walking to destinations throughout each center." This vision is complemented in
several other places in the Level A Plan that show the intention to use innovative land use
planning strategies in Santolina including form based zoning (pages 42, 53), transit oriented
development or TOD (pages 43, 44, 53) and mixed-use development (pages 31,43, 44, 52).
These strategies are important tools that are becoming more widely used across the nation
to create built environments that support multi-modal transportation systems.
However, the zoning proposed in the Level B Plan is largely based on traditional single-use
Euclidian zoning with some variation by district, and there is no mention of TOD or formbased zoning. Certain zoning categories in the proposed Level B Plan do allow for mixeduse, but only as a conditional use. MRMPO recommends, per their mention in the Level A
Plan, that TOD and form-based zoning strategies be articulated in the Level B Plan. MRMPO
also recommends an incorporation of a true mixed-use zone, and that mixed-use be
considered a permissive use where it is currently designated a conditional use in the Level B
Plan. These concerns apply in particular to the Urban Center and Village Center Districts. For
reference, the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan submitted diagrams and tables to articulate
building form dimensions (see Attachment 5). Also for reference, the draft (October 2015)
zoning districts proposed for the city of Albuquerque's Integrated Development Ordinance
(IDO) provide a good example of how mixed-use zoning strategies can be implemented (see
Attachment 6).

We have provided language in the Land Use Chapter that
addresses Transit Oriented Development. The Santolina Master
Plan envisions a mixed-use community of non-residential and
residential uses that are further defined in the Zoning Chapter of
this Level B Plan. We have also included Design Standards to
ensure that the future built environment supports this mixed-use
vision.

MRMPO is very concerned to see that the draft Complete
Design Guidelines Section of the Level B Master
Plan has been removed in the July Draft. These
guidelines were an important step in the right
direction and MRMPO staff were pleased to see
that they were being developed. "Design
criteria" is a part of the Level B Planned
Communities Criteria. MRMPO is pleased to see
that mixed-use is more integrated into the
zoning categories. There are few places that may
be contradictory. See July 11th Comments for
more details.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
The extended grid network into this part of the Complete
Urban Center, along with the change in zoning to
allow for more flexibility of uses has alleviated
this concern.

Complete
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Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 34, Section 4.1: Paragraph 3 in the Overview presents a comparison between the Level Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Letter dated A Transportation analysis using the 2035 Forecast and the Level B Transportation analysis
2/8/2016
using the 2040 Forecast (volumes go down on Central, 118th ...). MRCOG asserts that any
comparison between the 2035 and 2040 forecasts is invalid due to the differences in the
control totals. Please keep all comparisons between the 2040 MTP forecast and the 2040
Santolina Scenario.

29

MRCOG
Page 34, Section 4.1: The statement regarding a 2040 reduction in river crossings (0.1% and Agreed, the text has been clarified. The authors considered it of
Letter dated 0.5%) is well within the limits of model variability ("noise") and should not be presented as a interest to the reader to state the number of river crossings
compared to the 2040 MTP. That portion of the sentence was not
2/8/2016
benefit.
intended to be construed as describing a benefit, just a statement
of the model results. The text will be modified to indicate the
2040 model results is comparable to the 2040 MTP river crossings.

This text has not been changed

Complete

30

MRCOG
Page 36, Section 4.2.1: The Auto Transit Circulation, Full Buildout network takes advantage
Letter dated of major opportunities to connect to surrounding areas. The Level A Master Plan (page 74)
2/8/2016
states that a gridded roadway network would be identified at Level B and C Plans. MRMPO
appreciates that the area of Santolina north of Dennis Chavez has achieved this, which
includes the entire first Level B Plan Area. The internal grid fulfills the Long Range
Transportation System (LRTS) Guide's connectivity recommendations with the approximate
quarter mile spacing of the collector and arterial network together. MRMPO asks that this
gridded network continue to areas south of Dennis Chavez in future Level B Plans, and that
Minor Arterial connections be made south of Santolina.

MRMPO is please to see this response

Complete

31

MRCOG
Page 37, Section 4.2.1: The phrase "once development occurs north of the interstate" is
The Level A Master Plan Area extends past the 2040 horizon, so
this statement was presented in the context of post-2040
Letter dated inappropriate. There is currently no approved master plan in the area north of I-40 near
2/8/2016
Shelly Road and an interchange there is not listed in the 2040 MTP. The federal long range roadway network requirements.
transportation planning process conducted by MRMPO will determine which transportation
improvement projects are prioritized in the future.

Yes, this was written in post-2040 context, but
MRMPO suggests changing the term "once" to
"should" or "if."

Complete

32

MRCOG
Page 39, Section 4.3: This section is presented as though the Level B traffic volumes are
Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Letter dated based on the 2040 MTP. Please add a clarifying statement to the opening paragraph that
2/8/2016
states that the Level B transportation analysis required modifications to the 2040 MTP
forecast to create a "Santolina Scenario" because the 2040 MTP forecast does not reflect
the level of anticipated development. This is an important detail that belongs in the Level B
Master Plan.

The rewrite of this paragraph is confusing.
Complete
Please remove the text "...anticipated
development of the…." This will clarify that the
Santolina Scenario with region consistent with
MTP 2040 control totals, but differs from the
Trend Scenario in terms of development location.

33

MRCOG
Page 40, Section 4.3.2: This page should reference or include language related to the
Letter dated ultimate cross section anticipated in the Full Build/Level A Plan.
2/8/2016

34

MRCOG
Page 40, Section 4.3.2: Conduit associated with new intersections must be built with input Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Letter dated from agency staff and be consistent with regional Intelligent Transportation Systems plans.
2/8/2016

35

MRCOG
Page 41, Section 4.4.1: The sentence "roadways within the Level B Plan Area consist of
Agreed, the text has been clarified. The text will be modified to
Letter dated typical roadway functional classifications" is incorrect. FHWA classifies roads as interstates, reference that major and minor collectors categorization will be
identified in the future.
2/8/2016
other freeways & expressways, principal arterials, minor arterials, major collectors, minor
collectors, and local roads. This section needs to be rewritten using language according to
federal criteria (for more information see
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway functional
classifications/section03.cfm). Specifically, what is depicted and shown as "local" in the
Level B plan more closely resembles "minor collectors" according to federal criteria.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

When future Level B Master Plans come forward, the additional
roadway networks will be developed. It is anticipated they will be
similar to the gridded network considered in the 2016 Level B
submittal.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
There is no red text (indicating an edit) in the
Complete
revised document, but it appears this change has
made.

Agreed, the text has been added.

Complete

Complete

Maps and text pertaining to the proposed
roadway functional classification should be
consistent with FHWA categories: Principal
Arterial, Minor Arterial, Major Collector, and
Minor Collector (Collectors could be mapped as
one category, but should at least reference that
Major and Minor categorization will be
determined in the future).

Complete
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Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
Page 41, Section 4.4.1:186 feet is an exceedingly large right-of-way. A roadway this wide is
Letter dated challenging for pedestrians to cross, and would difficult to integrate with activity centers.
2/8/2016
Please see comments below related to activity centers, BRT, and median size.

Response
The proposed ROW has additional width for sidewalks/path
compared to the LRTP guideline, so this accounts for some of the
additional width, as does the ROW provided for dual left turn
lanes. The typical sections have been reviewed to more
accurately considered curb and gutter and median curb widths.

37

MRCOG
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please explain the purpose of a 30' wide median on the principal
Letter dated and minor arterials. Is this to accommodate left-hand and right-hand turn lanes at
2/8/2016
intersections? Or is this for the BRT routes to accommodate station platforms? Or is this
this space intended for future expansion? This is a remarkably large median.

The LRTP guideline has an 18' median. As many of the principal
and minor arterial intersections are expected to require dual left
turn lanes, an additional 12' was added to the LRTP guideline
median.

38

MRCOG
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please relate the roadway cross-section design to the
We have provided three new roadway cross-section designs that
Letter dated surrounding context by providing cross sections for roadways within activity centers. Wider address this comment and various design considerations.
2/8/2016
sidewalks in the urban, town and village centers are highly encouraged. For example, please
consider a multi-way boulevard where principal arterials boarder the urban center or the
town center (see Attachment 7.B). This would allow free flow of regional traffic while also
allowing access to the higher intensity adjacent land uses.

MRMPO appreciates that this was attempted,
Complete
however this resulted in even wider right-of-way.
See MRCOG Transportation comment 28.

39

MRCOG
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: The cross sections on the arterials and collectors show trail
Letter dated widths of 6'-10'. The AASHTO minimum trail width is 10', typically trail widths range from
2/8/2016
10' to 14'. The recommended clear sidewalk width in urban areas is 10'. The bicycle lane
width shown in the 4-lane minor arterial cross section and the 4-lane collector cross
sections meets LRTS recommendations. For minor arterials and collectors, please consider
having the outside lane be wider (12') instead of the inside lane. This helps if transit is
provided along the roadway as it will most likely run in the outside lane. Wider outside
lanes also help with the level of comfort for bicyclists and pedestrians and improve multimodal level of service scores.

The typical sections has been revised accordingly. The typical
sections will be updated and coordinated with the MPO.

These changes have not been made to the road
section diagrams.

Complete

40

MRCOG
Page 42, Section 4.4.1: It is difficult to understand the elements that will make up a 77' or
Letter dated 99' right-of way for a 2-lane collector. The combined minimum bicycle lane and parallel
2/8/2016
parking width needs to be 13'.This also is an opportunity for back angle parking in urban
areas.
MRCOG
Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The two transit routes entering into Santolina have been
Letter dated identified-Central Ave and Dennis Chaves Blvd. Please also take into consideration Gibson
2/8/2016
Blvd which could provide a connection to the Bridge/Westgate Route 54. Given the low
density on Dennis Chavez Blvd the Bridge/Westgate Route is probably more important than
the Dennis Chavez Blvd route. The likelihood of BRT within Santolina is minimal, and would
be a significantly lower priority than providing high-capacity and high-frequency service in
more dense parts of the region with proven ridership. More important than identifying
routes is developing a roadway network that does not preclude transit. The current
proposed grid network with approximate quarter mile spacing of the arterial & collector
network goes a long way to assist transit.

These typical sections were based on the LRTP major collector
typical section, and include ROW widths for wider sidewalks, as
well as the possibility of a two-way left turn lane in the median.

See comment 28

Complete

41

42

The typical sections were developed with the provision for BRT in
the future. A Gibson transit connection has been added to the
Transit section graphic and discussion, p. 45-47.

MRCOG
Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The current transit centers are adjacent to minor arterials within Agreed.
Letter dated the Town Center and Urban Center. Please continue to plan for minor arterial and collector
2/8/2016
roadways to be integrated within centers and concentrations of employment and retail so
that these roads can be used by transit. At some point in a transit round-trip, transit users
need to cross the road to get to a bus stop. If transit routes are aligned on minor roadways,
then transit users do not have to cross regional principal arterials, which improves
pedestrian safety and the regional network traffic flow.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
MRMPO has been working on the issue of the
Complete
very wide right-of-ways for arterials in Santolina.
MRMPO will continue to work on this with the
applicant and Bernalillo County staff.
See comment 28

Complete

Complete

Complete

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page 44

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

##
36

Packet Pg. 2355

MRCOG 6.A.d

##
43

Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 47, Section 4.6.2: The open space network has the opportunity to provide an off-street As future Level B Master Plan areas are submitted, additional onstreet bike and pedestrian network will be provided, as they are
Letter dated trail network that makes highly meaningful connections (to the urban center, village
included in the typical roadway sections.
2/8/2016
centers, office parks and schools) as well as integrating and connecting with residential
development to make for a high quality of life. Depending how the open space trail network
interfaces with residences and with roadway crossings, this trail system could provide a
locally unique non-motorized network, particularly since it penetrates the urban center
from three different directions. MRMPO encourages further planning and development of
the open space network to make meaningful connections and foster public space, where
people will want to live, travel and recreate. The on-street bikeway network in Exhibit 12
goes above and beyond the Long Range Bikeway System. If the gridded street network
continues for the southern portion of Santolina in future Level B submittals, MRMPO
expects the on-street bikeway network to be included.

44

MRCOG
Page 77, Section 7.6: Remove two references to the MRCOG 2040 projected population on
Letter dated this page. The connotation is that the need for new schools within the Santolina Master
2/8/2016
Plan area is determined by our projections, and that is not the case.

These references have been removed.

There is no red text (indicating an edit) in the
Complete
revised document, but it appears this change has
made.

45

MRCOG
Pages 80-84, Section 8.2: MRMPO is generally concerned that the Level B Plan does not
Letter dated provide enough detail in the development phasing chapter. This makes it difficult to assess
2/8/2016
the overall concept of the Level B Plan. The PCC states that the Level B development
agreement should contain a more detailed phasing plan than what was is in the Level A
(PCC, page 40). The proposed Level B Plan shows only two phases, a 2025 phase and a 2040
phase. It is critical to have appropriately sized phases because Level B Plans include an
analysis of important performance benchmarks including the jobs/housing balance (Level A
Plan, page 35) and "no net expense" policy (Level A Development Agreement, page 9). If the
proposed Level B Master Plan is approved with its current boundaries, MRMPO requests a
more detailed phasing strategy where such performance benchmarks can be evaluated (for
reference, the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan included four phases for development, see
Attachment 8).

To address the phasing of development within this Master Plan
area, we have provided additional narrative to be included as part
of section 8.2 of the Level B Plan. As part of the material we
prepared for the Land Use and Zoning CPC Hearing, we submitted
this new redline on May 6, 2016.

While the added language regarding phasing in
section 8.2 is a very important and positive
addition, MRMPO still believes that a more
detailed phasing strategy is appropriate at Level
B. Other comparable plans have outline smaller
phases. See July 11th Comments for more
details.

MRMPO
MRMPO Letter dated 5/12/2016
Letter dated 1) MRMPO has continually expressed concerns about the possibility of fragmented or
5/12/2016 incomplete development occurring in the Santolina development, which would strain
transportation infrastructure, and make the development less resilient to changing
circumstances. In comments to the County Planning Commission on September 18, 2014
regarding the Level A Master Plan, MRMPO stated the following:

The term “phase” and the concept of phased development, as
referred to in the new language added to section 8.2 of the Level
B Plan, shall be defined as follows: Ordered sequencing of
development based on the provision of services, the
establishment of the planned roadway network, and the ABCWUA
serviceability agreements that will be finalized in the Level B
Development Agreement. We will provide this definition as part
of Section 8.2 for clarity.

46

Responder

Staff Response
MRMPO is pleased with this response.

Status
Complete

Complete

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

“A phased development strategy for Santolina would guide more sound and stable way
forward amidst many uncertain conditions in our region’s future, be they related to the
We are providing a phasing map to address this and similar
wider economy, land-development market forces, demographic trends, availability of
natural resources, fiscal constraints, or a change in regional development priorities. Building comments.
only some components of Santolina over large areas independent of the Master Plan’s
other components leaves the developer, and ultimately the public, more vulnerable to
potential changing conditions. It allows the possibility of being stuck with a large incomplete
development that is not self- supporting. On the other hand, a phased development
strategy would reduce Santolina’s vulnerability to potential changing circumstances.
Building Santolina in smaller complete phases would ensure that it emerges in a more
sustainable and sound manner throughout its development rather than relying on full buildout to achieve…positive contributions to the region.”

The applicant has delivered a draft of the
Complete
sequencing plan to MRMPO staff. MRMPO is
very please to see this. The phases/sequences
are in logical order given what was approved in
the phasing maps in the Level A Master Plan.
The size of the phases are more comparable in
size to those in other larges plans in the region,
such as the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan. The
applicant also delivered a set of tables to
MRMPO staff that estimate the jobs-housing
ratio for each phase in the new sequencing plan.
However, not every phase meets the jobshousing ratio required by the Level A
Development agreement (see attached table
"Santolina Level B: Total Jobs-Housing Balance by
Phase, Cumulative"), albeit it is close in most
phases.
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Note Date
Comments
MRMPO
MRMPO greatly appreciates the language added to section 8.2 in the revised Level B Plan
See Above.
Letter dated that was included after the April 28th meeting. This demonstrates that the applicant
5/12/2016 understands MRMPO concerns on this issue and goes a long way to addressing them.
However further clarification is needed to ensure that the intention of these objectives are
achieved, in particular the use of the term “phase,” which is used in a variety of ways across
different Santolina documents. For example, the added language states that the 2025 and
2040 roadway network phases will be the sequence of the development, however the
objectives in the added language allude to development in smaller phases. Meanwhile, the
Level A Plan equates Level B Plans with development phases (Level A Plan, page 35), and
section 6.3 of the Level A Development agreement refers to “Project Infrastructure” that
“shall be installed in phases on an as needed basis and sized to serve the phase of the
Project then proposed for and/or being developed.” MRMPO recommends a clear definition
of the term “phase” and an approximate size for a typical phase area, that area being small
enough to ensure the objectives of Section 8.2. One possibility may be for phases to be
comprised of the approximate locations of expected development by 5-year increments, as
was the case in the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan (October 2006, pages 40-41). Another
possibility may be to outline phase areas that are 650-1200 acres— the “typical” Level B size
range listed in the Planned Communities Criteria (PCC, page 39).

48

MRMPO
2) MRMPO is also concerned the size of the Level B Plan and the phasing strategy because
Letter dated of the evaluation of critical benchmarks that are, according to existing Santolina documents,
5/12/2016 supposed to occur at Level B submittals. Namely, these are an evaluation of no net expense,
and a plan to achieve jobs-housing balance—a requirement of the Level A findings and
conditions. It’s the understanding of MRMPO staff that, under what is currently proposed,
these important evaluations wouldn’t be required again until a new Level B Plan is
submitted. This means it’s conceivable that they may not occur again until beyond the year
2040, according to the applicant’s expected time horizon for development. MRMPO sees
these requirements as critical to evaluating the progress of the Santolina development, and
given the very large size of the proposed Level B area, recommends that they be performed
on a more frequent interval than once per Level B submittal. This could be achieved by
combining these evaluations with the aforementioned recommended phasing strategy.

49

MRMPO
For example, a plan with smaller phases could contribute toward the plan to achieve a jobs- See Above.
Letter dated housing balance. One possibility could be to expand “Table 3” on page 18 of the Level B
5/12/2016 Transportation Master Plan. This table currently demonstrates how Santolina will achieve a
Jobs-Housing balance, per the Level A Development Agreement threshold table (Level A
Development Agreement, page 4) for the areas the developer expects development by 2025
and 2040. This table could be expanded to include smaller area phases, once they are
identified, demonstrating how the smaller phases would also achieve the required jobs to
housing ratio. MRMPO recommends including this table in the Level B Plan.

50

MRMPO
Regarding Zoning
Letter dated In the February 8th comments, MRMPO expressed concerns that the zoning strategy put
5/12/2016 forward in the original draft of the Level B Plan did not provide enough design guidance in
order to achieve the vision of Santolina put forth in the Level A Plan. MRMPO staff were
particularly concerned about character of the activity centers—the urban center, town
center, and village centers. The character of the developments is critical to the viability of
transit oriented development in Santolina. These centers are also critical to ensuring that
there are complete communities within Santolina, which will mitigate stress on the wider
transportation network.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

Evaluation of critical benchmarks that are set out by this Level B
Plan are controlled through the Level B Development Agreement.
Evaluation of no net expense as well as the jobs-to-housing
balance is regulated by the Level A and Level B Development
Agreements. The assumption that the evaluation of progress of
development within Santolina will only occur “once per Level B
submittal” is incorrect. The approval of future Level C Plans must
comply with the Level A and Level B Plans and Development
Agreements. Therefore, each application for a Level C Plan will
require an evaluation of benchmarks as set forth by these
governing Plans and Agreements.

The Santolina Level B Plan is a living document. We intend to
continue working the Zoning Chapter as we move through this
process. We intend on providing diagrams as part of the Design
Standards that have recently been added to the Zoning Chapter.
We will evaluate the recommendations of MRMPO with respect
to minimum densities, pedestrian connectivity, and assurance of
the intended character for the Village Center.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
9/16/16 - Continued from comment #46…
Complete
MRMPO understands that these are estimates,
but recommends that the applicant adjust the
phasing plan in a manner that the jobs stay
ahead of the jobs-housing balance outlined in
the Level A Development agreement. MRMPO
also requests a brief documentation of the
methodology used to generate the jobs-housing
balance. Also, MRMPO has not seen a final
version of the sequencing plan and how it will be
incorporated into the Level B Plan.

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through Complete
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through Complete
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

Complete
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##
51

Note Date
Comments
MRMPO
Since that time the applicant has done much to address MRMPO’s concerns on this issue,
See Above.
Letter dated and have incorporated many of MRMPO’s suggestions presented at the April 28th meeting.
5/12/2016 These include the incorporation of a design standards section that explains how Santolina
will create a pedestrian oriented environment; making mixed use development in the
centers permissive instead of conditional; extending the gridded street network into the
urban center with more flexible zoning, which will make it more likely that what
development will be more urban in character; a land use map indicating a scenario for
certain levels of development, including which areas of the Town Center are envisioned to
be the mixed-use pedestrian focused development; among other additions.

Response

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Complete

52

MRMPO
Yet, there are some elements of the zoning code that seem to be contradictory or difficult See Above.
Letter dated to understand. Several additions could be made to improve the document’s clarity, for
5/12/2016 example, the inclusion of diagrams and matrices to demonstrate the dimensional aspects of
design guidelines.

53

MRMPO
MRMPO also has concerns regarding roadway access for large retail facilities (May 6th Level See Above.
Letter dated B Zoning Chapter, page 32). However, MRMPO feels that most of these issues can be
5/12/2016 cleaned up in future zoning drafts, which the applicant indicated would be forthcoming.
MRMPO will be in communication with the applicant and the county on specific edits after
new zoning chapter is submitted. In general, the zoning chapter is improving and MRMPO
appreciates the applicant’s work on this.

54

MRMPO
All of that said MRMPO would still like to see the following clearly incorporated into the
Letter dated zoning code and land use plan:
5/12/2016 • Minimum density requirements in activity centers to bolster the vibrancy of these areas.
• Minimum pedestrian connectivity standards ¼ mile (this is nearly achieved with the
current grid system and trail system but should be a standard nonetheless)
• An assurance that village center commercial won’t be developed into residential

We have completely reworked the zoning chapter in coordination
with County Planning Staff. The new chapter provides a
streamlined approach that references the County's Zoning Code
to avoid redundancy and ensure applicability. We have also
included Design standards as part of this chapter. The new Zoning
Code addresses the comments received in MRMPO's letter dated
5-12-16.

Complete

55

MRMPO
Regarding Street Sections
Letter dated MRMPO appreciates that the applicant has attempted to incorporate MRMPO staff
5/12/2016 suggestions for a multiway boulevard for principal arterials near the urban center. However
this has resulted in some very wide streets that may create a barrier for pedestrians to
cross. An environment that is difficult for pedestrians will diminish the viability of transit. It
seems that the 30’ median is to allow for dual left turn lanes at intersections, but is this
much space necessary at mid-block? MRMPO recommends placing the bicycle lane in the
parallel access route and not with the center through lanes, eliminating the need to buffer
the bike lane. Another possibility would be to locate a two-way cycle track in the parallel
access route area. Below are ROW measures for the street sections submitted on May 6th:

In an attempt to address MRMPO suggestions for multiway
boulevards for principal arterials, we provided new Street Sections
as part of our submittal on May 6, 2016. We understand
MRMPO’s recent concern about the street width and pedestrian
crossings. We will continue to work with MRMPO on these Street
Sections to come up with a mutually agreeable design solution.

Complete

Complete

Applicant has agreed to language change

Complete

• Dennis Chavez at Urban Center (205’ to 209’ ROW = Ped crossing time 59-60 seconds)
• Atrisco Vista at Urban Center (183’ to 187’ ROW = Ped crossing time 52-53 seconds)
• Gibson at Urban Center (161’ to 165’ ROW = Ped crossing time 46-47 seconds)

56

MRMPO
Below are some approximate ROW measure in the region, found using Google maps. These See Above.
Letter dated are for reference only:
5/12/2016
• Louisiana at Uptown (approx. 140’)
• Paseo del Norte at Eagle Ranch intersection (approx. 175’)
• Paseo del Norte west of Eagle Ranch intersection (approx. 130’)
• I-40 near downtown with no frontage (approx.. 250’)

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Complete
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##
57

Note Date
Comments
MRMPO
MRMPO greatly appreciates the opportunity to participate the Level B Plan discussions.
Letter dated Please feel free to contact MRMPO staff with any further questions or concerns.
5/12/2016

58

MRMPO
Open Space
Exhibit 3 has been removed from the document.
Letter dated Exhibit 3 is said, on page 17, to be based on MRCOG growth projections, however it is
7/11/2016 inconsistent with the most recent 2040 MTP data. Please contact Kendra Montanari (505724-3601), to obtain the correct forecast data.
MRMPO
Roadways
Pending Development Agreement.
Letter dated It is unclear which on-site roadways will be considered project infrastructure and which will
7/11/2016 be system infrastructure. A map showing these roadways as well as a table that shows the
proportionate share of funding would clarify this. Subsequent Metropolitan Transportation
Plans (MTPs) will incorporate the funding status of these roadways if they are identified and
funding is agreed upon by the Developer and County. MRMPO expects limited additional
public funding options in the future, especially for capacity expansion projects (2040 MTP,
page EX-1). MRMPO has been working on the issue of the very wide right-of-ways for
arterials in Santolina. MRMPO will continue to work on this and will likely provide more
information at the July 21 hearing.

Applicant has agreed to change

Complete

See response to comment #6

Complete

MRMPO
Development Phasing and Jobs-housing
We have provided a phasing map to address this and similar
Letter dated While the added language regarding phasing in section 8.2 is a very important and positive comments. We have revised referenced text in section 8.2.
7/11/2016 addition, MRMPO still believes that a more detailed phasing strategy is appropriate at Level
B. Other comparable plans have outlined smaller phases. The Mesa del Sol Level B Plan
(2006) identified four phases for 3,082 acres in expected four year increments. The
Westland Masterplan (revised 2016), just north of Santolina, shows six phases for 6,424
acres. The proposed Santolina Level B Plan describes only 2 phases for 4,243 acres.
Moreover, the Santolina Level A Masterplan shows phasing that is more detailed than the
2025 and 2040 phases shown in the Level B Plan (Level A Plan pages 34 and 36). A Level B
plan should have more descriptive phasing than the Level A Plan. A more detailed phasing
plan could also be integrated into the plan to achieve the [job-housing] ratio described in
Level A Conditions of approval #3. Calculating the jobs-housing ratio for each phase would
show a plan to maintain the ratio established in the Level A Development agreement. Finally
MRMPO is concerned about the following sentence found in section 8.2 which states:
Ensuring the financial tools are available will allow the Developer to provide adequate
public facility infrastructure prior to new development. This sentence does not seem
necessary. It is the Developers responsibility to provide adequate infrastructure for new
development.

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through Complete
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

59

60

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response
We appreciate your participation and feedback in throughout this
Level B planning process. We look forward to our continued
collaboration on this Plan.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Complete
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##
61

Note Date
Comments
Response
MRMPO
Zoning and Land Use
We have clarified the definition for mixed-use and have added
Letter dated The zoning section has improved. MRMPO appreciates the inclusion of mixed-use into the text to allow mixed-use as permissive in the Town Center and
Urban Center.
7/11/2016 zoning code and the distinction between horizontal and vertical mixed-use. However, the
definition of horizontal mixed use (page 20) as single-use buildings on distinct parcels in a
range of land uses within one block, is insufficient. In order to be considered mixed-use,
developments must not only be near to each other, but must also be functionally and
physically integrated. Furthermore, it is possible to have horizontal mixed-use on the same
parcel. The Level B Plan envisions the Town Center and Urban center to have vertical mixeduse, but the zoning does not seem to have vertical mixed-use as a permissive use. Perhaps
these zones should reference the PC-S-C zone for permissive uses rather than the C-2 zone.
The proposed zoning allows vertical and horizontal mixed use in the PC-S-C zone.

62

MRMPO
Design Guidelines Section
Letter dated MRMPO is very concerned to see that the draft Design Guidelines Section of the Level B
7/11/2016 Master Plan has been removed in the July Draft. These guidelines should be reintroduced
and continued to be developed. "Design Criteria" is a part of the Level B Planned
Communities Criteria.

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design
Standards to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan.

63

MRMPO
Section 8.5
Letter dated This section outlines some possible mechanisms for funding project and infrastructure.
7/11/2016 MRMPO recommends that the text should clarify that if outside financial mechanisms are
not available, the developer is responsible for financing all, or their proportionate share (in
case of "system infrastructure") adequate infrastructure for new development.

If outside funding and/or financial mechanisms are not available
at the time of development, then the developer shall be
responsible to advance the financing of all, or their proportional
share (in case of “system infrastructure”), of the cost for the
required infrastructure necessary to support the new
development consistent with the site specific Traffic Impact
Analysis.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Complete

Complete

Andrew
Gingerich

9/16/16 - This is good language, can it be added
to section 8.5?

Complete
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Note Date
2/18/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Comments
The Engineering Division of the Department of Municipal Development has
reviewed the subject applications and submits the following comments:
Permit # ZSPR 2016-0001 Santolina Planned Community Level B Master Plan
Transportation Section for a half-mile West of 118th St the future Gibson Blvd
will be a City-owned and maintained Community Principal Arterial that is
planned to contain bicycle lanes and a paved multi-use trail, per the Long
Range Roadway System Map and the Long Range Bikeway Systems Map. From
Dennis Chavez Blvd. to Gibson Blvd. 118th St. is also a City-owned facility.
Secondly, Gibson Blvd. through the eastern escarpment (much like Dennis
Chavez Blvd.) will likely have to be constructed at design grades that are
flatter than existing topography, which may require the dedication of more
right-of-way than a community principal arterials typical 156 feet. Dennis
Chavez's right-of-way through the eastern escarpment varies from 400 feet to
600 feet wide, due to it being cut into existing topography that is significantly
steeper than minimum allowable design slopes.
Identification of impacts to City-owned and maintained transportation
facilities should be coordinated in detail between the County Public Works
Division; the NMDOT, and the City's DMD/Planning Department during postmaster plan reviews in order to effectively define Santolina's offsetting traffic
mitigation measures.

Response
The proposed typical section includes bicycle
lanes and a sidewalk/trail. Right-of-way or
easements will be provided for the
necessary width for construction of the
proposed roadways.

Responder

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status
Completed
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##
Department
1 NMDOT

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
Department Comments:
" The NMDOT has programmed funding in the STIP (Statewide Transportation
Improvement program) to begin acquiring right -of-way for the proposed NM
347 (Paseo del Volcan) corridor. The final alignment has not been identified
and the spacing between interchanges shall be determined by NMDOT and
FHWA. " The NMDOT has not identified any funding for the construction of
the proposed roadway extensions or proposed interchanges or underpasses
shown in the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). If any of these
improvements do become funded, there is no guarantee that the design
and/or construction would coincide with the time frame of the plan phasing.
The developer shall commit cost sharing or matching a portion of the
construction costs associated with any future roadway extensions and
infrastructure outside, but in the vicinity of, the Santolina area. If Santolina's
phased development occurs prior to funding becoming available for the
proposed MTP improvements, then those improvements must be installed at
the cost of the developer. " Based on the transportation analysis prepared in
the Level 'B' report, increased congestion is projected as early as 2025 at
several existing interchanges including but not limited to, Atrisco Vista
Boulevard, 98th Street and Unser Boulevard. The developer shall identify
mitigation alternatives for each of the impacted locations at each
development phase for review by the NMDOT and FHWA prior to finalization
of these measures.

Response
It is our understanding that right-of-way for the
proposed PdV alignment has been identified and is in
the process of being acquired. This includes right-ofway for the roadway from I-40 to US550, as well as
the right-of-way for the proposed interchange
location. A supplemental report identifying
mitigation alternatives is being developed for County
review, and all future development proposals
requiring NMDOT review will include NMDOT review
and approval.

2

2/9/2016

Revise, Note 5, from The Notice of Decision dated December 12, 2014 as
follows: Written approval from the NMDOT will be obtained prior to the
improvement or expansion of state roads identified in the Level 'A' and Level
'B' submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration) review
and approval will be required for any Level 'C' plan defining any required
modifications and improvements to Interstate 40 and to other state facilities
as a result of the development of Santolina and its roadway network. The
approvals shall itemize financial obligations with participation and
commitments spelled out. The coordination of the time frames for the offsite
roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be identified.

It is our understanding the FHWA does not review
local land use development plans, and therefore will
not approve future Level C Plans. However, we do
agree that the approval of the NMDOT and/or FHWA
will be required prior to any construction
modifications on I-40 or associated ramps, State
facilities, or projects with Federal funding. We also
concur that all roadway improvements must be listed
in and follow the procedures of the MRCOG
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), which are
ultimately approved by the NMDOT and FHWA. We
anticipate that the approved Level A Master Plan and
future Level B plans will impact future MTP efforts.

NMDOT

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

6.A.d

Staff Response
Status
Agree with response with the following clarification. Any Resolved
proposed modification to interstate access or access to a
NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of New
Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.

Resolved
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Note Date
2/9/2016

4

NMDOT

7/12/2016

5

NMDOT

7/12/2016

6

NMDOT

7/12/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Comments
Continued from previous line

Response
We suggest the following revision to the proposed
condition: Written approval from the NMDOT will be
obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of
state roads identified in the Level 'A' , Level 'B' and
Level 'C' submittals. NMDOT and/or FHWA (Federal
Highway Administration) review and approval, as
appropriate to the nature of the request (i.e., FHWA
review will be sought only for interstate facilities and
during the design review process), will be required
for any Level 'C' plan defining any required
modifications and improvements to Interstate 40 and
to other state facilities, that are proposed under a
Level C plan in Santolina as a result of the
development of Santolina and its roadway network.

Department Comments for Matrix of Comments and Responses:
NOTE 20- No additional comments.
NOTE 21- What is meant by "We anticipate that the approved Level A Master
Plan and future Level B plan will impact future MTP efforts"? NMDOT
reiterates that there is no guarantee that the design and/or construction of
Santolina would coincide with the time frame of the plan phasing. The MTP
may be affected if the developer installs improvements at its own cost prior
to the MTP plan.

We agree.

NOTE 22- No additional comments.

We agree.

The intent was to describe that as Santolina develops
general items in MTP Projects 719.0 and 719.1 may
become specific projects in the MTP. In addition, as
the MTP is updated it is anticipated the Level A and
Level B Master Plan area traffic analyses will also be
updated, possibly altering the required
improvements, depending on conditions at the time
of the future MTP.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Agree with response with the following clarification. Any Resolved
proposed modification to interstate access or access to a
NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of New
Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.

Resolved
Agree with response

Resolved

Resolved
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NMDOT

##
Department
7 NMDOT

Note Date
7/12/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Comments
Department Comments for Land Use Plan (dated June 28, 2016) NMDOT
concurs with the analysis provided in the Level 'B' On-site and Off-site
Locations of Interest Traffic Analysis with the understanding that the Level 'C'
analysis may require additional geometric changes. If the NMDOT determines
that a conversion to a one-way frontage road is required, the developer will
be required to construct the parallel internal based on a separate planning
study. When the level 'C' analysis for the Industrial and Business Park land use
moves forward then additional enhancements may be required consistent
with AASHTO design criteria for certain roadway classifications, such as but
not limited to, curb, gutter, sidewalks, bike lanes, shoulder, roadside ditches
etc. Access to NMDOT facilities shall adhere to the State Access Management
Manual and any locally developed access management plans. Comparison of
the anticipated volumes on the frontage road shall be made to the functional
classification volume criteria located I the State Access Management Manual.
The Land Use Plan exhibit dated June 28, 2016 does not appear to be
consistent with Section 4.4 Access of the Santolina Level B Plan A New
Community for new Economy revised July 2016. NMDOT is seeking a separate
developer agreement with Santolina to establish funding requirements and
phasing of development consistent with the 2040 MTP.

Response

Responder

6.A.d

Staff Response
Status
Any proposed modification to interstate access or access Resolved
to a NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of
New Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page 53

Packet Pg. 2364

##
Department
1 PNM

Note Date
7/13/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Comments
Catherine, I have reviewed the latest version of the Santolina Level B plan and I have a question. In
the zoning chapter, there were changes made to the permissive uses language, however, I would
like to clarify the granting of public utility structure as a permissive use in all zones. The
permissive use of a public utility structure is explicit in the PC-S-LDR zone. In the PC-S MDR zone,
the language reads All uses permissive in the PC-S LDR Zone. When we get to the PC-S-O zone, the
following language is used, All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of
the O-1 Office and Institutional Zone B.2 and so on from there with the subsequent zones. It
would be PNMs preference to explicitly grant public utility structure in all zones. Are we covered
with the above language? Your thoughts?

PNM

Response
Responder
Staff Response
We have specifically called out
Ken Maestas PNM's concerns have been
addressed.
"public utility structure" as permissive
in the PC-S-LDR zone because it is not
permissive in the R-1 zone of the
Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
All other zones reference the O-1
zone which is included in the
commercial zones, and C-LI zone of
the Bernalillo County Zoning
Ordinance. Both of these zones
include public utility structures as
permissive uses. All zones have been
verified and include public utility
structures as a permissive use.

6.A.d

Status
Complete
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Commission Comments
##
Department
1 Commissioner
Hertel

Note Date
7/21/2016
Hearing

Comments
Follow up on when mitigation is necessary for the sites
that were named in the Class II Study.

Response
The following guidance concerning future mitigation steps were provided by
Andy Wakefield, RPA, Archaeologist with the New Mexico Historic
Preservation Division:

Commissioner Comments from Hearing
Responder

Staff Response

6.A.d

Status

For the project as it is (private land, local ordinances/policy), SHPO
recommends that a testing and data recovery plan be prepared for the sites
that will be affected and that the plan be submitted to the County and our
office for consultation. The SHPO recommends using State regulations for
guidance for preparation of testing/data recovery plans.
Based on the Class II survey and input from the New Mexico Historic
Preservation Division, the recommendation is that the sites are avoided or
tested/mitigated should they have the potential to be affected. The owner’s
mitigation strategy is that for identified sites (areas identified in the Class II
survey), a treatment plan for preservation, testing, and mitigation is required
prior to development, if a site has the potential to be affected. For areas that
have not been surveyed, then a Class III survey shall be required prior to
development. This determination will be made in conjunction with a Level C
application, as required by the Planned Communities Criteria.

Printed on: 10/20/2016
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For private land only a permit for mechanical excavations would be required.
If land came into the ownership of the school district, county, or city, state
permits would be needed for testing and data recovery.
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6.A.d

Planned Communities Criteria
Comments
Response
Land Use
1. Identification of land uses by parcel, acreage and type - including residential The Land Use Chapter 2 Tables 2 & 3 describe the acreage, and uses
and retail/commercial or other non-residential space.
for each Level B Land Use District. The Level B Land Use Map Exhibit
2 provides the location, size, and use of each parcel within the Level
B boundaries.

3

2. Conceptual description of village characteristics in terms of market
potential and opportunities, including location and description of village
center--parcel sizes by use, suitability to natural topography, intensities;
service area of center.

Responder

Staff Response

Status

Acceptable

Completed

The Land Use and Zoning Chapters delineate the location, acreage,
and mix of uses provided within the Village Center. We have also
provided a zone map to identify the various zones and their relation
to each other. Please refer to the land use and zoning maps.

Acceptable

Completed

4

3. Location and densities of neighborhoods and neighborhood centers within The Land Use and Zoning Chapters identify the location and
the village.
allowable densities of the neighborhoods within residential villages.
See page 13 of the Revised Santolina Level B Master Plan as well as
Exhibit 2.

Acceptable

Completed

5

4. Delineation of open space system, parks, recreation areas and links among The Land Use and Environment and Open Space Chapters discuss the
land uses, with identification of proposed ownership, management, and
Level B open space, parks, and recreation areas and identify means
maintenance.
of management, maintenance, and ownership. We have provided
additional text that address this topic in Santolina Level B Master
Plan Land Use Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 & Environment & Open Space
Chapter 5 .

Acceptable

Completed

6

5. Definition of important design characteristics, including typical
streetscapes, signage, building massing and setbacks, landscaping,
connections, ·parking, civic spaces.

(MRMPO comment) The drafted Design Guidelines
section of the Level B Master Plan went a long way
to meeting this requirement, unfortunately this
section was removed from the July draft.

Completed

7
8

Transportation
1. A disclosure statement regarding strict conformance with the Level A
Transportation System Plan will be required, or a substitute traffic analysis,
with consequential findings, recommendations, and proposed amendments to
the Level A Transportation System Plan and Level A Community Master Plan,
must be conducted prior to formal submittal of the Level B plan.

The Transportation Chapter 4 Sections 4.1.1 Conformity with the
Level A Transportation Master Plan & 4.2 Proposed Street Network
identify the Level B proposed street network and its conformance
with the Level A Master Plan.

Completed

9

2. A Level B transportation system analysis, including specific traffic studies
The Revised Santolina Level B Transportation Master Plan Technical
for the particular plan submittal plus all other approved Level B plan elements Appendix has been submitted on July 1, 2016.
in the community, existing and projected demand (phased as appropriate),
and consequential noise and air quality impacts, must be conducted prior to
formal submittal of the Level B plan.

Completed

10 3. The traffic circulation system must be identified, including:
a. major roadways within the Level B area;
b. major roadway connections between the Level B area and the remainder
of the Level A area;
c. concept location for local street intersections with major roadways; and
d. major street access and access limitation concepts.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

The Zoning Chapter identifies regulations for streetscape, signage,
building massing, setbacks, connections, parking, civic spaces, etc.
We have worked closely with county Zoning to revise and update
this chapter.

A traffic circulation system has been identified by the Level B
Transportation Master Plan Figure 1 Level A Land Use and Road
Network.

Andrew
Gingerich

Completed
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6.A.d

Planned Communities Criteria
Response
Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.4 Access
Exhibit 7 provides typical roadway cross-sections for major
roadways.

12 5. The type and approximate location of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
elements of the transportation system must be specified.

The location and types of elements within the transportation system
for this Level B Plan area are identified in the Level B Master Plan
Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.5 Transit and 4.6 Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities.

Completed

13 6. A plan which identifies performance objectives for increasing transit
ridership as appropriate, as well as strategies for achieving a mode split that
maintains level of service D or better on all roads in the affected area, must
be submitted.

Performance objectives for increasing transit ridership are included
in the Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.7
Transportation Demand Management. Strategies regarding
"complete streets" along with the multi-modal cross sections are
provided.

Completed

14 7. Any remaining transportation problem or issues identified in the Level A
Transportation Systems Plan and appropriate to the detail of Level B review
must be resolved.

Congested locations have been identified and can be improved to
acceptable levels of service. Due to the jobs anticipated, the
transportation system is improved with minor problem areas
identified at certain Interstate on/off ramps.

Completed

15 Environment and Open Space
16 1. Analysis of slopes, drainage, soils, animal life, groundwater, vegetation,
airport noise zones, and other environmental characteristics which identify
unique and important site features for protection and optimum use or which
restrict development.

17 2. Strategy for meeting community air quality objectives and standards.

Responder

Site specific, unique environmental characteristics, which are
Dan McGreggor
important to consider and restrict certain development, are
identified in the Environment and Open Space Chapter. A
geotechnical study was conducted and provided. The
environmentally sensitive areas, that were identified in the Level A
Plan (the escarpments), are identified and proposed to be zoned PCS-MPOS. See Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.11) Major Public Open
Space.

Staff Response

NRS - depth to groundwater has been identified,
and development of groundwater resources from
within the master planned area are not anticipated
as ABCWUA has been identified as the water
provider.

Air quality and noise standards are provided within the Environment Dan McGreggor A traffic related air quality impact study was
and Open Space Chapter. The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis provided and found to be acceptable.
Santolina Level B Master Plan has been submitted to County Staff
June 1 as part of this CPC process.

18 3. Strategy for promoting energy efficiency, maximizing options for alternative Energy efficiency and alternative energy sources are delineated in
energy sources.
the Environment and Open Space Chapter. 5 Section 5.6 Energy
Efficiency and Alternative Energy sources.
19 4. Conceptual drainage plan for management of watersheds and floodplains A conceptual drainage plan is provided in the Level B Master Plan
and preservation of arroyo corridor multiple-use opportunities.
Exhibits 14 & 15.

Status
Pending:
Mostly
Completed

Completed

Completed

Acceptable

Completed

Acceptable

Completed

20 5. Update Class I literature search/and do Class II sample of geotechnical and A Class II Archaeological study has been completed and has been
Acceptable
archaeological features; mitigation strategy.
submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office with a copy
provided to County Staff on July 1, 2016.
21 6. Siting of industrial land uses to avoid groundwater contamination and toxic Industrial uses are allocated for the Industrial Park and Business Park Dan McGreggor Agreed. Depth to groundwater exceeds 700 feet
of this Level B Plan area. The location of these land uses is consistent
air emissions impacts on nearby residential or other sensitive areas.
and contamination potential is minimal.
with the Level A Plan. Permissive uses in these districts are specified
in the Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.9) & 10) Industrial & Business
Park.

Completed

Completed
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##
Comments
11 4. Typical roadway cross-sections for major roadways, including:
a. right-of-way widths;
b. number of lanes, including high occupancy vehicle lanes;
c. medians and median treatment;
d. streetscape character and special design features;
e. bus bays and other transit facilities; and
f. trails or bicycle lanes.

22 Government and Public Services

Printed on: 10/20/2016
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6.A.d

Planned Communities Criteria
Responder

24 2. Facilities plan including detailed location, phasing of water systems, sewer
systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

The Utilities and Infrastructure Chapter of the Level B Master Plan as Dan McGreggor
well as the Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan and Terrain
Management Plan identify the location and phasing of water
systems, sewer systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

25 3. Annexation plan/agreement.

No annexation is proposed.

Staff Response

The Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan are
conceptual and do not have the consent of the
ABCWUA - a fully executed Development
Agreement from ABCWUA has not been provided.

26 4. Statements of water availability and availability of public services including Water and public service availability is discussed in Chapter 6, Utility Dan McGreggor The Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan are
liquid and solid waste management/recycling, cultural and human service
Infrastructure and Services. See also Water and Sanitary Sewer
conceptual and do not have the consent of the
facilities, fire and police protection, transit services, and schools.
Master Plan.
ABCWUA - a fully executed Development
Agreement from ABCWUA has not been provided.
27 5. Level B Development Agreement to:
28 5.a. Follow through with more detailed infrastructure/service agreement
covering phasing of the village master plan and its public services/facilities,
and designation of financial, operations, and management responsibility over
time.
29 5.b. Specify measures to mitigate negative consequences of the village's
development.

These items shall be included in the Level B Development Agreement
to be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.
We have added additional narrative to the plan that addresses the
phasing of development in Level B Master Plan Chapter 8 Section 8.2
Development Phasing.
The village center and urban center are identified and controlled
with more detailed zoning as provided in Chapter 3 Sections 3.4.6) &
7). The level B Plan implements both the Reserve Area and Centers
and Corridors policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

Status
Pending

Pending

Not
Applicable
Pending

Finding /
Condition of
Approval

Finding /
Condition of
Approval

30 5.c. Augment Level A development agreements expressing items mutually
The Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved
agreed to by the City and/or County and the planned community developer
by the Bernalillo County Commission will be consistent with and
and committing to their permanency unless re-negotiated; any limitations on augment the provisions of the Level A Development Agreement. .
development established at Level A cannot be increased at Level B.

Finding /
Condition of
Approval

31 5.d. Provide a legal recording instrument.

The Level B Development Agreement shall be recorded following the
review and approval by the Bernalillo County Commission.

32 5.e. Identify more specifically any public incentives to the developer, or
public/private partnerships, including provisions for affordable housing.

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to be
reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission. A
funding strategy section has been added to Chapter 8 Section 8.5.

Finding /
Condition of
Approval
Finding /
Condition of
Approval

33 5.f. Identify more specifically any public incentives or agreements between
the local government and developer for the appropriate protection and
maintenance of the open space system.

The Major Public Open Space is identified in this Level B Plan and the
protection, dedication, and maintenance shall be included in the
Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved by
the Bernalillo County Commission.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Finding /
Condition of
Approval
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##
Comments
Response
23 1. Strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites, including Funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites will be
open space.
outlined in the Level B Development Agreement and have been
delineated in the Level B Plan as additional redline text. See Revised
Level B Master Plan Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 Open Space. Additionally
text has been provided outlining the implementation strategy for
Parks and Recreation facilities. These facilities have been added to
the Land Use Map Exhibit 2.

Packet Pg. 2369

##
Comments
1 1. A Level A Development Agreement shall be entered into between Bernalillo
County and the applicant which reflect this approval and a) clearly identifies
responsibilities for development of and infrastructure and other facilities in
Santolina; b) requires a link between housing and employment development
in Santolina; c) maintains an overall residential density that is consistent with
the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan density requirements
and is included in the Santolina Level A Plan; d) shall adhere to water use and
conservation requirements of Bernalillo County and the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority.

Response
The Level A Development Agreement was entered into between
Bernalillo County and Western Albuquerque Land Holdings on
August 10, 2015. The Development Agreement was officially
recorded on August 21, 2015.

2

2. Bernalillo County and the applicant agree on the "no net expense" clause of
the Planned Community Criteria. Nothing in any development agreement
shall commit this Commission and future Commissions to public funding or
financing mechanisms.

The Level A Development agreement defines this policy on lines 24
through 32, page 9: “The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned
communities shall not be a net expense to the County. The “no net
expense" policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a
responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including construction,
operation and maintenance, shared between the public and private
sectors. The "no net expense" test is satisfied if the County's on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures reasonably
allocated to the Project have been, or will be, offset by revenues
and/or economic and fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced)
from the Project.”

3

Jobs-housing
3. The Santolina development shall achieve a reasonable balance between
residential uses and employment uses such that it maintains the
characteristics of a self-sustaining community. As stated in the Santolina Level
A Master Plan, an approximate jobs to housing ratio of 2-1 shall be achieved
with a goal of creating no less than 75,000 jobs as indicated in the Level A
Santolina Plan at the time of full buildout of Santolina. A plan for attaining the
ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans, such that the anticipated
job development shall occur in relation to residential development.

This Level B Plan sets the stage for achieving the jobs to housing
ratio set out by the Level A Development Agreement in Section 4.4
Housing/Employment, Dwelling Units Thresholds/Jobs Table. See
Santolina Level B Master Plan pg 4 Table 1: Jobs to Households.
We are anticipating over 9,000 dwelling units for the first Level B
Plan, which requires 1.25 jobs per dwelling unit at full build out of
the Level B Plan area. The Level B Plan provides for and is
anticipated to exceed this requirement.
The Level B Plan includes a sequencing plan and table that provide
for jobs and housing broken out into smaller development phases.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Andrew
Gingerich

Staff Response
Agreed

Status
Completed

Agreed

Completed

(MRMPO comment) What is included in the Completed
July draft of the Level B Master Plan does
not expand on what was established at the
Level A. This Condition of Approval implies
that jobs-housing will be discussed in more
detail at Level B, and asks for a "plan for
attaining the ratio." This plan needs to be
developed.
9/16/16 - MRMPO staff's main concerns on
this issue are being addressed through the
phasing/sequencing plan. This plan is not
yet in it's final version. See MRCOG
comment #46.
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6.A.d

Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Response
The Level B Transportation Plan was completed, submitted, and has
been revised to address ongoing comments. The Level A
Transportation Plan has been revised to address previous staff
comments.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

5

a. The Santolina Access Management Plan (SAMP) with the Traversable
This has been completed, and was incorporated into the Level a
Median column added to Access Spacing Standards Table on Page 3 is
Transportation Plan.
approved. The SAMP shall be added to the Santolina Level "A" Transportation
Master Plan.

Completed

6

b. Revise the Level A Transportation Network model as required by BCPWD. The overall Level A Plan has been re-modeled per this condition.
Revisions/reanalysis shall include, but not be limited to, the 118111 St./I-40
interchange, the new proposed arterial roadways, the new urban center
layout, and any other changes to the Santolina roadway network. In
accordance with PCC criteria, when substantial variations are identified to the
Level A Master Plan, subsequent revision/reanalysis of the Level A
Transportation Network model shall be required, when upon coordination
with the developer, BCPWD deems it necessary.

Completed

7

c. All appropriate items in the Addendum to the Transportation Master Plan These have been incorporated into the Updated Level A
dated November 4, 2014 shall be placed in the appropriate Level A document. Transportation Master Plan.

Completed

8

5. Written approval from the proper state and/or federal authority will be
Coordination with these agencies is and will be ongoing. No
obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of State roads identified in improvements to NMDOT facilities are proposed at this time.
the Level A submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration)
review and approval will also be required for any required modifications and
improvements to Interstate 40 as a result of the development of Santolina
and its roadway network. Future coordination with NMDOT and FHWA will
be done in subsequent procedures including the Metropolitan Transportation
Plan, the Transportation Improvement Plan and the State-wide
Transportation Improvement Plan. The coordination of timeframes for the
offsite roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be
identified.

Completed

9

6. Funding for arterial streets and linkages, which are needed for Santolina
and not programmed in the Bernalillo County Capital Improvements Program
(CIP) or the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), shall be identified and
submitted to the County for recommendation for inclusion in the CIP or the
MTP.

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016

The MTP already has placeholders for Santolina arterials and
collectors, pre 2025 and post 2025. This is something the applicant
has and will continue addressing as studies are reviewed and
presented to the County and shared with MRCOG. It is anticipated
that modification to the MTP and CIP will be amended in the future
to include these facilities
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##
Comments
4 4. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
The applicant will submit a proposed Level B Transportation Plan consistent
with the Level A Transportation Master Plan, as revised, of the Santolina
Level A Master Plan, prior to a Level B approval or future development
activities such as building permits, that generate 500 or more cumulative
peak hour trips when upon coordination with the developer BCPWD deems it
necessary.
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##
Comments
Response
10 7. The submitted Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan, dated December 1,
This is addressed in the accompanying Drainage Master Plan.
2014, contains an addendum which includes minor inconsistencies within the
calculations to the revised Land Use Master Plan. However, these
inconsistencies do not alter the concept of the overall Drainage Master Plan
and therefore are acceptable for this Level A Master Plan. The applicant must
provide a Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan consistent with the proposed
Level A Master Plan with any Level B submittal.

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Dan
McGreggor

This condition has not been satisfied as of
7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

Pending

12 9. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C document, the applicant shall,
The Water Master Plan Technical Report is included in this submittal Dan
based on the approved ABCWUA development agreement, provide to the
and we are in discussion with ABCWUA.
McGreggor
County a written explanation of the projected Master Plan water use and
phasing and the subsequent level plans within the context of the 2024 Water
Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update (July 2013) or subsequent
updates.

This condition has not been satisfied as of
7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

Pending

11 8. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the applicant
will provide a fully executed development agreement with the ABCWUA. The
development agreement should be structured to ensure compliance with the
ABCWUA's existing guidelines, policies, and ordinances and as may be
amended from time to time. The development agreement should, at a
minimum, address residential, industrial, institutional and commercial water
conservation provisions, guidelines, and design standards. The development
agreement should, at a minimum, address infrastructure improvements,
direct and indirect potable reuse, and water supply charges, as well as
provide; a Phasing Plan consistent with ABCWUA policies. This condition shall
in no way constrain the ABCWUA from imposing such requirements as it may
deem necessary.

13 10. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
applicant shall provide to the County a water conservation plan that is
compliant with Bernalillo County and ABCWUA's guidelines, standards and
requirements and which achieves the conservation goals expressed in the
Bernalillo County Ordinance and ABCWUA's 2024 Water Conservation Plan
Goal and Program Update, July 2013 and which requires compliance with
subsequent revisions of the such guidelines, standards, requirements, and
plans. Residential development shall occur in a sequential manner adjacent to
existing infrastructure and consistent with ABCWUA's policies.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

We are coordinating with the ABCWUA staff regarding Santolina. A
draft Development Agreement has been provided to the ABCWUA.
ABCWUA is currently updating their Water Resources Master Plan,
which is anticipated to provide additional policy guidance for the
Santolina project. We respectfully request that this condition be
addressed prior to BCC approval.

This will be completed in concert with the ABCWUA. The Level B
submittal addresses all County requirements. In addition, a number
of design guidelines have been included that address landscaping
and Low Impact Design (LID) strategies to guide future development.

Responder

Completed
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6.A.d

Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Responder
Staff Response
Dan
This condition has not been satisfied as of
McGreggor 7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

Status
Pending

15 12. A drainage plan and stormwater management plan shall be submitted at
the time of any Level B submittal with provisions for revision as needed to
ensure consistency with any EPA-issued municipal separate stormwater
system permit provisions or requirements as issued for the Urbanized Area of
Bernalillo County.
16 13. Prior to any Level B Plan approval, the developer shall provide
documentation that the proposed development will comply with
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Air Quality Standards and will demonstrate
the intent to comply with air quality standards established by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
17 14. Development of Parks, Trails, and Open Space shall comply with the Level
A Master Plan. The location of open space corridors shall be developed in
accordance with the requirements of the Planned Community zone with
regard to the transportation grid. If the more detailed plan deviates
significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher level
plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan would
need to be amended.

We have provided a Drainage and Stormwater Management Plan
Technical Report as part of this Level B application.

The Parks and Open Space facilities and acreage are in compliance
with the Level A Master Plan and the Level A Development
agreement. Additional text has been provided to address the timing,
funding, and implementation of these facilities.

Completed

18 15. The Planned Communities Criteria requirements regarding the study and
mitigation of archaeological and geotechnical resources shall be followed in
Level B and Level C Santolina Plans. Prior to any Level B approval,
documentation regarding the completed study and mitigation measures
within the Level B Plan area shall be provided.
19 Albuquerque Public Schools
16. The developer will work cooperatively with APS to locate school sites
within Santolina, which will be made available to APS on mutually agreeable
terms and conditions.

This has been In consultation with the SHPO a Class II Archeological
Survey was designed and completed in May 2016.

Completed

The level A Development Agreement and Level B Plan address this
item. The Level B Plan has been updated in response to APS
comments. We have and will continue to work with APS throughout
the process.

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016

The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis - Santolina Level B Master
Plan has been submitted to County Staff June 1 as part of this CPC
process.

Completed

Dan
McGreggor

The analysis has been submitted and is
acceptable. This condition has been
satisfied.

Completed
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##
Comments
Response
14 11. Water and wastewater issues for the Santolina Master Planned
Agreed, see response to Condition #8.
Community shall be resolved between the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County
Water Utility Authority (ABCWUA) and the applicant prior to any Level B
approval. An agreement between the applicant and ABCWUA and regarding
timing, responsibilities, and maintenance of water and sewer facilities
required to service Santolina will be developed and agreed upon prior to any
Level B approval.
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6.A.d

Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
##
Comments
20 17. Level B and C Plans shall be required prior to development of the
Santolina Level A Master Plan Community. Level B and C development
agreements, as prescribed in the Planned Communities Criteria, shall be
provided. Consistency between Level A, Level B, and Level C plans shall be
required throughout the development of Santolina. If the more detailed plan
deviates significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher
level plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan
would need to be amended.
21 18. The Santolina Development Agreement shall include a section that
pertains to Interim Uses. This section shall indicate that all sites within the
Santolina Level A boundary area governed by a Special Use Permit or any site
expected to be developed with local, state and/or federal support shall be
governed by Sections 18, Special Use Permits and Section 24, Administration
of the Zoning Code until a Level B Plan, affecting such site, has been adopted
by Bernalillo County. No special use permit shall be issued without a
demonstration of available necessary infrastructure and utilities, including
water, electricity and sewer, to be installed before, or concurrently with,
development of the site. No building permits shall be granted on all remaining
sites until Level C plan affecting the subject property have been approved.
Any subdivision will occur in compliance with the County's Subdivision
Ordinance.

Response
This Level B application satisfies the Level B portion of this
condition.

The approved Level A Development Agreement and this request for
a Level B Plan satisfies this condition. The zoning chapter of this
level B plan references County Special Use Permit regulations.
Furthermore, level C plans will adhere to the county's subdivision
ordinance as indicated in the zoning chapter, future non-residential
or apartment development over 5 acres will require site plan review
by the CDRA.

Completed

22 19. Prior to or concurrent with the first Level B Plan approval, the subject
Level A master planned property shall be legally platted (the "Boundary Plat").
A summary platting procedure, such as that allowed for 'a minor subdivision'
under County ordinances, shall be permitted for the Boundary Plat, and for
any subsequent platting actions prior to a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision
plat approval. The Boundary Plat and any subsequent plats submitted in
advance of a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision plat approval shall provide
legal access (easements) to all existing and proposed tracts within the platted
area, but infrastructure installation or guarantee shall not be required prior to
Level C plan or Level C subdivision plat approval, because, before building
permits can be granted or development can proceed, additional land use
approvals and infrastructure installation and/or guarantees are required at
the Level C Plan approval stage and/or at the Level C subdivision plat approval
stage.

The Level A Master Plan property has been submitted for a
Boundary Plat to the CDRA. The CDRA hearing is scheduled for July
14th. Following adoption of this level B plan, the zoning districts will
be platted. Future level C plans will also require platting prior to
building permit approval.

Pending

23 20. Minor corrections to the plan, such as typographical and grammatical
corrections, editorial changes agreed to by County staff, or small changes to
acreage related to surveying may be incorporated in the final, adopted
version of the plan.
24 21. The request shall comply with all applicable Bernalillo County ordinances
and standards.

These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Level A Master Plan.

Completed

This submittal complies with Bernalillo County ordinances and
standards.

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Staff Response

Status
Completed
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed
Completed

This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

Completed

These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

Completed

Completed
Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

##
Comments
25 22. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
26 a. Chapter 4. Zoning, p. 47. Add the following sentence under Level A
Governance and Interim Uses (after ..Bernalillo County ..) "No building
permits shall be granted on all remaining sites until a Level C plan affecting
the subject has been adopted."
27 b. Change the language "publicly funded" on page 92 to "proposed for public
funding."
28 c. Chapter 6, Transportation, Level A Master Plan on page 95: remove the
sentence "The policy supersedes other policies that may be in place for
roadways within Santolina" regarding the SAMP, and remove "(by others)"
regarding the extension of Gibson Boulevard.
29 d. Exhibit I must be corrected to indicate that the Westland Master Plan was
approved by both Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque. The Board of
County Commissioners approved the Master Plan as a Rank III Plan in
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The City of Albuquerque also
approved a separate Sector Development Plan for the portion of the Master
Plan that has been annexed.
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SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

Santolina is a 13,851 acre master planned
community located on the Southwest Mesa in
Bernalillo County, west of Albuquerque, New
Mexico. The property is currently undeveloped
ranchland on a large mesa framed by two escarpments. The mesa offers panoramic views of the
Sandia and Mazano Mountains and immediate
views of the City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo
County’s South Valley. The property is generally
bound by approximately six miles of exposure along
Interstate 40 (I-40) on the north, 118th Street to the
east, the Pajarito Mesa grant boundary to the south
and the Rio Puerto Valley to the west.
Santolina is owned by Western Albuquerque Land
Holdings LLC (WALH). WALH assembled a team
of development experts tasked with the mission
to create a master plan for a vibrant mixed use
community. The community vision as described
in the Santolina Level A Master Plan approvals
(defined below) sets the stage for a vibrant mixed
used community encompassing a mix of residential,
commercial, industrial, institutional, parks and open
space uses in conformance with Bernalillo County’s
Planned Communities Criteria (PCC).
The Bernalillo County Board of Commissioners
(Board) approved the Santolina Level A Master Plan

Plans and subsequent or concurrent Level C Plans
are prepared for sub-areas of the Santolina Level A
Plan Area. Each step in the process further refines
land uses, zoning details, infrastructure plans, transportation analyses and public facilities.
Per the PCC, this Level B Plan encompassing approximately 4,243 acres is the first Level B Plan within
the Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan Area.
This Level B Plan adopts the phased development
approach established in the Santolina Level A Master
Plan by defining boundaries, land uses, transportation systems and vision for the development of
Santolina. Subsequent Level B Plan submittals will
follow for other lands within the Santolina Level A
Master Plan Area.
Nothing within this Level B Plan or subsequent Level B
Plan submittals shall be construed to require stricter
obligations on any owner and/or developer within
increase any limitation on development established Santolina than the requirements detailed in
the Level A Master Plan entitlements and Development Agreement. If there is a conflict between
the Level B Plan entitlements or Development
Agreement for Santolina and the Level A Master
Plan entitlements or Development Agreement for
Santolina, the Level A Master Plan entitlements or
Development Agreement shall control.

1.2 RECAPTURING THE SANTOLINA
LEVEL A MASTER PLAN VISION
The Santolina Level A Master Plan established
a vision for a mixed use community developed
over a 40-50 year time frame. Santolina will be a
community where:

and a Zone Map Amendment to the Planned Communities (PC) Zone on June 16, 2015. The associated
Santolina Level A Development Agreement (Development Agreement) was approved by the Board
on June 24, 2015 and recorded in Bernalillo County
(County) on August 21, 2015. Master Plan, Zoning
and Development Agreement are defined collectively the Santolina Level A Approvals.
The Santolina Level A Master Plan is the first step
in the approval process established in the Bernalillo
County PCC. The process states that future Level B

•

Opportunities for jobs and education are
plentiful and locally accessible

•

Desirable housing responds to current
demographic and market preferences

•

Open space and quality of life is preserved
and enhanced

•

A true “live, work, learn and play”
community is created for residents.

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

1.1 OVERVIEW

1.2.1 Market Demand
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SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

Future development within the Santolina Master
Plan area will adhere to xeriscape and Low Impact
Development (LID) landscaping principles that
incorporate the following water conservation
techniques. Impervious areas and roof drains shall
be carefully located so that they drain to natural
systems, vegetated buffers, natural resource areas
or pervious zones and soils.

Example of water harvesƟng techniques in parking areas and
street design.

Proposed Landscape Plans for future development
shall limit turf to pedestrian areas. Turf shall not be
planted on slopes greater than 3:1. Turf shall not be
allowed in any street medians within the Plan Area.
If turf is to be used in non-pedestrian areas, it shall
be one or a combination of the drought tolerant
grass species.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) WaterSense program labeled products will be considered
for indoor and outdoor use. Water meters for each
housing unit in a multi-family housing development
shall be installed using ABCWUA incentive program
rather than master meters where practical.
Additional Santolina area specific LID practices can
be found in Chapter 3, Section 3.5 Santolina Level B
Design Standards and Chapter 5, Section 5.7 Terrain
Management Plan. For additional landscape and
buffering regulations see Bernalillo County Code of
Ordinances Appendix A Section 19. For additional
water conservation requirements see Bernalillo County Code of Ordinances Article VII: Water
Conservation Requirements with special attention
to Section 30-249. - Design and Construction
Regulations for New Development.

wastewater systems that can serve Santolina. As
part of this Level B Plan, a technical report has been
developed. The report outlines methods to serve
the Santolina Level A Master Plan Area as well as
the Level B Plan Area wastewater treatment and
collection requirements.
1.4.5 Stormwater
It is anticipated that the County will own and
operate the majority of public stormwater infrastructure within Santolina. These systems will be
located within public right of way to accommodate
public ownership, operation and maintenance. In
accordance with general Albuquerque Metropolitan
Arroyo Flood Control Authority (AMAFCA) policy,
AMAFCA will own, operate and maintain the major
drainage channels and ponds (or dams) required in
those drainage basins discharging stormwater to
the south and east of Santolina. These systems shall
be subject to AMAFCA approval of concept, design,
and construction.
1.4.6 Dry Utilities
The Level B Plan identifies the location of existing dry
utilities along with schematic designs for improved
major systems. Dry utilities will be installed in coordination with the phased developed of Santolina. This
Level B Plan establishes the general planning for
required utility service. Additional development
specific service studies and design will occur within

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

1.4.3 Water Conservation and Landscape Design

1.4.4 Wastewater
Santolina will receive service from the ABCWUA
for sanitary sewer collection and treatment. A
conceptual level Wastewater Master Plan was
developed in support of the Santolina Level A
Master Plan. The Wastewater Plan identifies nearby
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Aquatic Facilities and Community Centers. As
these facilities serve a much larger population
and typically contain more extensive improvements, these facilities will be developed over time
as residential development takes place consistent
with the population thresholds identified in the
Level A Master Plan. These parks are conceptually
located on the Level B Land Use Plan. These facilities are anticipated to be co-located at Regional
and Community scale parks. As development
progresses in the residential areas surrounding
these parks, the Developer shall work with County
Parks staff to finalize the size and location of
the Community and Regional Park. The County
shall coordinate the programming, design, and
construction of the Community and Regional Park
with developer. The design and construction will be
phased. Facilities which meet the level of service
needs of Santolina and only serve the project will
be considered “Project Infrastructure” under the
Level A Development Agreement. Aquatic facilities
provided which are significantly larger, provides
additional amenities, or unique facilities at a level
of service greater than the County’s standard level
of service needed to serve Santolina as well as other

real property, (i.e, an indoor, 50 meter pool similar
to West Mesa Pool); will be considered “System
Infrastructure” pursuant to the Level A Development Agreement. The dedication or deeding of
land for Aquatic Facilities and Community Centers
to the County shall occur pursuant to the terms
of Santolina Level A Development Agreement
including, but not limited to, Section 6.2.4.
Accessible Playground. The County anticipates
the need for an accessible playground within the
Level B Plan Area. This facility has been conceptually located in the Regional Park area within
the Urban Center. The County shall coordinate
with County Parks on the programming, design
and construction with developer. The design and
construction of this facility will be phased. Accessible Playgrounds are understood to be of similar
scale and function of the playground at Ladera Park
in the County’s system, and are intended to meet
the Level of Service needs based on the population
of residents in the Santolina area, and are therefore
considered “Project Infrastructure” under the Level
A development agreement. To the extent an accessible playground provided is significantly larger,
provides additional amenities or unique facilities at a level of service greater than the County’s
standard level of service needed to serve Santolina,
(i.e., of similar scale and function as A Park Above
playground located in Rio Rancho), the playground
would be considered “System Infrastructure” under
the Level A Development Agreement. No accessible playground is planned for this Level B Plan
Area, but will be included with the next Level B Plan
Area. The dedication or deeding of land for Accessible Playground to the County shall occur pursuant
to the terms of Santolina Level A Development
Agreement including, but not limited to, Section
6.2.4.
Nothing within this Level B Plan shall be construed
to require stricter obligations on any owner and/
or developer within Santolina than the requirements detailed in the Level A entitlements and
Development Agreement. If there is a conflict
between the Level B entitlements or development
agreement for Santolina and the Level A entitlements or development agreement for Santolina the
Level A entitlements or development agreement
shall control.
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consistent with the population thresholds
identified in the Level A Master Plan. These parks
are conceptually located on this Level B Land Use
Plan. As development progresses in the residential
areas surrounding these parks, the Developer
shall work with County parks staff to finalize the
size and location of the Community. The County
shall coordinate the programming, design, and
construction of the Community and future Regional
Parks with developer. The design and construction
of the Community Regional Park will be phased.
Basic Parks, Community Parks and Regional Parks
that meet the County’s standard level of service
needs to serve Santolina and only Santolina will
be considered “Project Infrastructure” under the
Level A Development Agreement. To the extent
that a Regional Park is provided which is greater
in size, provides additional amenities, unique facilities at a level of service greater than the County’s
standard level of service needed to serve Santolina
or is explicitly intended to serve the County at large,
(such as a Pickle Ball Complex), will be considered
as “System Infrastructure” under the Level A Development Agreement with the costs shared. The
dedication or deeding of Parks to the County shall
occur pursuant to the terms of Santolina Level A
Development Agreement including, but not limited
to, Section 6.2.4.
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SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

3.1 HOW TO USE THIS PLAN

In order to implement the broad vision themes in the Level A Master Plan, the Level B Plan introduces specific
zoning districts. The regulatory framework provided in this chapter is intended to be flexible, allow creativity
through design, while also being firm in other criteria requiring standards be followed in order to achieve the
overall Master Plan vision.
Relationship between Land Use and Zoning
Each zone district in this chapter, identifies which land uses are allowed to be built by right, which land uses may
require a special or conditional use permit. Zone district regulations also specify the minimum lot size, minimum
setbacks from property lines, maximum building height, maximum building floor-area-ratio (FAR), maximum
impervious area and minimum off-street parking. Additionally, this chapter also regulates signs, site design,
landscaping and architectural standards.
Horizontal versus Vertical Mixed-Use
COMBINED WITH MIXED USE DEFINITION AND MOVED TO DEFINITION SECTION.
Santolina, like many other communities, embraces the need to allow for walkable neighborhoods as represented
in the vision. Allowing mixed uses is an essential component for achieving walkability because compatible land
uses, public amenities and utilities can be layered at various scales and intensities. The variety of uses allows for
people to live, work, learn, play and shop in one general area achieved through adjacency. However, mixed-use
can take on many forms.
Mixed-use categories are allowed within several zone districts (PC-S-C, PC-S-VC, PC-S-UC, PC-S-TC) to allow
(1) vertical mixed-use buildings and (2) horizontal mixed-use blocks or neighborhoods. A vertical mixed-use
building combines different uses in the same building. Lower floors should have more public uses with more
private uses on the upper floors. Horizontal mixed-use blocks or neighborhoods combine single-use buildings
on the same parcel or distinct parcels in a range of land uses within one block. The Santolina Level B Zoning
chapter refers to both types of mixed-use. For clarity, if a single Zone District, such as the Urban Center Zone
District, allows mixed-use as a permissive use, then this Zone District allows for both vertical and horizontal
mixed-use. In general, the Santolina Level B Plan is a mixed-use community because it allows horizontal mixed
use such as the Residential Village Center Zone District which allows both retail and high density uses within
one neighborhood or block.
Relationship to Other Plans and Codes
The Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan Plan makes references to the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance. This
provides for a streamlined zoning for this Planned Community with modifications, as necessary, to ensure
compatibility with existing County regulations.
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Achieving the Santolina Vision
The vision of the Santolina Master Plan is to be a community in which jobs and educational opportunities
are plentiful and locally accessible; where desirable housing responds to changing demographics and market
preferences; where open space and quality of life are preserved and enhanced; and where a true “live, work,
learn and play” community is created for residents.

Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
The City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan is the Rank I governing plan for all
long-range and current development in the City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County. The Santolina Master
Plan Level A Plan is the guiding Rank II plan in this area of the County and complies with the Comprehensive
Plan. Santolina Level B Plan area is inside the Comprehensive Plan designated Reserve area. The Reserve area
in the southwest mesa includes one Developing Activity Center and one Developing Employment Center. The
Developing Employment Center, located west of Atrisco Vista Boulevard and near Interstate 40, corresponds
with the Santolina Town Center Zone District, allowing large retail commercial, highway commercial, neighborhood commercial and some high density residential uses. The Developing Activity Center, located at the
intersection of Atrisco Vista Boulevard and Dennis Chavez Boulevard, corresponds with the Urban Center Zone
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Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan Centers and Corridors

Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance
Santolina Level B zoning is administered, regulated and enforced by the Bernalillo County Planning and Development Department. Zone Districts in this Chapter are structured in such a way that the most closely related
Bernalillo County zone is used as a foundation and customized to implement specific Santonlina Level A intent
and vision. There are several references in this Chapter to the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
Requests to change the zone districts of a parcel within the Santolina Master Plan area to follow standard procedures for County Rank III Sector Plan amendments. Applicants will be expected to address Resolution 116-86
and the policies of this Plan in their justification for a change in zone district. Should a discrepancy exist between
the zoning proposed in this Chapter and the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance, the text of this Level B Plan
Zoning Chapter shall govern. Where the Santolina zoning regulations are silent, the Bernalillo County Zoning
Code shall be enforced.
SANTOLINA LEVEL B.I. POLICIES FOR CONSIDERING ZONE DISTRICTCHANGES AND, SPECIAL USE PERMIT
APPLICATIONS.

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

District allowing neighborhood commercial, office and institutional and high density residential uses. The City of
Albuquerque and Bernalillo County are currently working to update their Comprehensive Plan. This update will
include the activity and employment centers provided in the Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan.

The following policies for deciding zone district changes and Special Use Permit applications pursuant to the
Santolina Level B.I. Master Plan:
A. A proposed land use change must be found to be consistent with the health, safety, and general welfare
of the residents of the County.
B. The cost of land or other economic considera ons pertaining to the applicant shall not be the determining factor for a land use change.
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C. A proposed land use change shall not be in significant conflict with adopted elements of the Comprehensive Plan and this Level B Master Plan.
D. Stability of land use and zoning is desirable; therefore, the applicant must provide a sound jus fica on
for land use change. The burden is on the applicant to show why the change should be made.
E. The applicant must demonstrate that the exis ng zoning districts are inappropriate because:
1.
there was an error when the exis ng zone map pa ern was created; or
2.
changed neighborhood or community condi ons jus fy the land use change; or
3.
a diﬀerent use category is more advantageous to the community, as ar culated in the
Comprehensive Plan, even though (I) or (2) above do not apply.
4.
the proposed zone change must be consistent with the intent of the Level A and B Master
Plan’s as well as the provisions of the Level A and Level B.I Development Agreement.
F. A land use change shall not be approved where some of the permissive uses in the land use change
would be harmful to adjacent property, the neighborhood, or the community.
Development Process
Process and procedures for future Level C Plans will follow Section 19.5(B)(3) of the Bernalillo County Zoning
Code – PC Planned Communities Zone. As stated in this section of the Planned Communities Zone, “Adoption
and amendment of the Level C subdivision and site development plans is by the County Development Review
Authority subject to appeal to the Planning Commission.” Please refer to the provisions of the Bernalillo County
Code of Ordinances for procedural requirements concerning Special Use Permits (Section 18) as well as Conditional Uses and Variance Applications (see Appendix A, Section 24(A) – Zoning Administrator).
In addition to the County Code requirements, non-residential and multi-family development over 5 acres will
require Site Plan review by the County Development Review Authority (CDRA).

Large Retail Facilities and Senior Housing Conditional Use Applications
MOVED TO PC-S-HDR AND PC-S-TC Zone Districts.

Each application for a conditional use shall be accompanied by a site development plan that shall
include the following:
1) A Site Plan that is drawn to scale that includes a north arrow and shows the boundaries of the property; all
existing and proposed structures on the site and within 50 feet beyond the property boundaries including
the square footages and use of each structure, dimensions, and loading and unloading areas; the number of
parking spaces required and provided, including handicapped parking, with location, arrangement, dimensions, aisles, bicycle racks, parking lot lighting and points of ingress and egress clearly indicated; existing
and proposed public and private streets, alleys and easements, with proper names and dimensions; and fire
lanes and emergency vehicle parking.
2) A Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan that also addresses water harvesting, LID features, and the EPA
Water Quality Volume (pursuant to the MS4 permit requirements).
3) A conceptual Landscape and Buffer Landscape Plan identifying street trees, shrubs and planting beds, and
the nature and location of ground cover. The plan shall include a statement of responsibility for landscape
maintenance.
4) A Conceptual Utility Plan identifying existing and proposed water, sewer and fire hydrant locations, storm
drainage facilities and refuse container locations.
5) Building elevations clearly showing materials, colors, dimensions of key building elements and signage as
regulated in the C-1 Zone.
6) A written statement showing compliance with the zoning and design guidelines contained with the Santolina
Level B Plan.
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3.2 DEFINITIONS

FOOD CART/TRUCK/TRAILER. Any wagon, truck, push cart or vehicle self-propelled or otherwise movable from
place to place from which any person sells, offers for sale, or gives away, beverages, food or any food product
for human consumption.
GRADE. Means the average of the approved ground level immediately adjacent to each facade of a building,
considered separately; where an earth embankment is placed against the side of a building or a retaining wall
supporting a terrace is placed close to a building, grade shall be measured from the toe or bottom of the
embankment or retaining wall; building floor level is irrelevant. As used herein, approved grade shall be no
higher than the specified elevation on the grading plan approved by the County in conjunction with subdivision
or site development plan approval; in the absence of such approved plans, original natural grade applies.
HEIGHT. When applied to a building, means the vertical distance above the grade at each façade of the building,
considered separately, to the highest point of the coping of a flat roof; to the deck line of a mansard roof; or to
the average height between the plate and the ridge of a gable, hip, or gambrel roof. The height of a stepped or
sloped building means the maximum height above grade of any distinct segment of the building, which segment
constitutes at least 10% of the gross floor area of the building.
INCIDENTAL SIGN. An “incidental sign” (hereinafter “such sign or signs” or “the sign” or “a sign”) is any sign,
handbill, or poster which is placed to advertise or announce a specific event, or which pertains to a particular
event or occurrence, or which is not designed or intended to be placed permanently, or which relates to such
events or occurrence that are not taking place on the premises on which the sign is located. Examples of such
signs include, but are not limited to, signs, handbills, or posters relating to real estate, garage sales, political
candidates or ballot measures, concerts, “swap meets” and the like.
INDEPENDENT LIVING - AGE RESTRICTED HOUSING. Housing that is intended and operated for occupancy by
persons 55 years of age or older and meet the following requirements:
1) At least 80% of the occupied units are occupied by at least one person 55 years of age or older.
2) The facility or community publishes and adheres to policies that demonstrate its intent to in fact be a provider of housing for older persons.
3) The facility or community complies with rules established by HUD for verifica on of occupancy.
LARGE RETAIL STORES AND DISTRIBUTION FACILITIES. A single tenant structure with at least 75,000 square feet
of net leasable area for the purpose of retailing. A shopping center site with a main single tenant structure of
75,000 square feet or more is a LARGE RETAIL FACILITY.
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CLUSTER HOUSING. Allows homes to be grouped together while the remaining land is reserved for open space.
Such siting of homes allows for preservation of views and open space. The pattern may allow for growth but also
preserves land as well as infrastructure. Developers are allowed to develop at a higher density as an incentive
to develop cluster communities. Clustering also allows the Developer and Bernalillo County to save on the cost
of streets, water and sewer lines and other infrastructure because of the reduced distances between structures
and lots. Cluster housing may require formation of a homeowners association or other strategies to manage the
open space or other areas owned in common.

MIXED USE DEVELOPMENTS. Mixed-use categories are allowed within several zone districts (PC-S-C, PC-S-VC,
PC-S-UC, PC-S-TC) to allow (1) ver cal mixed-use buildings and (2) horizontal mixed-use blocks or neighborhoods. A ver cal mixed-use building combines diﬀerent uses in the same building. Lower floors should have
more public uses with more private uses on the upper floors. Horizontal mixed-use blocks or neighborhoods
combine single-use buildings on the same parcel or dis nct parcels in a range of land uses within one block. For
example, in the Village Center Zone District, horizontal mixed-use allows both retail and high density uses within
one neighborhood or block. The non-residen al uses are limited to those allowed as permissive or condi onal

23
Packet Pg. 2418

6.A.d

SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

in the PC-S-VC Zone district, plus incidental ac vi es such as the crea on of arts and cra items for resale or
similar ac vi es. Santolina Level B Zoning Districts allow both types of mixed-use. For clarity, if a single Zone
District, such as the Urban Center Zone District, allows mixed-use as a permissive use, then this Zone District allows for both ver cal and horizontal mixed-use. In general, the Santolina Level B Plan is a mixed-use community.

PREMISES. Any lot or combination of contiguous lots held in single ownership, together with the development
thereon and controlled by a site development plan; there may be multiple occupancy.
RECREATION, ACTIVE. Recreational activities requiring extensive facilities or development that have an impact
on the recreational site such as organized sports, playground activities, and the use of motorized vehicles.
RECREATION, PASSIVE. Recreational activities that do not require a developed site. Offers constructive, restorative, and pleasurable human benefits and fosters appreciation and understanding of open space and its
purpose, such as hiking trails, picnic areas, and scenic overlooks.
SECONDARY DWELLING UNITS. Living quarters within an accessory building containing a kitchen. The Secondary
Dwelling Unit is clearly located in a separate structure and incidental to the primary dwelling unit.
SENIOR HOUSING PROJECT. Housing designed specifically for seniors that may include diﬀerent levels of care:
independent living, assisted living, memory care, or skilled nursing, or any combina on of the above. These
projects may be designed as con nuing care communi es that allow residents to transfer to higher levels of
care as needed. Support services typically include commercial level kitchens with shared dining facili es for
residents; medical services with personnel that provide assistance with medica on, administra on, dressing,
bathing and social ac vi es; ac vity rooms; indoor recrea onal ameni es; gi shops; hair salons; administrave oﬃces; laundry services; worship space; etc. Projects may be designed with all levels of care within one or
more buildings on a site. Independent living units may be designed and constructed as part of a central building
along with other levels of care or be designed and constructed as single family a ached or detached units that
include their own kitchen. Projects may also include overnight guest units to accommodate short term visitors.
SIGN, ELECTRONIC DISPLAY/BOARD PANEL. A sign which presents information that is transmitted in various
visual forms and includes types such as: flat screen, active display matrix, or any electronic display capable of
displaying multiple communications, images, graphics in mono, tri and/or full color. Such displays include but
are not limited to current and future technology such as: Light Emitting Diodes (LED), Liquid Crystal Display
(LCD), Plasma Display Panels (PDP), 3D Holography, pixel or sub-pixel technology, other fiber optics or illumination devices within the display area. The electronic control allows for programmable, electronic changing
messages used primarily for the purpose of advertising, marketing messages, display of time-sensitive and
other updatable information.
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MIXED USE DEVELOPEMENTS. Mixed use development both horizontal or ver cal with residen al (as regulated in the PC-S-HDR zone district) and non-residen al uses combined in the same building or buildings. The
non-residen al uses are limited to those allowed as permissive or condi onal in the PC-S-VC Zone district, plus
incidental ac vi es such as the crea on of arts and cra items for resale or similar ac vi es.

TOWNHOUSE. One of a group of two to eight attached dwelling units divided from each other by common walls,
each having a separate entrance leading directly to the outdoors at ground level and each having at least 15%
of its heated and unheated floor area approximately at grade.
For additional Definitions reference the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
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3.3 SPECIAL USE PERMIT REGULATIONS. See Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 18

G. Prohibited types of Special Use Permits.
1.
Airport.
2.
Amusement Park.
3.
Auc on Yard.
4.
Cemetery.
5.
Drive-in theater.
6.
Feedlot.
7.
Foster group home; penal, correc onal or mental ins tu on.
8.
Mining, excava ng, removing, processing, stockpiling, or distribu on of rock, sand gravel,
clay, pumice, scoria, decomposed granite, or similar materials, or batching plant.
9.
Mobile home/manufactured home park.
10.
Ore reduc on, smel ng.
11.
Overnight Campground.
12.
Pet Cemetery.
13.
Racetrack for Autos.
14.
Storage facility for hazardous waste materials.
H. Permissive Uses.
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 18.B for Special Use Permits, except
as listed above.
Exhibit 3: Zoning Districts
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Special Use Permits may authorize uses with the exception of:

25
Packet Pg. 2420

6.A.d

SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

3.4 ZONE DISTRICTS

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)

PC-S- LDR Low Density Residen al Zone District
PC-S-MDR Medium Density Residen al Zone District
PC-S-HDR High Density Residen al Zone District
PC-S-O Oﬃce Zone District
PC-S-C Commercial Zone District
PC-S-VC Village Center Zone District
PC-S-UC Urban Center Zone District
PC-S-TC Town Center Zone District
PC-S-BP Business Park Zone District
PC-S-IP Industrial and Business Park Zone District
PC-S-MPOS Major Public Open Space Zone District

This Level B Plan provides more detail concerning specific uses and standards. The permissive uses within these
zoning districts fall within the identified general permissive uses as specified within the Level A Master Plan.
Unless otherwise specified, terms shall be as defined in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance in effect at the
time of approval of this Level B Plan.
This Level B Plan has been designed to be consistent with the intent and framework established by the Approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan. As envisioned by the PCC, the Level B Plan is a refinement to the Level A Master
Plan providing more detail concerning land uses, transportation, zoning and other design elements. This Level
B Plan sets the stage for future Level C Plans that are the implementation of these plans in the form of subdivisions, site plans and ultimately the construction of structures. Ensuring flexibility in the implementation of
these plans is critical to the success of the Santolina Master Planned Community.
Residential Zone Districts
The Level B Plan includes portions of three Residential Villages as identified in the Level A Master Plan. This
Level B Plan defines the specific land uses within the Residential Villages. These uses are consistent with the
Site Characteristic section of the approved Santolina PC Zone District. The Santolina PC Zone set more intense
uses along major roadway corridors and less intense uses interior to the Residential Villages. At this time, the
Residential Villages within this Level B Plan include the following Residential Village Zone Districts and their
prohibited, permissive, and conditional uses as well as sign, height and area regulations uses:
A) Low Density Residential Zone district
B) Medium Density Residential Zone district
C) High Density Residential Zone district
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The Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan established a PC Zoning framework for future Level B Plans. The
Level A Master Plan established seven zoning districts that have been revised and expanded in this Level B Plan
to establish eleven zoning districts including:

1) PC-S-LDR LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE DISTRICT
This zone district provides suitable sites for detached housing, cluster housing and incidental uses. In cases
where this zone abutts the PC-S-MPOS Zone please see the Design Standards Section 3.5.4) Development
Standards for land abutting Major Public Open Space.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 9 for R-1 Single Family Residen al
Zone B.1. Prohibited Uses, in addi on to the following uses:
a. Agricultural ac vity
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Sec on 3.l. One Mobile Home for a three-year period in addi on to an exis ng single-family dwelling or mobile home on a lot.

B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 9 for R-1 Single Family Residenal Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the excep on of uses listed above under Prohibited
Uses.
2.
Public or private school where children are given a general educa on equivalent to any of
the first twelve grades.
3.
Public u lity structure.
4.
Real estate oﬃce and an incidental sign in connec on with a specific development, provided it is not used as living quarters during the me it is used as an oﬃce and further
provided that it is limited to a period of one year. A er one year refer to Bernalillo County
Zoning Code Sec on 9.B.3.h.
5.
Recrea onal facility (non-profit), such as community center, swimming pool, tennis club.
6.
Sign, wall mounted and monument signage shall be permi ed for individual neighborhoods and shall be approved as part of the subdivision plat.
C. Condi onal Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 9 for R-1 Single Family Residen al
Zone B.3. Condi onal Uses with the excep on of uses listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
Cluster Housing Development (CHD).
a. Allowed for lots with a minimum of 2 acres.
b. Minimum lot size requirements for CHD shall be the same as the underlying zone.
c. The number of dwelling units permi ed in a CHD is determined by dividing the site
area by the minimum lot size permi ed rounded to the nearest whole number. The
dwelling units may be houses or townhouses or any combina on thereof.
d. The minimum setbacks are as follows:
(1) Front – 15 feet except driveways shall not be less than 20 feet long.
(2) Rear – 15 feet for houses and townhouses unless adjoining another residen al
zone district in which case the setback for townhomes shall be 25 feet.
(3) Side – 10 feet minimum separa on required between houses and 5 feet for all
side yards
(4) Townhome - No required side-yard setback, except 10-foot separa on between
buildings (or 5-foot side yard setback from the property line). Corner lots shall
have a minimum of 10 foot side yard setback.
e. Height. Height shall be regulated by the base zone districts.
f. Cluster Housing Development Open space (CHDOS).
(1) A minimum of 30% of the gross area of a CHD shall be set aside as Open Space.
(2) No buildings or structures are permi ed in the open space for CHD except
those necessary for the opera on and maintenance of the CHDOS and buildings used as a community room or other recrea onal or agricultural ac vity
and will not require a new Condi onal Use approval.
(3) The CHDOS shall be set aside by the Developer either as a Private or Public
open space. A Private CHDOS shall be created, subject to a finding of suitability
by the Zoning Administrator. A Public CHDOS may be created by dedica on of
land to the County.
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3.

The CHD may be used for agriculture, landscaping, recrea on, open space or any
combina on thereof. It may be composed of separate tracts but each shall have a
minimum length and width of 35 feet and shall be visible from a public right-of-way
unless approved by the Zoning Administrator. Land used for streets, driveways, parking, sidewalks and private yards may not be counted as part of a CHDOS.
Secondary Dwelling Units. An accessory living quarters containing a kitchen, provided:
a. In no case can the Secondary Dwelling Unit be larger than 75% of the primary dwelling unit and no larger than 1,000 square feet and as defined in 4.e.
b. There shall be no more than either one Secondary Dwelling Unit or one Accessory
Living Quarters per lot. In no case shall both be allowed on one lot.
c. Occupancy: The property owner or beneficiary of an ownership trust described in
a deed to the property must occupy either the primary or secondary dwelling unit.
Upon request by the County, the property owner or beneficiary of an ownership
trust shall provide proof of occupancy. A current government-issued photo iden fica on with an address matching the property shall cons tute proof of residency for
purposes of this ordinance.
d. If such use is approved, the Zoning Administrator shall record the terms of the approved Condi onal Use Permit with the County Clerk, together with a signed acceptance of such terms prior to occupancy of the SDU. The terms of the County ac on
shall run with the land.
e. Size. The heated square footage of a Secondary Dwelling Unit shall not exceed:
(1) Maximum 650 net square feet for lots 5,000 square feet or less.
(2) Maximum 800 net square feet for lots greater than 5,000 square feet but not
greater than 10,000 square feet.
(3) Maximum 1,000 net square feet for lots greater than 10,000 square feet.
(4) A garage or shed a ached to the Secondary Dwelling Unit shall not count towards the square footage limita on. The garage or shed shall not exceed 50%
of the size of the secondary dwelling unit.
(5) All accessory buildings, including Secondary Dwelling Units, must comply with
4.g.
(6) Setbacks: Secondary dwelling units shall be located to the rear of the primary dwelling unit except on irregularly-shaped lots where side yards are larger
than rear yards, in which case a secondary dwelling unit may be located in the
side yard provided required setbacks are met. The following minimum setbacks
from the property line shall apply:
(7) There shall be a minimum of 10 feet separa on between a primary dwelling
unit and the secondary dwelling unit.
(8) There shall be a front-yard setback of not less than 20 feet.
(9) There shall be a side yard setback of not less than 5 feet.
(10) There shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 5 feet.
(11) There shall be 10 feet of the street side of corner lots.
f. Height: Secondary dwelling units shall not exceed one story and 18 feet in height,
with the following excep on:
(1) Where a property is accessed by an alley, a Secondary Dwelling Unit may be
built over a garage, provided the garage is accessed only from the alley and
the total height of the structure does not exceed 22 feet or the height of the
primary dwelling unit, whichever is shorter.
g. Parking: One oﬀ-street parking space.
h. Design: The design of the secondary dwelling unit shall relate to the design of the
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primary dwelling unit by use of similar exterior wall materials or finishes, architectural style and elements, including but not limited to roofing materials and roof pitch.
Usable Open Space.
(1) Usable open space shall be provided on-site in an amount equal to 200 square
feet for each eﬃciency or one-bedroom dwelling unit. 250 square feet for each
two-bedroom dwelling unit and 300 square feet for each dwelling unit containing three or more bedrooms.

D. Height Regula ons. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may not exceed 26 feet in height, except as provided in Sec on 22.
2.
Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
E. Area Regula ons:
1.
Lot Size.
a. Minimum lot area of 5,000 square feet and a minimum lot width of 50 feet.
2.
Setback.
a. There shall be a front yard setback of not less than 15 feet except driveways shall be
not less than 20 feet long.
b. On a corner lot, the side yard setback adjacent to the side of the street shall be as
follows:
(1) If the rear yard abuts the front yard of a residen al zoned lot, not less than 15
feet.
(2) In no case shall it be less than 10 feet.
c. Side yard setbacks which are interior, i.e., measured from side lot lines which are not
adjacent to streets, shall be not less than five feet on each side.
d. There shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 15 feet for the primary dwelling
unit.
e. There shall be no less than 10 feet between dwelling units.
F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking.
1.
Oﬀ-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance with the
following excep ons:
a. Maximum front yard setback area that can be an improved parking and maneuvering area: 60%, but no more than 30 feet wide or the width of the front of the garage,
whichever is wider.
b. Parking on any por on of a front yard setback area, other than the improved parking
and maneuvering areas, is prohibited.

2) PC-S-MDR MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE DISTRICT
This zone district provides suitable sites for detached housing, cluster housing and townhouses and incidental
uses. In cases where this zone abutts the PC-S-MPOS Zone please see the Design Standards Section 3.5.4)
Development Standards for land abutting Major Public Open Space.
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A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-LDR Zone District, in addi on to the following uses:
a. Apartments
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in the PC-S-LDR Zone District.
2.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 10 for R-2 Apartment Zone B.2 Per-
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3.
4.

missive uses with the excep on of uses listed above under Prohibited uses.
Secondary Dwelling Units as Regulated in the PC-S-LDR Zone District.
Independent Living-Age Restricted Housing.

D. Height. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any loca on with a maximum height of 50 feet;
any por on of a structure which exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary
of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60°
angle from the same boundaries or right of way centerline when abu ng a Low Density
Residen al Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.
E. Area Regula ons:
1.
Lot Size.
a. For a townhouse, minimum lot area shall be 2,200 square feet per dwelling unit;
minimum lot width shall be 22 feet per dwelling unit.
b. For a house, minimum lot area shall be 3,600 square feet per dwelling unit; minimum lot width shall be 36 feet.
2.

F.

Setback.
a. There shall be a front yard setback of not less than 15 feet except driveways shall be
not less than 20 feet.
b. There shall be no required side-yard setback, except:
(1) There shall be 5 feet on lots where dwelling units are detached;
(2) There shall be 10 feet on the street side of corner lots.
(3) There shall be no required side yard setback for Townhouses.
c. There shall be a rear yard setback of:
(1) No less than 15 feet for the primary dwelling unit.
d. There shall be a distance of not less than 10 feet between dwelling units.

Oﬀ-Street Parking.
1.
Oﬀ-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance with the
following excep ons:
a. Maximum front yard setback area that can be an improved parking and maneuvering area: 85%, but no more than 22 feet wide or the width of the front of the garage,
whichever is wider.
b. Parking on any por on of a front yard setback area, other than the improved parking
and maneuvering areas, is prohibited.
G. Usable Open Space.
1.
Usable open space shall be provided on-site at 550 square feet per townhouse dwelling
unit and 360 square feet per townhouse dwelling unit on a lot with vehicle access only to
the rear yard from an alley.
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C. Condi onal Uses:
1.
All uses condi onal in the PC-S-LDR Zone District.
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3) PC-S-HDR HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE DISTRICT

A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-MDR Zone District with the excep on of those listed below
under Permissive Uses.
2.
Secondary Dwelling Units.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
Uses permissive in the PC-S-MDR Zone District, provided there are not over 30 dwelling
units per net acre, unless the property is located on a collector or arterial where the density may increase to not over 50 du/acre.
2.
Apartments and uses incidental to an apartment such as day care center, news, cigar, or
candy stand, delicatessen, personal-service shop and the like, are permi ed with an apartment development.
3.
Independent Living- Age Restricted Housing.
C. Condi onal Uses:
1.
All uses condi onal in the PC-S-MDR Zone District.
2.
Senior Housing Project. Any uses auxiliary to and related to the running of a senior housing
project.
a. Senior Housing Condi onal Use Applica ons
Each applica on for a condi onal use shall be accompanied by a site development
plan that shall include the following:
(1) A Site Plan that is drawn to scale that includes a north arrow and shows the
boundaries of the property; all exis ng and proposed structures on the site
and within 50 feet beyond the property boundaries including the square footages and use of each structure, dimensions, and loading and unloading areas;
the number of parking spaces required and provided, including handicapped
parking, with loca on, arrangement, dimensions, aisles, bicycle racks, parking
lot ligh ng and points of ingress and egress clearly indicated; exis ng and proposed public and private streets, alleys and easements, with proper names and
dimensions; and fire lanes and emergency vehicle parking.
(2) A Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan that also addresses water harves ng,
LID features, and the EPA Water Quality Volume (pursuant to the MS4 permit
requirements).
(3) A conceptual Landscape and Buﬀer Landscape Plan iden fying street trees,
shrubs and plan ng beds, and the nature and loca on of ground cover. The
plan shall include a statement of responsibility for landscape maintenance.
(4) A Conceptual U lity Plan iden fying exis ng and proposed water, sewer and
fire hydrant loca ons, storm drainage facili es and refuse container loca ons.
(5) Building eleva ons clearly showing materials, colors, dimensions of key building elements and signage as regulated in the C-1 Zone.
(6) A wri en statement showing compliance with the zoning and design guidelines
contained with the Santolina Level B Plan.
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This Zone District provides suitable sites for the highest density housing including apartments outside of
Urban Centers. It is most appropriately mapped adjacent to commercial, office, or employment centers,
where primary access to a major street is available. In cases where this zone abutts the PC-S-MPOS Zone
please see the Design Standards Section 3.5.4) Development Standards for land abutting Major Public Open
Space.
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E. Area Regula ons:
1.
Lot Size.
a. Minimum lot width and depth shall be 150 feet for apartments.
b. For all other development, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District for lot size requirements.
2.

Setback. Refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District for setback requirements.

F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking.
1.
Oﬀ-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance with the
following excep ons:
a. For Apartments, each dwelling unit, one space per bath but not less than one and
one-forth spaces.
b. For Townhomes, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District.
G. Usable Open Space.
1.
For Apartments, usable open space shall be provided on-site in an amount equal to 200
square feet for each eﬃciency or one-bedroom dwelling unit, 250 square feet for each
two-bedroom dwelling unit and 300 square feet for each dwelling unit containing three or
more bedrooms.
2.
For Townhomes, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District.

4) PC-S-O OFFICE ZONE DISTRICT
The purpose of this Zone District is to provide sites suitable for oﬃce, business, service and ins tu onal uses.
Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building or premises shall be maintained on site:
A. Prohibited Uses:
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 12 of the O-1 Oﬃce and
1.
Ins tu onal Zone District B.1 Prohibited Uses with the excep on of residen al uses as
listed and defined below under Permissive Uses.
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D. Height. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any loca on with a maximum height of 78 feet,
any por on of a structure which exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of
the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle
from the same boundaries or right of way centerline when abu ng a Low and Medium
Density Residen al Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.

B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 12 of the O-1 Oﬃce and
Ins tu onal Zone District B.2 Permissive Uses with the excep on of the following:
a. Residen al uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided that it has a
minimum density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre.
2.
Public and Private Parks.
3.
Recrea onal facility (non-profit), such as community center, swimming pool, tennis club
4.
Signage. Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 14 for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
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C. Condi onal Uses:
The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Administration Section of the Bernalillo County
Zoning Ordinance with additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the
adjoining property, neighborhood and community.
All uses condi onal in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 12 of the O-1 Oﬃce and
Ins tu onal Zone District B.3 Condi onal Uses with the excep on of residen al uses as
regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.

D. Height Regula ons. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade
1.
Structures may exceed 50 feet in height at any loca on with a maximum height of 78 feet,
any por on of a structure which exceeds 50 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of
the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle
from the same boundaries or right of way centerline when abu ng a Low and Medium
Density Residen al Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.
E. Area Regula
1.
2.
3.
4.
F.

ons:
For residen al, refer to PC-S-HDR Zone District.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
Side Yard. A side yard is required only on the side of a lot abu ng a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR
Zone District, in which case there shall be a side yard of not less than six feet.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of not less than 15 feet.

Oﬀ-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Oﬀ-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Oﬀ-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regula on Sec on of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buﬀer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buﬀer Landscaping Sec on of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Sec on 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
5) PC-S-C COMMERCIAL ZONE DISTRICT
The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this
section, are the regulations in the C-1: Neighborhood Commercial Zone District. The purpose of this zone
district is to provide suitable sites for office, service, institutional, civic, education, recreation and limited
commercial uses to satisfy the day-to-day needs of nearby residential areas and to minimize any adverse
effect on nearby residential development for those commercial properties located outside of a village
center.
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1.

Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building or premises shall be maintained on site.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 14 for C-1 Neighborhood
Commercial Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses with the excep on of residen al uses as regulated
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B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Code Sec on 14 for C-1 Neighborhood
Commercial Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the excep on of the following:
a. Residen al uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided that it has a
minimum density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre.
2.
Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers are permi ed to operate on public or private non-residen al
property, provided:
a. Any associated tables, chairs, displays, umbrellas, or the like, must not physically occupy or obstruct access to any parking stalls necessary to meet the minimum parking
requirements for the on premise land uses (if any), except that this requirement
does not apply if the mobile food unit is opera ng outside of the hours of opera on
of the on premise uses.
b. Any associated tables, chairs, displays, umbrellas, or the like, must not obstruct any
designated vehicular ingress or egress from the property, or any designated driveaisle.
c. Has wri en permission from the property owner for use of the site, a copy of which
shall be kept and maintained in the mobile food unit and made available for review
by any County inspector at all mes during opera on of the mobile food unit at the
site.
d. Operator must provide receptacles for disposal of all food truck generated refuse.
e. Are permi ed to operate on public or private developed residen al property in conjunc on with a Special Event Permit, provided:
(1) The Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers has wri en permission from the property owner for use of the site, a copy of which shall be kept and maintained in the Mobile Food Unit and made available for review by any County inspector at all
mes during the opera on of the Mobile Food Unit at the site.
(2) Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers may not operate on the same residen al property
more than 12 days per year.
3.
Mixed use development as defined.
4.
Signage. Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 14 for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
C. Condi onal Uses:
The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Administration Section of the Bernalillo County
Zoning Ordinance with additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the
adjoining property, neighborhood and the community.
1.
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in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.

All uses condi onal in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 14 for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.3 Commercial Uses with the excep on of residen al uses as
regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.

D. Height Regula ons. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any loca on. Any por on of a structure which
exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited
in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abu ng a to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
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For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.

E. Area Regula ons:
1.
For residen al, refer to PC-S-HDR Zone District.
2.
For Mixed Use Developments, refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 14 for
C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone D. Area Regula ons.
3.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 5 feet.
4.
Side Yard. No side yard is required except for buildings or parts of buildings herea er
erected or structurally altered for residen al use, in which case, the side yard regula ons
of the PC-S-LDR Zone District shall apply. In all other cases, a side yard setback is required
only on the side of a lot abu ng an PC-S-LDR, PC-S-MDR, PC-S-HDR Zone Districts, in
which case there shall be a side yard setback of not less than six feet.
5.
Rear Yard. Except as hereina er provided in the Supplementary Height and Area Regulaons Sec on of this ordinance, there shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 15 feet.
F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Oﬀ-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Oﬀ-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regula on Sec on of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buﬀer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buﬀer Landscaping Sec on of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Sec on 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
6) PC-S-VC VILLAGE CENTER ZONE DISTRICT
At this time, the Level B Plan includes portions of three of the Villages identified in the Level A Master Plan. As
an important component of the Villages, small neighborhood commercial and public facilities are needed. These
neighborhood services are located within Village Centers. At this time, this Level B Plan defines the specific land
uses allowable within the Village Centers. These uses are consistent with the Site Characteristic section of the
PC zone that proposed more intense land uses along the major roadway corridors and at major intersections.
A. Prohibited Uses:
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-C Zone District, in addi on to the following uses:
1.
a. Automobile, motorcycle, bicycle, motorized bicycle (moped), all terrain vehicle and
small engine repairing, including emissions tes ng and body work.
b. Hospital for animals, and kennel.
c. Hospitals for human beings or sanatorium nursing home.
d. Mortuary
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B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in PC-S-C Zone District with the excep on of those listed in Prohibited
Uses.
2.
Gas Sta on, including the sale of liquefied petroleum gas for consump on but not for
resale.
C. Condi onal Uses:
The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
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procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
1.

All uses condi onal in PC-S-C Zone District with the excep on of those listed in Prohibited
Uses.

E. Height. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any loca on. Any por on of a structure which
exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited
in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abu ng a PC-S-LDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.
F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Oﬀ-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Oﬀ-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regula on Sec on of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buﬀer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buﬀer Landscaping Sec on of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Sec on 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
7) PC-S-UC URBAN CENTER ZONE DISTRICT
The Level B Plan includes the eastern half of the Urban Center, as identified in the Level A Master Plan. The
Urban Center will be the heart of the Santolina community as a dynamic, integrated high-density core where
office, recreation, commercial, and civic services (such as a library, post office, schools, churches, synagogue,
meeting halls, multi-family residential, retail, entertainment, and medical uses) come together and serve as a
destination for residents to “live, work, shop and play”.
The Level B Plan includes the eastern half of the Urban Center as identified in the Level A Master Plan. The Urban
Center is a dynamic, high-density core where office, recreation, commercial, civic, educational, multi-family
residential, retail and entertainment uses come together and serves as a destination for residents to “live, work,
shop and play”. The Urban Center will be the heart of the Santolina community. The most positive aspects of
the development will be focused into this centralized area. Integrated high density housing shall be encouraged
in the Urban Center. Residents living in the Urban Center will not need to travel far to satisfy many of their basic
needs. Civic services including a library, post office, schools (primary and secondary), churches, synagogue and
meeting hall should be located in the Urban Center. Medical facilities including an urgent care center, grocery
stores, financial institutions and daycare centers should be located close by. Restaurants, theaters and a small
outdoor amphitheater will offer evening entertainment to the residents and other visitors.
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D. Signage Regula ons.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15
for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9).

A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.1 in addi on to the following uses.
2.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.
3.
Automobile, truck, trailer, recrea onal vehicle, motorcycle and all-terrain vehicle sales,
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5.
6.
7.
8.

Auto, trailer, recrea onal vehicle, motorcycle and all-terrain vehicle and truck rental, service, or storage.
Lumberyard and building material sales (retail).
Power centers, Large Retail Store Facility and standalone large retail single tenant buildings (over 50,000 square feet).
Rental or sale of household, yard and garden equipment.
Oﬀ-Premise Signs.

B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2. with the excep on of uses listed above under Prohibited uses
and the addi on of:
a. Residen al uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided that it has a
minimum density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre, unless the
property is located on an arterial where the density may increase to not over 50 du/
acre.
2.
Mixed use development as defined.
3.
On Premise Signage. Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning
Ordinance Sec on 14 for C-21 Community Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
C. Condi onal Uses:
1.
All uses condi onal in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.3.
D. Height. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 78 feet in height at any loca on. Any por on of a structure which
exceeds 78 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited
in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abu ng a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.
E. Area Regula ons. See Commercial Zone District for Area Regula ons
F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Oﬀ-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Oﬀ-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regula on Sec on of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buﬀer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buﬀer Landscaping Sec on of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Sec on 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
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8) PC-S-TC TOWN CENTER ZONE DISTRICT
The Town Center has excellent access off Interstate 40 and is anticipated to facilitate large retail facilities, entertainment, hotels, office, auto sales, lodging, hospitals, office, mixed-use and high density residential.
The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this section,
are the regulations in the Town Center Commercial Zone District. The purpose of this Zone District is to provide
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for commercial uses and to regulate such uses in such a manner as to provide for appropriate community
commercial uses.

A. Prohibited Uses.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 of the C-2 Community
1.
Commercial Zone B.1 in addi on to the following uses.
2.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.
3.
Low Density Residen al.
4.
Medium Density Residen al.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2. with the excep on of uses listed above under Prohibited uses
and the addi on of:
2.
Mixed use development as defined.
3.
Residen al uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided there are not over 20
dwelling units per net acre, unless the property is located on a collector or arterial where
the density may increase to not over 50 du/acre.
4.
Signage (On Premise and Oﬀ Premise). Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo
County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9) and
(10) in addi on to the following:
a. Electronic display/board/panels.
(1) Electronic signs shall not exceed an illumina on level of 0.3 foot candles above
ambient light as measured using a foot candle meter at a preset distance depending on sign area, measured as follows:
Area of Sign Sq. Ft.

Measurement Distance

10

32

15

39

20

45

25

50

30

55

35

59

40

63

45

67

50

71

55

74

60

77

65

81

70

84

75

87

80

89

85

92
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Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building and premises shall be maintained on site.
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90

95

95

97

100

100

(2) For signs with an area in square feet other than those specifically listed in the
above table the measurement distance may be calculated with the following
formula: Measurement Distance = The Square Root of the following: The Area
of Sign Sq. Ft. x 100.
(3) Electronic signs shall include a photo cell to control brightness. Any previously
permi ed electronic sign shall be turned oﬀ from sunset to sunrise un l the
sign is brought into compliance for brightness.
(4) No electronic sign shall move, flash, rotate, or change its message or picture
at a rate more o en than once each eight seconds, with the excep on of wind
devices, the mo on of which is not restricted. No sign or part of a sign shall
change its illumina on more than once an hour.
(5) No sign shall include mo on of the message or image. Transi on between messages or images on an electronic sign shall not exceed one second and shall not
include any visual eﬀects.
(6) Illuminated signs with a 360 degree display are prohibited.
(7) If a premise meets the requirements for a free standing electronic sign with at
least 100 feet of street frontage, then the premise is prohibited from having
an electronic sign that is a wall sign or canopy sign. If a premise does not meet
the requirements for a free standing sign, that premise shall be permi ed one
electronic sign that can be a wall sign or canopy sign.
C. Condi onal Uses.
1.
All uses condi onal in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.3.
2.
Large retail stores and distribu on facili es.
a. Loca on and Access of Large Retail Store. The following regula ons manage the loca on and design of large retail facili es. These regula ons are necessary for the
proper func oning and enjoyment of the community. They protect the quality of life
within surrounding residen al areas, support eﬃcient traﬃc flows and provide consistent regula ons for such facili es. Large retail facili es shall be located to secure
adequate street capacity to transport pedestrians and vehicles to and from large retail facili es and discourage traﬃc from cu ng through residen al neighborhoods.
The regula ons result in eﬃcient and safe access for both vehicles and pedestrians
from roadways in the Mid-Region Council of Governments’ Long Range Roadway
System (LRRS) found in the Long Range Transporta on System Guide to neighborhoods in the vicinity of large retail facili es.
b. Premises with large retail facili es containing 75,000 to 90,000 sq. . net leasable
area are:
(1) Required to be located adjacent to and have primary and full access to a street
designated as at least a collector in the LRRS and having at least two through
traﬃc lanes, one in either direc on.
c. Premises with large retail facili es containing 90,001 to 124,999 sq. . net leasable
area are:
(1) Required to be located adjacent to and have primary and full access to a street

6.A.d
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d.

e.

designated as at least a collector in the LRRS and having at least four through
traﬃc lanes, two in either direc on.
Premises with large retail facili es containing 125,000 square feet or greater of net
leasable area are:
(1) Required to be located within 1,200 feet (1/4 mile) of the intersec on of two
roadways, both of which are designated as at least a collector street in the LRRS
and shall have full access to these roadways. One of the adjacent roadways
shall have at least four through traﬃc lanes, and the other adjacent roadway
shall have at least six through traﬃc lanes, or is designated a limited access
principal arterial in the LRRS and have a minimum of four lanes.
(2) If an arterial or collector street has yet to be built to its full cross-sec on and
does not have the required number of lanes, the large retail store may have
access onto the roadway if the roadway is iden fied on the LRRS as having the
required number of lanes at full build-out.
(3) If access control policies prohibit access onto one of the adjacent roadways, a
local road may be used as access if it has direct access to at least two roadways
that are iden fied on the LRRS, does not pass directly through a residen al
subdivision and at least one of the intersec ons is signalized.
(4) If access to a loca on fulfills the criteria of this sec on but control policies outside the County jurisdic on prohibit access onto one of the adjacent arterial
or collector streets, the remaining arterial or collector street may serve as the
sole access if it has direct access to two intersec ons with an arterial and the
intersec ons are signalized.
(5) If warrants are met, the intersec on of the primary driveway and the arterial
street shall be signalized, unless prohibited by the Public Works Department
for safety reasons, at the expense of the applicant. The applicant may place the
name of the development on the mast-arm of the signal.
Large Retail Store Condi onal Use Applica ons
Each applica on for a condi onal use shall be accompanied by a site development
plan that shall include the following:
(1) A Site Plan that is drawn to scale that includes a north arrow and shows the
boundaries of the property; all exis ng and proposed structures on the site
and within 50 feet beyond the property boundaries including the square footages and use of each structure, dimensions, and loading and unloading areas;
the number of parking spaces required and provided, including handicapped
parking, with loca on, arrangement, dimensions, aisles, bicycle racks, parking
lot ligh ng and points of ingress and egress clearly indicated; exis ng and proposed public and private streets, alleys and easements, with proper names and
dimensions; and fire lanes and emergency vehicle parking.
(2) A Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan that also addresses water harves ng,
LID features, and the EPA Water Quality Volume (pursuant to the MS4 permit
requirements).
(3) A conceptual Landscape and Buﬀer Landscape Plan iden fying street trees,
shrubs and plan ng beds, and the nature and loca on of ground cover. The
plan shall include a statement of responsibility for landscape maintenance.
(4) A Conceptual U lity Plan iden fying exis ng and proposed water, sewer and
fire hydrant loca ons, storm drainage facili es and refuse container loca ons.
(5) Building eleva ons clearly showing materials, colors, dimensions of key building elements and signage as regulated in the C-1 Zone.
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(6) A wri en statement showing compliance with the zoning and design guidelines
contained with the Santolina Level B Plan.

E. Area Regula ons:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard setback having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
2.
Side Yard. No side yard setback is required. In cases where the side yard is abu ng a
street, there shall be a side yard setback of 10 feet.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard setback having a depth of not less than 15 feet.
F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
Oﬀ-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accor1.
dance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Oﬀ-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regula on Sec on of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buﬀer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buﬀer Landscaping Sec on of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Sec on 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
9) PC-S-BP BUSINESS PARK ZONE DISTRICT
The Level B Plan includes the eastern portion of the Business Park as identified in the Level A Master Plan. It
is envisioned to house large job generators such as emerging technologies, research and development, light
manufacturing, educational campuses and/or healthcare industries.
The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this
section are the regulations in the Business Park Zone District. The purpose of this zone district is primarily for
community commercial uses, light manufacturing, light fabricating, warehousing and wholesale distribution,
general office and business uses, research and development and educational uses, with off-street loading and
off-street parking for employees, with ready access to arterial roadways and highways. The regulations in this
zone district provide for the health, safety and welfare of the residents.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15.5 of the C-LI Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses.
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D. Height Regula ons Non-residen al. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 100 feet in height at any loca on. Any por on of a structure which
exceeds 100 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abu ng a to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.

B. Permissive Uses:
A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily incidental to
the building or premises shall be maintained on site.
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15.5 of the C-LI Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.2 Permissive Uses.
2.
Manufacturing, assembling, trea ng, repairing, or rebuilding ar cles except those condional or otherwise limited in this zone district and the M-1 Zone or specifically listed as
permissive or condi onal in the M-2 Zone, provided manufacturing is conducted within a

41
Packet Pg. 2436

6.A.d

SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

completely enclosed building.
Signage (On Premise and Oﬀ Premise). Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo
County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9) and
(10) in addi on to the following:
a. Electronic display/board/panels.
(1) Electronic signs shall not exceed an illumina on level of 0.3 foot candles above
ambient light as measured using a foot candle meter at a preset distance depending on sign area, measured as follows:
Area of Sign Sq. Ft.

Measurement Distance

10

32

15

39

20

45

25

50

30

55

35

59

40

63

45

67

50

71

55

74

60

77

65

81

70

84

75

87

80

89

85

92

90

95

95

97

100

100

(2) For signs with an area in square feet other than those specifically listed in the
above table the measurement distance may be calculated with the following
formula: Measurement Distance = The Square Root of the following: The Area
of Sign Sq. Ft. x 100.
(3) Electronic signs shall include a photo cell to control brightness. Any previously
permi ed electronic sign shall be turned oﬀ from sunset to sunrise un l the
sign is brought into compliance for brightness.
(4) No electronic sign shall move, flash, or rotate, or change its message or picture
at a rate more o en than once each eight seconds, with the excep on of wind
devices, the mo on of which is not restricted. No sign or part of a sign shall
change its illumina on more than once an hour.
(5) No sign shall include mo on of the message or image. Transi on between messages or images on an electronic sign shall not exceed one second and shall not
include any visual eﬀects.
(6) Illuminated signs with a 360 degree display are prohibited.
(7) If a premise meets the requirements for a free standing electronic sign, with
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at least 100 feet of street frontage, then the premise is prohibited from having
an electronic sign that is a wall sign or canopy sign. If a premise does not meet
the requirements for a free standing sign, that premise shall be permi ed one
electronic sign that can be a wall sign or canopy sign.

1.

All uses condi onal in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15.5 of the C-LI Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.3 Condi onal Uses.

D. Height Regula ons. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 100 feet in height at any loca on. Any por on of a structure which
exceeds 100 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abu ng a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.
E. Area Regula ons:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard setback having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
2.
Side Yard. None required except on the side of a lot abu ng a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone
District, in which case there shall be a side yard setback of not less than five feet in width.
In cases where the side yard is abu ng a street, there shall be a side yard setback of 10
feet.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard setback of 15 feet.
F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Oﬀ-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Oﬀ-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regula on Sec on of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buﬀer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buﬀer Landscaping Sec on of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Sec on 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
10) PC-S-IP INDUSTRIAL & BUSINESS PARK ZONE DISTRICT
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C. Condi onal Uses:
The following uses may be permitted, if approved by the Zoning Administrator, in accordance with
the procedures and under the conditions set out in the Administration Section of this ordinance with
additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the adjoining property,
neighborhood and community.

The Industrial and Business Park is ideally situated to provide sites for large industrial users, power generating
and heavy industrial users not suitable for smaller business park or in close proximity to the residential neighborhoods. The northern portion of this area is included in the Level B Plan.
At this time, the purpose of this zone district is primarily for light manufacturing, light fabricating,
warehousing and wholesale distribution with off-street loading and off-street parking for employees and
with access to arterial highways or railroads.
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A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-BP Zone District.
2.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B. 1 Prohibited Uses.

A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily incidental to
the building or premises shall be maintained on site:
1.
All permissive uses listed and as regulated in the PC-S-BP Zone District with the excep on
of those listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B.2 Permissive Uses.
C. Condi onal Uses.
1.
All condi onal uses listed and as regulated in the PC-S-BP Zone District with the excep on
of those listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
All uses condi onal in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B.3 Condi onal Uses.
D. Height Regula ons: See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade
1.
Structures may exceed 150 feet in height at any loca on. Any por on of a structure which
exceeds 150 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abu ng a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.
E. Area Regula ons:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 20 feet.
2.
Side Yard. None required except on the side of a lot abu ng a Low or Medium Density
Residen al Zone District, in which case there shall be a side yard of not less than five feet
in width.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of 15 feet.
F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces. Oﬀ-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the OﬀStreet Parking, Loading and Unloading Regula on Sec on of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buﬀer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buﬀer Landscaping Sec on of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Sec on 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
1.
In addi on, buﬀers shall be provided where industrial uses are adjacent to oﬃce, commercial, or residen al uses. Buﬀering techniques using a combina on of setbacks, landscaping, walls, and grade changes are required to mi gate the nega ve impact of industrial
opera ons. Plant materials used for buﬀering should be predominantly evergreen species.
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B. Permissive Uses:

11) PC-S-MPOS Major Public Open Space Zone District
The purpose of the MPOS Zone District is to protect the major public open space land on which development

44
Packet Pg. 2439

CHAPTER 3: ZONING

6.A.d

A. Permissive uses.
1.
Passive and ac ve recrea on
2.
Trails (so and hard surfaced)
a. Wherever possible, trails shall be designed for mul -use and accommodate pedestrians, runners and bicyclists, except, where due to soil condi ons and erosion poten al, mul -use trails are not allowed.
b. Connec ons shall be made from individual neighborhoods to the community trail
system via trails and/or sidewalks as determined in the subdivision phase.
c. Trails shall use Barrier-Free Design to accommodate physically challenged individuals as trail users, where feasible.
d. All private trails shall be concrete, asphalt, or stabilized crusher fines and have a
minimum width of 8 feet.
e. Pedestrian crossings shall be clearly demarcated with colored, textured paving
where crossing vehicular entrances and streets.
3.
Kiosks and trail signage
a. Size. Kiosks and signage shall be a maximum of 6 feet tall, 8 square feet of sign face
area.
b. Frequency. One per ¼ mile radius maximum.
c. Illumina on. Allowed to be illuminated so long as the sign or kiosk is a minimum 25
foot distance from residen al zoned property and only the le ering on the sign is
illuminated.
d. Free-standing signs shall not contain any external bracing, angle-iron supports, guy
wires or similar devices.
e. No signage is allowed that uses moving parts, makes audible sounds, or has blinking
or flashing lights.
f. Oﬀ-premise signs are prohibited.
g. Signs shall not overhang into the public right-of-way or extend above any structure
roof line.
Outdoor cultural, educa onal, and civic facili es.
4.
a. Setbacks. Buildings or structures, whether temporary or permanent, must be set
back from all property lines a minimum of the following, whichever is greater:
(1) 1 foot for each foot of building height; or
(2) 50 feet from abu ng residen al zoned proper es if illuminated; or
(3) 25 feet if not illuminated and abu ng residen al zoned proper es in which
school uses exist.
(4) 0 feet from abu ng residen al zoned proper es in which school uses exist.
5.
Other uses customary to parks, open space, and recrea on
a. Allowed temporary uses. Athle c events; parades, and public assemblies; occurring
on or within the public rights of way or other publicly owned property.
b. Access. The site shall be provided with convenient and safe access for the ingress
and egress of pedestrian and bicycle traﬃc.
c. Illumina on. Shall be provided at night, to protect the safety of the people at the
outdoor event. The grounds shall be adequately lighted, but shall not reasonably
reflect beyond the assembly area boundaries.
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is indefinitely set aside. Preserving the Santolina Master Plan area’s natural landscape and its character is conngent on assuring the intent of this zone district is executed. This zone district should be used for recrea on
and natural areas only. The Bernalillo County Development Review Authority (CDRA), Parks and Recrea on and
Public Works Departments shall review and approve all developments that occur within the MPOS Zone District.
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6.

(1) Height of luminaries shall not exceed 20 feet.
(2) Light fixtures shall throw light downward and have baﬄes, hoods or diﬀusers
so that any light point source is not directly visible from a distance greater than
1000 feet.
Community Center, Mul -genera onal Center, or Aqua c Center.

The Santolina Level B Plan recognizes the importance of crea ng design standards that promote and foster a
sense of cohesiveness within the community. The purpose of these design standards is to provide a flexible
framework for community design with specific objec ves that encourage innova ve and crea ve solu ons,
rather than se ng a rigid set of requirements that all site development plans must adhere to. These standards
are meant to enhance the community not to replace zoning regula ons. The desired character of design features common to the community such as grading, landscape, signage, ligh ng, and walls are expressed in these
standards.
The design standards listed below have been established to set standards for development of community systems and private land uses within the Plan Area. In cases where these standards and those of the Bernalillo
County Zoning Ordinance diﬀer the stricter standard shall apply.
1) Site Design
A primary focus in site design will be the crea on of a community that is pedestrian oriented. Site development
plans shall include complete streets for cars, pedestrians, and bikes; circula on diagrams that illustrate pedestrian circula on within the site; pedestrian connec ons from adjacent sites; mul -modal opportuni es to reduce
auto trips, and coordina on with vehicular circula on systems with the intent of minimizing poten al conflicts.
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3.5 SANTOLINA LEVEL B DESIGN STANDARDS

Enhanced paving treatments connecƟng parking to main entries.

The rela onship of building to street contributes to how the environment is perceived and experienced and is
also an important design issue to consider in site planning for all types of land uses.
A. Building Orienta on
1.
All buildings shall be oriented to enhance pedestrian movement and have a presence along
the public right-of-way. In cases where the development creates an interior pedestrian
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2.

3.

plaza the building’s should have access points and outdoor sea ng where appropriate. At
least one con nuous 6’ pedestrian walkway shall be provided between the sidewalk adjacent to the roadway (easement of public ROW) and building entry. Providing enhanced
paving treatments connec ng parking areas to main building entries is encouraged for
visually deno ng crosswalks to approaching vehicles.
Within the Village Center, Urban Center, and the mixed use por on of the Town Center,
the u liza on use of the primary entrance (pedestrian entrance area) for primary oﬀstreet parking is discouraged.
Structures should be clustered whenever possible. Clustering of structures creates main
street layouts, pedestrian plazas and other types of “outdoor rooms” that are par cularly
well-suited to New Mexico’s temperate climate. These “outdoor rooms” should provide
pedestrian ameni es such as shade, benches, restaurant sea ng/pa os, fountains, bike
racks, trash receptacles, etc.

Structures clustered to form outdoor rooms or plazas.

4.

5.

6.A.d
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Vehicular entries to the site from arterials should be located on side streets in order to
minimize pedestrian/vehicular conflicts. Whenever possible, shared vehicular entries to
commercial businesses are encouraged. The number of vehicular access points to parking
lots should be limited to the minimum necessary to provide adequate circula on.
Expansive areas of asphalt or concrete paving in parking lots should be avoided. In large
developments of 5 ac. or more, dividing the parking into a series of smaller connected lots
is preferred over one expansive parking lot.
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6.

No refuse storage/collec on areas will be allowed to be sited between any street or building front. Refuse collec on areas shall be enclosed within a six (6) foot tall masonry enclosure which is large enough to contain all refuse generated between collec ons. The design
of the enclosure shall be compa ble with the architectural theme of the site.

B. Ligh ng

1.

2.

3.

4.
5.

6.
7.

8.

The design of the ligh ng fixtures should be compa ble
with the architectural features of the main structures onsite.
Ligh ng fixtures shall be recessed or shielded to prevent
light spread outside of the site boundary. The maximum
height of parking lot lights in the PC-S-IP zone district
shall be 30 feet and in other areas shall be 20 feet.
Sites shall should not have an oﬀ-site luminance greater
than 1,000 footlamberts; it shall should not have an oﬀsite luminance greater than 200 footlamberts measured
from any private property in a residen al zone. when
abu ng the PC-S-LDR and PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
Building entrances shall be well lighted.
Ligh ng should be pedestrian oriented in districts with
high pedestrian movement, such as the Plaza area. Bollard or wall pocket ligh ng is encouraged along Plaza sidewalks and other public areas.
Pedestrian ligh ng shall not exceed fi een (15) feet in
height.
Bollard material and design shall be compa ble with the
adjacent buildings. Bollards shall be no greater than three
(3) feet in height. Sha er-proof coverings should be provided for bollards and other types of low-level ligh ng.
Ligh ng may be used to accent certain landscape features. Examples of lighƟng scale and
This type of ligh ng should be of a low-level intensity andpurpose
only illuminate the intended landscape feature.

C. Landscape
The key to creating a truly livable and high quality environment will be the development of an overall
landscape master plan. The environmental, as well as aesthetic, value of landscaping in an arid
region cannot be overestimated. Landscaping shall be used to frame views, as a buffer from noise or
undesirable views, to break up large expanses of parking, to provide wind protection, shade, and relief
from the heat and glare generated by development, to control soil erosion, and enhance pedestrian and
vehicular traffic and safety.
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Lighting shall be used to provide illumination for the security and
safety of on-site areas such as parking, loading, service, and pathways.
Providing attractive lighting for building exteriors is an effective, yet
subtle way to enhance the design of the structure.

This section provides design standards guiding environmentally smart landscaping principles, standards,
and plant pallet. Recognizing the increased public awareness of water conservation, this Plan promotes
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the use of native and naturalized plant species that perform well in an arid environment. Major arterials
shall be landscaped with native species and will serve as a demonstration project to the rest of the
community. Plan standards address the need for water conservation in outdoor landscaping with a
focus on meeting the 135 gallons per person per day (GPCD) 2024 ABCWUA Water Conservation Plan
goal. Chapter 1 Section 1.4.3 Water Conservation and Landscape Design and Chapter 4 Environment
and Open Space include additional techniques for Low Impact Development and Water Conservation.

1.

2.
3.
4.

Non-residen al and mul -family areas shall include a landscape plan that comprises twenty percent (20%) of the net site area defined as the total area of the site less the building
footprint.
Minimize impervious and paved area on each site, especially in surface parking areas to
increase opportuni es for infiltra on and reduce water runoﬀ flow.
Use shared driveways whenever possible to limit impervious areas.
Street design shall maximize water harves ng within the adjacent landscaping.

Examples of water harvesƟng techniques in parking areas and street design.

5.

Use driveway and parking materials which reduce runoﬀ such as pervious pavers or gravel
where appropriate.

D. Streetscapes
Streetscape design is another key factor in determining neighborhood quality and livability. Providing
streetscape amenities such as landscaping and street trees, benches, bus shelters, bike racks, and
trash receptacles will help create an attractive community for residents and visitors. Ideally, Bernalillo
County is the entity to maintain the streetscape and its assorted amenities. This will be handled on a
case-by-case basis. The design of Santolina streetscapes in Chapter 4 Section 4.4 Access will follow the
Long Range Transportation Systems (LRTS) Guide where applicable.
1.
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Special attention shall be given to landscaping the major entries to the Santolina Community. Plant
materials should be used to highlight these key areas with the intent of reinforcing the community
image.

Streets that are unduly wide serve as a barrier for pedestrian movement. Tapered intersec ons, bulb-outs, and pedestrian refuges may be used as techniques to slow traﬃc as
well as decrease the distance a pedestrian must cross to get from one side of the street
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2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

to the other. In addi on to increasing safety,
these techniques provides an opportunity for
loca ng a cluster of street trees, benches, and
other pedestrian ameni es.
A minimum landscaped area of six (6) feet between the back of curb and the sidewalk shall
be provided along all arterials and collectors.
The required landscaped area width may vary
by no less than 4' only where meandering
sidewalks are planned.
Benches shall be provided along certain designated public rights-of-way in the Urban
Center to encourage pedestrian ac vity. They
should shall be amply shaded with trees and/Pedestrian Benches
or trellising. Metal mesh or wrought iron are
the recommended construc on materials for
benches because they discourage graﬃ vandals.
One (1) street tree shall be planted for every
thirty (30) linear feet along public right-ofways. Street trees may be planted either in
random clusters or uniformly placed along
the street edge. Gaps between street trees
that exceed fi y (50) feet are discouraged.
Shaded walkways shall be provided along the
primary pedestrian entrance of non-residenal building facades.
Shaded Walkway
As development of the Santolina Community
progresses, an a empt should be made to coordinate new street trees with exis ng street
trees.
The use of bicycles as an alterna ve mode of commuter transporta on is promoted. Generally striped bicycle lanes, six (6) feet wide , should be provided on all arterials and collector streets.

E. Parking
1.

Parking lots shall be screened from view by providing a landscape strip between parking
lots and public rights-of-way. The landscape strip provided shall be no less than at least
ten (10) feet in width. For large scale commercial development of 5 ac. or more, the landscape strip may be required to be up to no less than fi een (15) feet wide with six (6) foot
sidewalks. In cases abu ng residen al zone districts requiring a wall, landscaping shall be
located adjacent to the right-of-way.
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Screening material shall be one or a combina on of plant materials, walls, or earthen
berming and shall be a minimum of three (3) feet in height.

Parking Lot Screening

3.

4.

5.
6.
7.
8.

Where prac cal, lowering the grade of the parking lot from the exis ng street eleva on
may aid in screening views of automobiles while enhancing the view of architectural elements of the structures beyond.
Landscaped island shall be provided for every ten (10) parking spaces. Six (6) feet is the
recommended minimum width to provide adequate plan ng space for trees and shrubs
or parking lot ligh ng.
One shade tree shall be provided for every ten (10) parking spaces, with no parking space
being more than one hundred (100) feet from a tree.
Seventy-five percent (75%) of the required parking lot trees shall be deciduous and have a
minimum mature height and canopy of twenty-five (25) feet.
For addi onal parking requirements such as number of spaces see Bernalillo County Code
of Ordinances Sec on 82-53 21. Oﬀ Street Parking, Loading and Unloading Regula ons.
Shared Parking Reduc ons:
a. The Zoning Administrator may approve shared parking facili es for developments or
uses with diﬀerent opera ng hours or diﬀerent peak business periods provided: 1)
pedestrian access is provided to and from the parking area and each building or use;
and 2) all other requirements listed in this sec on are met. (NOTE: Each situa on
shall be judged according to the individual facts presented.)
b. Parking spaces that are reserved for a specific business (e.g., reserved for doctors
only) shall not be counted toward mee ng the shared parking requirements.
c. Shared parking spaces may be located on a diﬀerent lot than the building or use that
it serves only where the following condi ons are met:
(1) The parking is located no more than 500 feet from the building or use that it
serves. The distance between the building or use and the parking area shall
be measured following a reasonable and safe walking route from the main entrance of the building or use to the parking area in ques on;
(2) The sharing of the required parking shall be guaranteed by a legally binding
agreement, duly executed and acknowledged, between the owner of the parking area and the owner of the building or use which is located on a diﬀerent
lot and served by the parking area. Such agreement shall address the issue of
how parking will be shared if the par es change their opera ng hours and peak
business periods.
(3) The applicant for a building permit or cer ficate of occupancy for the use which
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d.

e.

F.

is served by parking spaces on the other lot shall submit a copy of such agreement along with his or her applica on for such permit or cer ficate.
Those wishing to use shared parking as a means of sa sfying oﬀ-street parking requirements must submit shared parking calcula ons to the Zoning Administrator
that clearly demonstrate the feasibility of shared parking. The maximum reduc on
in the number of parking spaces required for all uses sharing the parking area shall
be 20 percent.
The sharing of the required parking shall be guaranteed by a legally binding Shared
Parking Agreement duly executed and acknowledged among all owners of record.
Such agreement shall address the issue of how parking will be shared if the par es
change their opera ng hours and peak business periods. Such wri en agreement
shall be recorded by the applicant with the Bernalillo County Recorder’s Oﬃce prior
to the issuance of a building permit or cer ficate of occupancy, and a copy filed in
the project review file.

Sidewalks, Trails, and Pedestrian Crossings MOVED TO SECTION 3.D.
Sidewalks and trails are intended to lessen the need for vehicular use and provide connectivity to create
a pedestrian-oriented community. Individual development phases should ensure off-road pedestrian
and bicycle access to the various park facilities as applicable.
1.

2.

3.

4.
5.
6.

All sidewalks and ramps within public rights-of-way shall meet County standards and be
designed to be handicapped accessible (see Americans with Disabili es Act Criteria for
Barrier-Free Design), except where topography makes this unfeasible.
Sidewalks on local residen al streets shall be a minimum of 5 feet in width. Sidewalks
along collectors or arterial streets shall be a minimum of 6 feet in width. Where sidewalks
are planned on one side only of the collector or arterial street, that sidewalk shall be a
minimum of 8 feet in width. This will be handled on a case by case basis. The design of
Santolina streetscapes in Chapter 4 Sec on 4.4 Access will follow the Long Range Transporta on Systems (LRTS) Guide where applicable.
Trails shall be designed for mul -use and accommodate pedestrians, runners, and bicyclists, except the perimeter trail shall prohibit bicycles due to soil condi ons and erosion
poten al.
Trails shall use Barrier-Free Design to accommodate physically challenged individuals as
trail users, where feasible.
All private trails shall be concrete, asphalt, or stabilized crusher fines and have a minimum
width of 8 feet.
Pedestrian crossings shall be clearly demarcated with colored, textured paving where they
cross vehicular entrances and streets.

G. Walls & Fences
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A consistent approach to wall design will provide an element of visual continuity in the Santolina
Community. Walls and fences within a residential or commercial site shall be considered an integral
part of the site/building design.
1.
2.

The style, materials, and color of the wall should be complementary to the architecture of
the building it is a ached to.
Masonry and stucco are the recommended primary building materials for walls in residen al areas facing the right-of-way within public view from the roadway. Brick, wood, or
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ornamental iron may be used as an accent feature. Other fencing materials, such as chain
link, welded wire, unfinished concrete, wood, and colored block may be used as long as
they are not facing visible from the public right-of-way roadway.
To so en the horizontal mass of a con nuous wall, where the perimeter wall is greater
than 5' tall, the wall shall may be set back from the adjacent sidewalk with the space le
between the wall and sidewalk used for landscaping. If this method is used, The wall shall
be set back from the sidewalk at a distance equal to the its height above 5 feet. For example, if a six (6) seven (7) foot wall is to be constructed adjacent to a sidewalk it should be
set back from that sidewalk six (6) two (2) feet. The setback shall may not be any less than
five (5) two (2) feet.

2) Building Massing and Design Elements
The goal of the design elements are not to limit design creativity, but to provide the framework for high quality
design. While architectural style is not restricted, certain common elements should be complementary to
and enhance the community image. Generic franchise design shall be discouraged. Building design shall be
contextual to land forms, adjacent buildings and the overall design standards of this the master plan.
A. Building Materials and Colors
1.
2.

3.

4.

The use of similar roof materials and colors aids con nuity. Compa bility in roof design
with adjacent buildings is encouraged.
Metal may be used as a roofing material for commercial and residen al structures. Metal
roof shall be corrugated or standing seam and non-reflec ve. Metal roof colors shall be in
shades of red, green, brown, or silver.
Exterior building materials shall be predominantly contextual in nature. Stucco (or similar
material such as dryvit), natural stone, or split face CMU of earth tone colors should be
required for sixty-five percent (65%) of the street facing facade. Wood, stone, or brick may
be used to accent architectural features.
Exterior facade colors shall predominantly be in warm desert earth tones such as ranges
of orange, red, copper, brown, or beige. Other colors may be used to accent architectural
features such as entryways, window trim, fascias, and other tradi onal southwestern architectural features. Metallic and high intensity colors will not be permi ed.

B. Non-Residen al
1.

2.

Massive building forms are discouraged in favor of buildings which incorporate stepped
eleva ons. Rooflines facing the right of way visible from street view shall not run in a
con nuous plane for more than fi y (50) linear feet without oﬀse ng or jogging the roof
plane. Mansard roofs shall wrap around the en re perimeter of the structure.
Long, uninterrupted exterior walls (longer than 100 feet) shall be avoided on all structures.
Staggering of planes along an exterior wall provides relief from monotonous, uninterrupted expanses of wall. If a facade is less than 250 feet, wall staggering shall be every 100
feet. If a facade is more than 250 feet, wall staggering shall be every 150 feet.
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1.

Mechanical equipment, including but not limited to cooling and hea ng systems, ven laon, antenna and other recep on devices, shall be screened from street view through the
use of parapets or other architectural elements of the same nature as the building’s basic
design, material, and color. The height of a screening element such as a parapet shall be
uniform around the en re structure. The minimum height of the parapet walls or structural features shall be as follows:
a. 42” if the roof top equipment is within 10 feet of the building wall;
b. 30” if the roof top equipment is within 20 feet of the building wall;
c. 18” if the roof top equipment is beyond 20 feet of the building wall.

Screen mechanical equipment from street view with an architectural element.

2.

3.

Mechanical equipment may be installed on the rear side of pitched roofs with the requirement that it is not visible from the roadway. The highest point of the equipment shall be
equal to or below the roof ridge.
Mechanical equipment mounted on the ground shall be screened from street view with
landscaping or fencing materials and shall not be taller than the primary structure.

3) Residential Subdivision Standards
The following design standards shall be addressed, included and enforced by developers through private
Codes, Covenants, and Restric ons (C,C & R’s) for subdivisions within this Level B plan.
A. Residen al Site Design Standards
Site plans for residential subdivisions should provide variety and visual interest in the streetscape.
Pedestrian connections between neighborhoods should be planned for efficient pedestrian movement.
Residential builders will be required to participate in the Home Builders Association of Central New
Mexico (HBA CNM) program Build Green NM.
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C. Mechanical Equipment

Residen al Building Materials and Colors
The prospective home buyer should be offered a choice in architectural styles. The use of a single style
within neighborhoods is discouraged. Individual dwelling units should be distinguishable from each
other.
Build Green NM encourages homebuilders to use technologies, products, and practices that will:
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Provide greater energy eﬃciency and reduce pollu on;
Provide healthier indoor air;
Reduce water usage;
Preserve natural resources; and
Improve durability and reduce maintenance.

Additional guidelines include: MOVED TO SECTION 3.D
1.
On long, straight roads, where connec ons are physically infeasible, knuckles or cul-de-sac
are encouraged to provide variety and visual interest in the streetscape.
2.
Pedestrian and bicycle access openings at the end of cul-de-sacs or openings in perimeter
walls are simple techniques that can be used to achieve connec on between commercial
areas, trails, adjacent neighborhoods, and nearby neighbors.
B. Residen al Streetscapes
Site plans for residential subdivisions should provide variety and visual interest in the streetscape.
Pedestrian connections between neighborhoods should be planned for efficient pedestrian movement.
A consistent landscape theme in residential areas will reinforce community identity. Providing large
canopied street trees in residential areas will soften the streetscape and provide the feeling of an established neighborhood as the trees reach maturity.
1.
2.

One (1) street tree per lot is required in all residen al subdivisions.
Street trees shall be planted within twelve (12) feet of the back of curb.

C. Residen al Street Ligh ng
One of the attributes of the West Side most appreciated by residents is its “dark sky”. The objective of
the lighting guidelines therefore is to preserve the “dark sky” while providing lighting that enhances
the safety, security, and visual aesthetics of the area. Careful attention to lighting detail will contribute
to the sense of a cohesive community image. Lighting design and features will differ according to the
land use. In all cases, light fixtures and standards shall conform to state and local safety illumination
standards.
1.

2.

Ligh ng should be located to enhance the safety of pedestrian and vehicular flows at key
points along roadways. Light shall be concentrated at intersec ons and pedestrian crosswalks. The maximum height of street light fixtures shall be thirty (30) feet, unless otherwise required by the County, NMDOT, and/or Engineer.
Excessive light spillage on adjacent proper es shall not be allowed. Light fixtures shall be
recessed or shielded.

Street lights should be designed for vehicular and pedestrian safety while prevenƟng excessive light spillage
onto adjacent properƟes.
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3.

Cobra head fixtures shall not be used for street ligh ng. Metal halide, LED, or low-pressure
sodium lights are recommended.

C. Resi
D. Sidewalks, Trails, and Pedestrian Crossings

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.
7.
8.

9.
10.
D. Residen

All sidewalks and ramps within public rights-ofway shall meet County standards and be designed
to be handicapped accessible (see Americans with
Disabili es Act Criteria for Barrier-Free Design),
except where topography makes this unfeasible.
Sidewalks on local residen al streets shall be a
minimum of 5 feet in width. Sidewalks along collectors or arterial streets shall be a minimum of 6
feet in width. Where sidewalks are planned on one
side only of the collector or arterial street, that
sidewalk shall be a minimum of 8 feet in width.
This will be handled on a case by case basis. The
design of Santolina streetscapes in Chapter 4 Secon 4.4 Access will follow the Long Range Transporta on Systems (LRTS) Guide where applicable.
Trails shall be designed for mul -use and accommodate pedestrians, runners, and bicyclists, except the perimeter trail shall prohibit bicycles due
to soil condi ons and erosion poten al.
Trails shall use Barrier-Free Design to accommodate physically challenged individuals as trail users, where feasible.
All private trails shall be concrete, asphalt, or stabilized crusher fines and have a minimum width Pedestrian access from cul-de-sacs.
of 8 feet.
Pedestrian crossings shall be clearly demarcated with colored, textured paving where they
cross vehicular entrances and streets. d
On long, straight roads, where connec ons are physically infeasible, knuckles or cul-de-sac
are encouraged to provide variety and visual interest in the streetscape.
Pedestrian and bicycle access openings at the end of cul-de-sacs or openings in perimeter
walls are simple techniques that can be used to achieve connec on between commercial
areas, trails, adjacent neighborhoods, and nearby neighbors.
For addi onal standards refer to Sec on 3.5 Level B Design Standards Sec on G Walls &
Fences.
en al Building Materials and Colors
al Building Materials and Colors
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Sidewalks and trails are intended to lessen the need for vehicular use and provide connec vity to create a pedestrian-oriented community. Individual development phases should ensure
oﬀ-road pedestrian and bicycle access to the various park facili es as applicable.

The prospective home buyer should be offered a choice in architectural styles. The use of a single style
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within neighborhoods is discouraged. Individual dwelling units should be distinguishable from each
other.

A. The land abu ng edge treatment adjacent to the Major Public Open Space is intended to minimize the
development impact to the escarpment and to preserve public and private views of into the escarpment from above.
B. Residen al lots shall not abut more than 30% of the sensi ve area boundary PC-S-MPOS Zone District.
C. The typical sensi ve area road abu ng the PC-S-MPOS Zone District sec on will include a 10-foot meandering trail within a landscaped area adjacent to the MOS PC-S-MPOS and a single-loaded paved
roadway.
D. The MOS PC-S-MPOS Zone District shall be designed to connect with adjacent public or private open
space and to be visually integrated with the open space system.
E. No grade change is allowed within the sensi ve area PC-S-MPOS Zone District other than that which is
required for roads, trails and other u li es abu ng the PC-S-MPOS Zone District.
F. Ligh ng. Applicable to adjacent single-loaded streets and adjacent residen al development.
1.
Height of luminaries shall not exceed 20’0”.
2.
Light fixtures shall throw light downward and have baﬄes, hoods or diﬀusers so that any
light point source is not directly visible from a distance greater than 1000 feet.
G. Landscaping. Na ve vegeta on adjacent to the open space is required.
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Exhibit 11: Roadways - Local Streets
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un-signalized intersections are limited to one-eighth
mile (660 feet) intervals.

streetside buffer between the traveled way and
pedestrian sidewalk.

The proposed typical cross sections for minor
arterials within the Level B Plan Area match those
suggested by the MRCOG Long Range Transportation System Guidelines. The right-of-way
accommodates vehicular travel lanes, on-street
bicycle lanes with buffer and pedestrian sidewalks
with streetside buffer separating a travel way and
sidewalk.

It is anticipated that in the future, as development
occurs, both Major and Minor collectors will be
identified.

Collectors. Collector roadways provide for traffic
movements between local streets. This roadway
category is designed to carry moderate traffic
volumes over moderate distances. Collectors may
also provide direct access to adjacent properties but
generally not to individual residences. In the SAMP,
full access signalized intersections are generally
limited to one-quarter mile (1,320 feet) intervals.
Full access un-signalized intersections are limited to
330 feet intervals.
The typical cross sections for collectors within the
Level B Plan Area match those suggested by the
MRCOG Long Range Transportation System Guidelines. The right-of-way accommodates vehicular
travel lanes, on-street bicycle lanes as well as a

Local Streets. Local streets provide for local traffic
movement. This roadway category is designed to
carry low traffic volumes over shorter distances to
and from collector streets. Local streets provide
direct access to adjacent properties, including
residences. For additional Streetscape Standards
see Chapter 3 Section 3.5 Santolina Level B Design
Standards.
The typical local street cross section within the
Level B Plan Area accommodates vehicular travel
lanes, vehicular parking and pedestrian sidewalks.
To promote safer streets for pedestrians and lower
vehicular speeds, local street typical sections
may have less right-of-way than current County
standards subject to County review.
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infrastructure
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69
Packet Pg. 2454

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

6.A.d

Packet Pg. 2455

CHAPTER 5: ENVIRONMENT AND SERVICES

As part of the Santolina Level A Master Plan, a
Class I records search was conducted in May 2005.
The report included a review of the New Mexico
Cultural Resources System (NMCRIS) files. The review did not find any nominated proper es within
the Santolina Level A Plan Area. As a part of this
study a brief archaeological on-site reconnaissance
was completed for the reconnaissance of 12 transect miles and resulted in the iden fica on of 14
poten al addi onal cultural proper es. The reconnaissance confirmed that the majority of the Level
A Plan Area’s resources are located in the Rio Puerco and Rio Grande escarpment areas. As previously
stated the escarpment areas are being designated
as permanent open space areas within this Level B
Plan. Another resource discussed during the Level
A Master Plan approval process was the exis ng
FAA arrow located just south of the exis ng Bisque
Durango Mobile Home Park. This resource is located within the Level B Plan Town Center.
Consistent with the PCC for Level B Plans, WALH
contracted with SWCA for a Class II survey for the
Level B Plan Area. This survey was scoped in conjunc on with the State Historic Preserva on Oﬃce
and included a representa ve sample (approximately 20 percent of the Level B Plan Area) that
was surveyed. The Class II Archaeological study
has been completed and has been submi ed to
the State Historic Preserva on Oﬃce with a copy
provided to County Staﬀ on July 1, 2016. Due to
the sensi ve nature of this informa on, access to
this report will be limited to County Planning and
Open Space staﬀ for their review.
The following guidance concerning future mi ga on steps were provided by Andy Wakefield,

RPA, Archaeologist with the New Mexico Historic
Preserva on Division:
•

For private land only a permit for mechanical
excava ons would be required. If land came
into the ownership of the school district, county, or city, state permits would be needed for
tes ng and data recovery.

•

For the project as it is (private land, local
ordinances/policy), SHPO recommends that
a tes ng and data recovery plan be prepared
for the sites that will be aﬀected and that the
plan be submi ed to the County and our oﬃce
for consulta on. The SHPO recommends using
State regula ons for guidance for prepara on
of tes ng/data recovery plans.

•

Based on the Class II survey and input from the
New Mexico Historic Preserva on Division, the
recommenda on is that the sites are avoided or tested/mi gated should they have the
poten al to be aﬀected. The owner’s mi gaon strategy is that for iden fied sites (areas
iden fied in the Class II survey), a treatment
plan for preserva on, tes ng, and mi ga on is
required prior to development, if a site has the
poten al to be aﬀected. For areas that have
not been surveyed, then a Class III survey shall
be required prior to development. This determina on will be made in conjunc on with a
Level C applica on, as required by the Planned
Communi es Criteria.

5.4 AIR QUALITY
The Santolina Level B Plan maximizes the opportunity to achieve high performance standards for air
quality. The opportunity arises because the Master
Plan characteristics address the most significant
air quality factors in the region; carbon monoxide
and airborne particulate matter (typically industrial
emissions, fugitive dust and pollen). Santolina’s
emphasis on job creation is a primary driver of the
ability to achieve high air quality performance. The
creation of significant local jobs within industry
and business districts reduce vehicular trip generation, the main producer of the carbon monoxide
and other oxides that are so problematic. Santolina
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be identified and scheduled to meet school and
community education needs during the design and
approval of subsequent Level B and Level C Plans.
The education land allocation within this Level B
Plan is approximately 221.2 acres as follows:
• Three APS Elementary Schools - 43.3 acres
• CNM Campus – 86.6 acres
The allocation of land dedicated to education facilities within this Level B Plan is consistent with the
school projects outlined within the Level A Master
Plan.
Conscious of how demand for classrooms on the
West Side has resulted in classroom overflow,
enrollment anxiety and less than optimal learning
conditions, WALH is in discussion with APS and
CNM to address needs. Schools within this Level
B Plan will be designed to reflect the overall design
philosophy of Santolina, neighborhood scaled
campuses connected to the surrounding neighborhood via a strong network of roadways and
bicycle and pedestrian trails. The three elementary
schools within this Level B Plan are approximately
14 acres each. Subject to funding, APS has indicated
a willingness to work with WALH to meet the anticipated education facility needs within Santolina. APS
understands WALH’s desire for the construction of
permanent facilities rather than the use of mobile
classrooms. Any Developer contributions will be
negotiated as part of an overall agreement between
APS and WALH. Such agreement will reflect APS’s
level of participation within Santolina. Final configuration of School Programs (including size of school,
grade configuration, and curriculum models) will
be determined by Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community needs.

7.7 EXISTING SERVICES
This Level B Plan is the first phase of the Santolina
Level A Master Plan community. As such, it
is important to recognize County and City of
Albuquerque facilities that currently exist in close
proximity to the boundary of the Level A Master
Plan Area. Initial development within this Level B
Plan will utilize these existing public facilities.

7.7.1 Existing Police Facilities/Service
The City of Albuquerque Southwest Area Command
134 currently provides service to property east of
this Level B Plan Area, just beyond Unser Boulevard
and north of Dennis Chavez Boulevard. Area
Command 134 will serve residences, commercial and
employment centers within this Level B Plan Area.
The closest substation to the Level B Plan is located
on Las Volcanes Road, west of Coors Boulevard
and south of I-40. This substation is approximately
seven miles from the proposed sheriff substation
proposed within this Level B Plan. This Level B Plan
Area is included within the existing County sheriff
dispatch for 724 and 722 Command Areas. The
nearest existing County sheriff substation is located
on Isleta Boulevard, east of Coors Boulevard. This
existing County substation is approximately 12
miles from the proposed sheriff substation with the
Level B Plan.
7.7.2 Existing Fire Stations/Service
City Fire Station 14 is located on Eucariz Avenue,
south of Central Avenue and west of 98th Street.
This station could provide service to the residences
and commercial/employment centers within this
Level B Plan. Fire Station 14 is located slightly more
than two miles from the eastern boundary of this
Level B Plan. Fire Station 14 is approximately nine
miles from the proposed fire station within this
Level B Plan. The County Fire Station 33 is located
north of Dennis Chavez Boulevard and west of
Coors Boulevard. This station is approximately five
miles from the proposed fire station location with
this Level B Plan. This Level B Plan Area is within
existing County Fire Dispatch Areas 330123, 330167
and 330174.
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This Level B Plan is the first Level B Plan to follow
approval of the Santolina Level A Master Plan.
This Level B Plan regulates development within
the defined boundaries of this Level B Plan Area
that encompasses approximately 4,243 acres. This
Plan is consistent with and supportive of the goals
and policies of the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
the PCC, the Comprehensive Plan, the Santolina
PC Zoning, Land Use Plan and Development
Agreement.
In the Level B Plan, as required by the PCC, land use
districts of the Level A Master Plan have been further
defined and design standards are codified for all
development within those districts. More general
development characteristics are also defined and
describe provisions for transportation, drainage,
open space, parks, trails and public facilities.

Applicant must also demonstrate at least one of the
following:
The site is unique in terms of physical characteristics and requires the deviation in order to be
developed. This may include, but is not limited to
slope, drainage, safety issues or site constraints.
The site/project will provide for a compatible use
that was not anticipated in the plan and provides a
needed service or use for the community.
The design of the site/project respects the intent of
the plan and implements the plan in a manner that
was not anticipated.
Applicants must provide written statement detailing
how the deviations meet the intent of the plan.
All Applicants seeking deviations shall attend a
Pre-Application Meeting with County staff before
submitting the request for deviation.

8.1.1 Application of Development Standards

8.1.2 Approval of the Level B Plan

The use, building, and lot standards provide general
guidance to assist Applicants, neighborhoods, and
County development reviewers. However, it is
not the intent of these regulations to limit design
creativity or ignore unusual site conditions. As such,
the following two levels of modifications to the
Level B Plan are allowed:

The authority to approve this Level B Plan is
reserved to Bernalillo County Commission.

1. Minor: The Planning Director or his/her
designee may approve deviations from
non-dimensional standards, or 25% or less
from any dimensional standard.
2. Major: Any deviation over 25% from any
dimensional standard and deviations to
non-dimensional standards deemed to
require review shall be reviewed by the
County Planning Commission (CPC) via the
Level C (subdivision or site development
plan) approval process.
Criteria/Process: In order for the Planning Director
or the CPC to grant a Deviation, the Applicant must
demonstrate that the applicable intent, goals and
policies of the Santolina Level B Plan are still met
and that the project is of a comparable quality
and design, as otherwise required by the Level B
Plan, and will enhance the area. In addition, the

8.2 DEVELOPMENT PHASING
Based on the approved Level A Development
Agreement, the overall Santolina project shall be
developed in multiple phases. The term “phase”
and the concept of phased development, shall be
defined as follows: ordered sequencing of development based on the provision of services, the
establishment of the planned roadway networks
and the ABCWUA serviceability agreements that will
be finalized in the Level B Development Agreement.
Timing, location and size will be determined by
market demand or the landowner. Accordingly,
Santolina’s infrastructure improvements shall be
installed in phases on an as needed basis and sized
to serve the proposed phase of the development.
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The Santolina Master Plan and this Level B Plan
have been planned to create a livable, complete
community through an integrated implementation of transportation facilities, land use areas
and design standards. Infrastructure will phased
to avoid fragmented, leapfrog development by the
thorough consideration of transportation options
and connectivity, mixed and efficient uses of land,
healthy environments, as well as job growth and
business diversity.

110
Packet Pg. 2460

CHAPTER 8: APPROVAL PROCESS

• Investment in community facilities, infrastructure, and services in a manner that
promotes quality, efficiency and compact
growth
• Ordered phasing of development through
the provision of services to foster mixed-use
and compact development patterns
• Implementation of complete streets for
multi-modal transportation options. Street
sections within this Level B Plan promote
safe access for all users including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and transit riders
• Conservation and protection of natural
resources. The Level B Land Use Plan (Exhibit
2) identifies the preservation of approximately 1,000 acres of public open space.
Phased Development within this Level B Plan Area
will be sequenced based on the 2025 and 2040
projections for build-out. Development phasing of
this Level B Plan Area will achieve the following:
• Orderly development that encourages urban
growth to be located in: (1) areas with
existing urban development and existing
service capacity; (2) in existing urban development areas where new service can
be provided in conjunction with existing
services; and (3) in the remainder of the
Level B Plan Area.
• Prevent the commitment of land to urban
growth before the provision of adequate
public facilities. Capital facilities, transportation, parks and open space can be
programmed based on an orderly phasing of
development.
• Prevent low density development from
occurring prior to the ability to support
urban densities.
Effective growth management has as much to do
with timing of development as the planned location
of uses. This Level B Plan provides a Land Use
Plan that identifies target areas for development.

Phasing of infrastructure and, subsequent development, is based on the 2025 and 2040 roadway
network. Furthermore, phasing of this Level B Plan
Area depends on serviceability agreements reached
with the ABCWUA, as further delineated in Section
8.2.9 Water and Sewer Infrastructure.
This Level B Plan provides a Land Use Plan and Exhibit
25: Sequencing Map that identify target areas and
a projected sequencing for residential and non-residential development. Sequencing, Non-residential
sequencing is illustrated over the course of four
increments of time (A through D), while residential
development is projected to develop over eight
increments of time (1 through 8). While market
conditions will ultimately determine the actual
sequencing of development, Market conditions and
infrastructure funding issues will ultimately have the
greatest impact on phasing. Accordingly, some flexibility for modification to the development phasing
must be retained and considered acceptable. Table
10 illustrates the relationship between non-residential and residential sequences of development.
For example, as delineated in the Table, non-residential Sequence A is associated with residential
Sequences 1 and 2. The Total Jobs-Housing Balance
Table identifies the sequence, type of development,
housing units, residents, anticipated jobs created
and associated parks and recreation facilities by
sequence.
Both the Land Use Plan and Sequencing Map are
intended to be illustrative, actual sequencing,
residents, units, and jobs created may vary based
on market conditions. Future deviations to these
exhibits are acceptable as long as proposed development complies with the Zoning District Map and
Zoning Regulations, as provided in Chapter 3 of
this Level B Document and meet the jobs/housing
threshold requirements in the approved Development Agreement.
In order to plan for infrastructure and community
facility needs within the Level B planning area, a
sequencing map and table were developed. These
two elements work together in order to provide
both a geographic and numeric presentation of
development phases. The basis for these elements
is the Level B Land Use Plan, the approved Level A
Land Use Plan and Phasing, and the approved Level
A Development Agreement.
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TABLE 10: Sequencing
Non-Residential Sequencing
Acres

Units

Residents

Jobs

546

0

0

3,000

B

333

300

492

3,000

C

405

300

492

2,150

D

195

300

492

1,950

Non-Res Total

1,479

900

1,476

10,100

Residential Sequencing
Residential
Sequence

Acres

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
Res Total

Units

Residents

277
250
207
72

1,588
2,132
1,099
452

4,034
5,415
2,791
1,148

170
178
156
70
1,380

854
894
924
600
8,543

2,169
2,271
2,347
1,524
21,699

Anticipated Location of Parks &
Recreation Facilities
Neighborhood Park (3-5 ac.)
Community Park
200 Aquatic/Community Center
300 Neighborhood Park (3-5 ac.)
250 Neighborhood Park (3-5 ac.)
250
Community Park
200 Aquatic/Community Center
200 Neighborhood Park (3-5 ac.)
200 Neighborhood Park (3-5 ac.)
200 Regional Park (1/2)
1,800

Jobs

Total Jobs-Housing Balance by Phase
Total Sequence
Non-Residential
A
A
B
B
C
C
D
D
Total

Residential
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Acres

823
583
612
267
170
178
156
70
2,859

Units

1,588
2,132
1,399
452
1,004
1,044
1,074
750
9,443

Residents

Estimated Jobs*

4,040
5,175
3,553
1,148
2,275
2,350
2,732
1,905
23,178

1,700
1,800
2,900
600
1,250
1,300
1,350
1,000
11,900
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Non-Residential
Sequence
A

*Jobs are identified as required to meet Section 4.3 of the Level A Development Agreement. Pro rated
from non-residential sequencing.
Note: Total job potential based on land use and developable acres = 31,457.
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It is important to note that Table 10 does not
demonstrate the total estimated jobs generated
based on Land Use and developable acres. Rather,
this table demonstrates only the number of jobs
needed to fulfill the job-housing requirements set
by the Level A Development Agreement. Moreover
the Table assumes development spread evenly
throughout the non-residential portions of the
Level B Plan Area, yet some of these may develop at
a different rate than others. For example: The Town
Center may develop at a different rate than the
Business Park. In all cases the Job-Housing requirements in the Level A Development Agreement will
be maintained.
This initial Level B Land Use Plan is heavily weighted
towards non-residential land uses in order to allow
maximum flexibility and opportunity to respond to
potential economic development opportunities.
The total estimated jobs generated based on Land

Use and developable acres is 31,457. It is anticipated that these jobs will develop over a longer
period of time and in conjunction with future Level B
plans. The table indicates that a total of 11,900 jobs
supporting 9,443 dwelling units, which corresponds
to the jobs-housing balance required by the Level A
Development Agreement. These jobs include those
in the non-residential land use districts as well as
those located within the residential villages (village
center, civic, and schools).

8.2.1 No Net Expense
The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned
communities shall not be a net expense to the
County. As defined in the Level A Development
Agreement, “no net expense” is defined as a mutual
commitment to achieve the goal of a responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including
construction, operation and maintenance, shared
between the public and private sectors. The “no
net expense” test is satisfied if the County’s on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures
reasonably allocated to the project have been, or
will be, offset by revenues and/or economic and
fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced) from
the project.

Exhibit 25: Level B Plan Sequencing Map
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Plan, but also ties the job creation back to the Level
A Development Agreement’s specific jobs/housing
balance requirements. The residential portion of
the Level B is assumed to build out entirely over
the sequencing period. Jobs have been assigned
and distributed among the various job creating
land uses including retail, institutional (schools),
business park, and industrial.
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the benefit of the general public, which also benefits
the project, the County will accept the conveyance
of any such improvements and shall thereafter own,
operate and maintain such improvements at its sole
cost and expense. The County reserves the right to
not accept infrastructure that is not designed and
built to the County’s standards. The County may
incorporate into its Improvement Plan System Infrastructure identified in future Level A Plans, Level B
Plans and Level C Plans.

8.4 LEVEL C APPROVAL PROCESS

8.2.15 Plans Approved by the County

Any limitations on development established within
the Level B Plan approvals cannot be increased
within the Level C approvals.

8.3 LEVEL B DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
A Level B Development Agreement will be submitted
to the County for this Level B Plan. Based on the
Planned Communities Criteria for Level B Plans, the
intent of the Level B Development Agreement is to
provide:
• Detailed infrastructure/service agreements
covering phasing of the Master Plan and
its public services/facilities and designate
financial, operational and management
responsibility over time
• Measures to mitigate negative consequences of the development
• Augment the Level A Development
Agreement by noting items mutually agreed
to by the County and Owner(s) and Developer(s) and committing to their permanency,
unless re-negotiated
• Provide a legal recording instrument
• Identify any public/private partnerships,
public incentives and include provisions for
affordable housing
• Identify public/private agreements for the
protection and maintenance of the open
space system.
Any limitations on development established within
the Level A Master Plan Approvals cannot be
increased within the Level B Plan Approvals.

Once the Level B Plan is approved, all subsequent
development must comply with its standards and
guidelines. The PCC imply that a plan submitted
pursuant to the Level B Plan is to be either a Subdivision Plat or a Site Development Plan. According
to the PCC, Level C approvals are by “Staff, with
pre-application conference.” For the purposes
of this Plan, this is construed to mean Bernalillo
County Planning Department Staff.

This Level B Plan encompasses 4,243 acres of the
13,851 acre approved Santolina Level A Master
Plan. Subsequent Level B Plans will be submitted
for the remaining 9,608 acres of the Level A Master
Plan. Future Level B Plans will follow the same
process as this Level B Plan and will encompass the
appropriate land area and requirements based on
the provisions of the PCC.

8.5 PROJECT AND SYSTEM PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING STRATEGY
As defined by the approved Level A Development
Agreement, Owner(s) and/or Developer(s) shall be
responsible for all the costs and expenses associated
with all Project Infrastructure, which is infrastructure that solely benefits the project. Project
Infrastructure may be funded by Owner(s) and
Developer(s) directly, or from any and all available
financing mechanisms. Owner(s) and Developer(s)
will be responsible for its proportionate share of
System Infrastructure, as determined using industry
practices and standards customarily acceptable to,
and uniformly applied, by the County for the cost
and expense associated with System Infrastructure.
The County will reasonably cooperate and participate with Owner(s) and Developer(s) and other
governmental and quasi-governmental entities and
utility service providers with respect to any System
Infrastructure. System Infrastructure may be funded
from any and all available financing mechanisms.
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If outside funding and/or financial mechanisms
are not available at the time of development, then
the developer shall be responsible to advance
the financing of all Project Infrastructure, and/
or its proportional share (in case of “System
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Available financing mechanisms for Project and
System Infrastructure may include but not be
limited to (in alphabetical order):
Charges for Services. Fees imposed for public
services and/or facilities.
Direct Funding. Financing without the use of the
financial market or a third party service, such as a
financial intermediary.
Federal Grants. Funds received from federal
agencies. Some grants may require a percentage
match from the County.
General Obligation (GO) Bonds.
GO bonds
approved by voters. The sale of bonds will not
necessarily increase taxes for property owners. GO
bonds will not be used to fund the repair of existing
County facilities.
Gross Revenue Tax (GRT) Revenue Bonds. GRT
bonds are project specific for major capital acquisitions or construction. GRT Bonds are approved by
the Board and are funded from gross receipts taxes
collected within the county.
Open Space Mill Levy. In 2014, Bernalillo County
voters approved a .20 mil levy for 15 years. The open
space mill levy may be utilized for the purposes of
acquiring, improving, operating and maintaining
natural areas, open spaces and cultural, historic
and nature education sites within the County to
protect drinking water sources, wildlife habitat and
agricultural land, including along the Rio Grande,
providing opportunities for citizens to enjoy nature.
Impact Fees. Impact fees fund capital facilities
identified in the Impact Fee Capital improvement
Plan (ICIP). Impact Fee Capital Improvements
include roads, parks, open space, drainage and fire/
emergency services.
Intergovernmental Revenues. Revenues received
from other governing agencies other than the
County.
Loans Financing where funds are borrowed from
the financial market using a third party service,

such as a financial intermediary.
Special Assessment District (SAD). SAD’s are
typically formed by a group of property owners that
agree to pay a special assessment on their property
to fund public improvements.
State Capital Outlay Appropriations. Capital Outlay
funds are received from the State of New Mexico
(State) through legislative capital outlay appropriations. These grants are reimbursable (the County
fronts said funds) and awarded for projects in a local
government’s Infrastructure Capital Improvement
Plan (ICIP). Capital Outlay grants must be spent
within four years of appropriation. Like GO Bonds,
these funds must be spent on the specific capital
project for which appropriated and cannot be used
on daily operations or maintenance.
Utility Expansion Charges (UEC). Utility expansion
charges are fees paid by customers as a method
to recover part or all of the cost of public facilities
providing system capacity for their use.
Water Supply Charges (WSC). WSC’s charges are
fees paid by customers as a method to recover part
or all of the cost of providing a water supply for
their use.
In addition to the standard tools, the State created
two additional approaches. These add to the
existing toolbox and can be key opportunities and
incentives to ensure that infrastructure is built in
logical and complete phases. Many of the typical
infrastructure development approaches provide
piecemeal construction of said infrastructure as
development occurs, without incentivizing the
upfront infrastructure construction.
Tax Increment Development Districts (“TIDDs”).
Adopted by the New Mexico Legislature in 2006,
TIDD’s provide for the financing of public (not
private) improvements, including, but not limited
to: water and wastewater systems, streets and
trails, parks, utilities, public buildings, libraries and
cultural facilities, schools and workforce housing.
TIDD’s utilize the tax increment generated within
the boundaries if the TIDD(s) only. The taxes outside
the boundaries of the TIDD(s) will not be affected.
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infrastructure necessary to support the new development consistent with the site specific Traffic
Impact Analysis.

“Tax increment” is the amount of gross receipts
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during the calendar year preceding the formation
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Santolina Level B Master Plan
Matrix of Comments & Responses
Organized by Agency
for Hearing on:
January 4, 2016
Updated December 20, 2016

6.A.d

Fire Department

##
1

Department
Fire Department

Note Date
2/1/2016

Comments
Response
Final plans of the water supply system for fire protection shall be submitted to We agree. The FMO may review these
the Fire Marshal's Office for Review and approval. Development Shall meet
Level C plans when available/approved
the requirements of the Fire code with adopted amendments at time of build by the ABCWUA.
out.
We agree.

2

Fire Department

6/3/2016

The Location of the fire stations will be based off of a risk assessment
conducted by the Fire Department, station location presently show on site
plan may be needed to relocated to meet response criteria.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder
C.Gober

C.Gober
We agree. We will continue our
coordination with Bernalillo County Fire
at the Level C plans.

Staff Response
Status
Once the water system plans and future
Condition of
development plans are submitted they will be approval
reviewed and any corrections will be
addressed then.
This is an on-going process and shall be
completed prior to the issuance of building
permits

Complete

For Hearing on January 4, 2016 Page 1
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Zoning Administrator Planning Staff

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Department

Hearing Date

Comments

Response

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

We have reviewed and revised the
Design standards with the Zoning
Administrator. The Zoning chapter
reflects our coordination with County
Planning Staff.

Status
Completed

1

Zoning
Administrator
Review

7/14/2016

Chapter 3, Zoning of the Santolina Plan has been partially reviewed by the
Zoning Administrator. The Zoning Administrator has reviewed all of the
sections that contain zoning districts and the process section and some minor
changes may be required. The Zoning Administrator has not had the
opportunity to review the design section of the chapter since the applicant did
not this portion of the chapter until after the deadline for all submittals.
Review of the design section and a final review of the entire chapter will be
forthcoming.

2

Zoning
Administrator
Review

2/22/2016

The Level B plan should have a name beyond the Santolina Level B plan, since We have indicated in the Zoning for this
there will be other Santolina Level B plans for the area.
Level B Plan to be distinguished as PC-S(Zone). Future plans can add S1, S2, etc..
to distinguish themselves from this first
plan.

Agent has agreed.

Completed

3

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Staff has noted additional language related to density and land use and
phasing, activity centers, jobs-housing ratio, mechanisms for ensuring these
levels are met will need to be developed. Staff has also noted the
modifications to the land use map and the inclusion of a zone map. The land
uses within this Level B Plan appear to be relatively consistent with the
adopted Level A Plan.

New documents to be reviewed.

Completed

4

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

More details could be provided for land use. Smaller areas, neighborhoods, or We are providing a phasing map as part
commercial areas or more detailed phasing and descriptions could be
of this Level B Plan to address this and
depicted within the land use plan, also as an aspect of developing the
similar comments.
character of the community and jobs to housing balance (See the Level B
Planned Communities Criteria).

New documents to be reviewed.

Completed

5

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Address the open space component. Will there be zoning for parks and open
space? Adequately address the Planned Communities Criteria for Parks and
Open Space (within Land Use).

The Zoning and Land Use Maps identify
Open Space within this Level B Plan
area.

Comments Addressed

Completed

6

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Further explain the change/increase in dwelling units in the revised Level B
Plan.

Need Clarification from Staff

Addressed on page 13. This change needs to
be made clear to reviewing agencies

Completed

7

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

The land use plan (e.g., tables on pp. 10-11) should be updated to reflect the
changes to the zoning; include acreage, density, where appropriate.

We have updated the Land Use table to
reflect the changes made to date.

Comments Addressed

Completed

8

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Zones within non-residential zones that seek to achieve additional potential
land use variation (e.g., office zone and commercial zone within Town Center
or Urban Center Zone) could also be depicted on the zoning map, or could
appear as uses rather than zones. Uses and zones appear to be used
interchangeably in the plan and should be clarified. This would facilitate the
mapping of the zoning. A Residential Village Center Zone is called out on p. 28
but does not appear on the maps.

Through our coordination with the
County Planning staff, we have created a
zone map and a Land Use Map. Each
map clearly distinguishes between
'zones' and 'land uses'. We have also
updated the Zoning Chapter to provide a
clearer distinction of uses and zones.

Zoning is still in process

Completed

9

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Mixed Use Development has been added as a use, but does not appear as
new (in red).

Need Clarification from Staff

Need additional review of the proposed zoning Completed

Printed On: 12/21/2016

We Agree

Parks and
Planning
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Zoning Administrator Planning Staff

##

Department

Hearing Date

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Comments

Response

10 County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Per the meeting with the applicants agent, the Santolina Level B zoning
(particularly for land uses) could follow County Zoning more closely in order
to achieve clarity and minimize any confusion and redundancy. Design
standards may also require additional revision. Zoning document could be
more user-friendly, including charts and illustrations. (See for instance Mesa
del Sol Level A and Level B Plans). Additional more detailed comments will be
provided by zoning staff.

We have worked closely with County
Planning Staff to rewrite the Zoning
Chapter. The Zoning Chapter now
provides a streamline code based on the
County's Zoning Code. Design standards
have been added to this chapter and
include illustrations, where appropriate.

Zoning chapter is still under review

Completed

11 County Planning 6/23/2016
Staff

Address the Phasing of the Development. From a regional perspective, there
could be more information provided about the phasing and implementation
of the Santolina development. The Level B Plan indicates two phases-2025
and 2040. Where there are still opportunities for different types of
development and infill in the more urbanized areas and some areas near the
site that have some development that could relate to the Santolina
development (e.g., Westland North, Atrisco Heritage High School), the
proposed phasing could be elaborated or further justified.

As part of our effort to address
comments relative to Land Use and
Zoning (in preparation for the May 26,
2016 CPC Hearing), we included
additional narrative to the Level B Plan,
section 8.2, that addresses phasing of
development.

Phasing still under review

Completed

12 County Planning 6/24/2016
Staff

A Level A Development Agreement has been agreed to for the Level A
Development. A Level B Agreement will also be required to ensure the
specifics of the plan and the financial responsibilities and the employmenthousing ratio are adhered to. Additional information on how employment
goals will he achieved is necessary.

We agree. The Level B Development
Agreement will address this.

Level B Development Agreement

Condition of
approval &
Findings

13 County Planning 6/25/2016
Staff

Policy d of the Reserve Area states that "A planned community master plan
shall not be approved if it fails to demonstrate its own sense of place, selfsufficiency, environmental sensitivity, separation from the contiguous
Albuquerque urban area by permanent open space and the provision of
infrastructure which is not a net expense to the local government." Staff
comment/recommendation: The Level A Plan and the Level A Development
Agreement addressed this requirement The current Level B request needs to
more specifically demonstrate how these policies will be addressed in the
proposed development, for instance in such areas as water and sewer
availability, provision of parks and open space, residential neighborhoods,
commercial areas, and more specifically, unifying design standards, as well as
demonstrating not incurring expenses to the local government.

We have provided new narrative to be
included as part of the Level B Plan.
Section 2.2.8 addresses the
implementation mechanisms for parks
and recreation facilities. Section 8.4 has
been added to deliniate the various
funding mechanisms for future
development in this Level B Plan area.

Level B Development Agreement

Completed

14 County Planning 6/26/2016
Staff

Land Use- Open Space Network- calls for setting aside Major Open Space,
parks, trail corridors throughout the Comprehensive Plan area. Policies
encourage connections between and within the facilities. Open Space is
shown on the Santolina Land Use Map, although staff is requesting additional
information on the Open Space network, its dedication and maintenance, and
the required development agreement related to it.

The Level B Development Agreement
will address Open Space, Parks, and
trails. The Development Agreement will
be submitted to the County Manager.
Additionally, we have provided new
narrative that speaks to parks, open
space, and recreational services, their
dedication, and funding mechanisms.
Please see section 2.2.8 and 8.4

Level B Development Agreement

Finding

Printed On: 12/21/2016

Staff Response

Status
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Zoning Administrator Planning Staff

##

Department

Hearing Date

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Comments

Response

15 County Planning 6/27/2016
Staff

Community Resource Management - recognizes the importance of provision
of services in community development. The services include water, energy,
transportation, housing, economic development. In particular, as in staff and
agency comments provided below, additional information should be provided
on the proposed transportation system, water availability, along with
mechanisms for achieving economic development for the community.

The Level B Plan addresses economic
development through allocation of
specific uses designated by the Land Use
Plan for employment. Furthermore, the
Level A and Level B Development
Agreements provide requirements for
jobs (economic development) as the
Santolina community develops over
time.

Level B Development Agreement

16 County Planning
Staff

It appears that these criteria do serve as a guideline for the Santolina Level B
Plan, but that more information is needed to show that they have been
adequately addressed. As noted in the above comments related to the
'Reserve Area' and also shown in staff and agency comments below, a more
detailed analysis of the Level B Santolina Master Plan should be provided for
each of the areas
-Land use
-Environment and Open Space
-Transportation system
-Government and Public Service
In addition, because of limited time to review the Plan and the application,
staff will need to provide additional analysis and comments specifically
related to the Planned Communities Criteria in the subsequent staff report.

We have reviewed the latest Staff
Report. Recent comments and
responses from parks and open space
have been added in this matrix. This
matrix addresses Agency Comments
received relative to the topics for
Hearing 3.

Address any outstanding comments from staff. Finding

17 County Planning
Staff

We agree.
V. Southwest Area Plan/Westside Strategic Plan -The Southwest Area Plan
and the Westside Strategic Plan both recognize the importance of Master
Planned Communities for the vacant areas within the Southwest Area/West
Side. They also recognize the importance of attention to environmental issues
and jobs development, and location of industrial development and design. It
would appear the Santolina Level A Master Plan generally addresses policies
in the Southwest Area Plan and the Westside Strategic Plan.

Generally ok.

Completed

18 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

It could be argued, given the goals of the request and for the Reserve Area,
that a greater variety of uses and descriptions of them could be provided
either in the Land Use Chapter, or in the Zoning Code for Santolina. Additional
details could also be provided for how all of these connect to the wider area
in which the site is located.

Comments Addressed

Completed

Printed On: 12/21/2016

"We have been in coordination with the
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Chapter. We have worked closely with
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
on our discussion and her comments.
We have met 2-3 times a week during
the month of June to revise the zoning
chapter. We have submitted this
chapter as part of the redline to the
level B plan document."

Staff Response

Status
Condition of
approval
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Zoning Administrator Planning Staff

##

Department

Hearing Date

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Comments

Response

19 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Types of and density/scale of land uses and zoning should be clearer and
consistent. The Santolina Level B Master Plan provides a more detailed Land
Use Map and details for each of the land uses than the Level A Plan. However,
more detailed information could be provided in the current request about the
more specific land uses and densities within Santolina Land Use Areas - for the
various areas or neighborhoods that will develop with residential uses, with
some additional parameters for density (e.g., average, maximum). Areas that
may be of mixed use or mixed densities, or areas that should have residential
(urban center, town center) are not detailed as such in the plan. It is still not
clear if residential use will be allowed in the Town Center.

"We have been in coordination with the
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Chapter. We have worked closely with
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
on our discussion and her comments.
We havemet 2-3 times a week during
the month of June to revise the zoning
chapter. We have submitted this
chapter as part of the redline to the
level B plan document."

Comments Addressed

Completed

20 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

The information listed in the Level B Plan for density under zoning (up to 50
dwelling units per acre) should be described ( e.g., in a table or map) in a
manner that demonstrates the development will not exceed the 3 dwellings
per acre limit in the Reserve Area. Based on the information provided staff in
the Level B Plan, a density higher and number of dwelling units could be
achieved than the approximate 9,444 units stated in the plan (page 4).

We have provided narrative and a table
as part of Chapter 2 Land Use Tables 3 &
4 to indicate how we will not exceed the
3 du/acre limit for the Reserve Area.

Condition of approval/development
agreement should confirm density and
mechanism for maintaining it.

Finding

21 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Additional information could also be given about the different characteristics
of business, commercial, and industrial areas, including the range of Floor
Area Ratios, and commercial building size. Zoning information for some of the
new land use areas, such as open space, educational campus are not provided
or consistent with the Level A Plan. Some particular land uses that fall in the
residential areas or more intense land use areas such as town center and
business park could be identified or described following the original zoning
chapter in the Level A Plan (see pages 43-53), Level A Plan. It is not clear if the
definitions of land uses included in the Zoning in the Level A Plan should apply
to the Level B Plan and will be added to or if the Level B Zoning will adhere to
the definitions, land uses, and procedures in the County Zoning Code. Site
characteristics and Design Features as in the Level A PC zoning Chapter also
do not appear to be carried through into the Level B Zoning.

This Level B Plan builds off of the
general intent and vision of the Level A
Plan. We have been in coordination with
the County Zoning Manager on revisions
to the Zoning Chapter (see previous
previous response). We have included
definitions, where needed,
following/referenced the County Zoning
Code (when available).

Zoning Chapter is still under consideration.

Completed

22 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Address Compatibility of Land Uses as in the Land Use Plan. The proposed
Land Use areas in the Santolina Plan Level B Plan are limited in number and
are presented as discrete zones. More information could be provided on how
the zones articulate with each other ( e.g., residential and industrial). There
could also be discussion of how mixed use areas will be achieved or if there
will be transitional areas between more intense and less intense uses within
or on the edges of the site. In addition, information could be provided about
how the development will articulate in areas of existing development-e.g.,
along West Central Ave. and the 1-40 Frontage Rd. where there already exists
various developments, and some parcels connect to these roads while others
do not.

We have provided additional narrative
to address the compatibility of land
uses. We have also addressed horizontal
mixed-use and vertical mixed-use as well
as land use connectivity considerations.

Discussions have taken place about the land
use. (Zoning element is under consideration).

Completed

23 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Although the Master Plan proposes mixed uses, and states it will meet the
other requirements of the Reserve Area, such as self-sufficiency, protecting
the non-urban development, and being bounded by open space, additional
information could be provided.

We have included additional language in
the Land Use Chapter that speaks to
mixed-use development and Transit
Orient Development.

Discussions about land use have taken place

Completed

Printed On: 12/21/2016

Staff Response

Status
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Zoning Administrator Planning Staff

##

Department

Hearing Date

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Comments

Response

24 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

It appears that a majority of the property in the Level B Plan falls within the
Reserve (3.0 dwelling units per acre density) or the Rural Area (1 dwelling unit
per acre). The request shows the intent to meet this requirement, with
approximately 9,444 dwelling units proposed on 4,243 acres (shown at
approximately 2.23 dwelling units per acre). However, as stated above given
the proposed zoning (Zoning Chapter) - with possible densities of up to 30 or
even 50 dwelling units per acre, the applicant will need to demonstrate how
the allowed gross density will not be exceeded. Staff comment: In order to
ensure this overall allowed density is maintained, staff recommends more
specific information be provided on the land use map or in a table that shows:
Average and maximum residential densities in each of the land use areas.
Allocation of the residential units allowed by the Comprehensive Plan in each
of the land use areas.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

Discussions have taken place. This will need to Finding
be confirmed in a conditon of approval

25 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Policy c states development within Reserve Area shall take place either in
accordance with an approved planned community master plan (up to three
dwelling units per acre), or in accordance with the standards applicable to
Rural Areas. It should be stressed that if the Master Plan fails to meet the
criteria, the policies for the Rural Area are used instead of those of the
Reserve Area. If this is the case, the allowable density would be approximately
one dwelling unit per acre. The Reserve area thus creates a density bonus
when the policies are complied with. Staff comment: ensure the allotted
density is maintained in the development of Santolina.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

Discussions have taken place. This will need to Finding
be confirmed in a conditon of approval

26 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

In summary, more information is needed on the specific land use and
densities for the Santolina site with reference to their compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies. It appears that the proposed
residential density for the site could exceed that allowed by the
Comprehensive Plan. In addition, a conceptual development agreement
eventually will need to be provided to show the willingness and ability of the
developer to implement the land uses and infrastructure proposed in the
Level B Plan.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type. The
preparation of a Level B Development
Agreement is underway.

To be specified in Condition of
Approval/Development Agreement

Finding

27 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Land Use - Activity Centers - designates existing and future activity centers
and corridors in Bernalillo County----on a map and in terms of a hierarchy of
centers with specific features (see p.19, Plan). This section could be further
addressed in the Santolina Level B Plan, which has different types of
commercial and activity centers. It might be helpful to situate the
development within the framework provided for Activity Centers in the
Comprehensive Plan. In some locations within the Level B plan area, it is not
clear where the Village Centers or Neighborhood Centers are located.

This has been more clearly identified in
the introduction to the zoning chapter.

Additional information has been provided.
Pending final review of land use and zoning
maps.

Completed

Printed On: 12/21/2016

Staff Response

Status
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Zoning Administrator Planning Staff

##

Department

Hearing Date

28 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Printed On: 12/21/2016

Comments

Response

IV. Zoning Ordinance/ The Planned Community Zoning for Santolina has been
established with the approval of the Level A Plan. However, the request must
continue to address the requirements specified in the Planned Communities
Zone. The request appears to be relatively consistent with Section 19.5
(Planned Community Zone) for a large-scale community. However, the
request may be larger than the village or employment center type
development that is identified in both the Level B Planned Communities
Criteria and those for Level B development in the B Zoning, where the typical
Village size range is 650 to 1200 acres. The applicant will also need to clarify
that other Level B Plans will be submitted, with appropriate naming, for the
remaining portions of the Santolina development.

We have included narrative in Chapter 8
(Approval Process) that speaks to future
Level B Plans.
The size of this Level B plan is only
slightly larger than and comparable to
the first two Level B plans at Mesa Del
Sol. The reason for this is to follow
through on two seperate commitments
mad as part of the Level A Plan process.
1. To preserve the La Ceja Escarpment
(almost 1,000 acres of Open Space is
preserved), and
2. The designation of a significant
acreage to job producing land uses.

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response
The Level B plan area is not unprecedented,
although some agencies have a concern with
it.

Status
Completed
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## Department
Note Date
1 Parks and
2/19/2016
recreation

Comments
The comments state that a preliminary review of the plan indicates that more
information needs to be provided:
1. A portion of the Level B Open Space and Parks network, is consistent with Level
A, but the following is not clear:
a. what all the types of Open Space and parks will be included in those areas;
b. whether that includes neighborhood parks and other recreation facilities;
c. general, whether the park areas by type and the other recreation facilities
cumulatively meet the Level of service standards set forth in the Level A plan for
the projected population for the Level B plan areas; and
d. when and how the Open Space, park and other recreation facilities will be
dedicated.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
Status
We are providing open space areas, parks, trails, undevelopable land,
Still in Discussion -- Leve B Completed
and areas with valuable environmental qualities to ensure the
Plan has been updated per
continued health, safety, and welfare of the community and to provide
staff comments from
locations for recreational activities. Furthermore we are preserving the
meeting on 9/16/16 and eescarpment area that makes up the eastern portion of the Level B Plan
mail on 9/19/16, except
area as open space. Please refer to the Level B Land Use Map. We
that add'l languague was
have provide an analysis of the PROS Plan level-of-service standards
included, which was not
relative to the Level B Plan based on project populations. Please see
discussed, which should be
deleted because the Level B
new redline to section 2.2.7 of the Level B Plan.
plan and agreement are a
refinement and are more
detailed as to Community
Facilities and therefore
supercede the Level A
Agreement by definitiion.
Once this paragraph is
removed, then this would
be complete.

2 Parks and
recreation

2/19/2016

2. It does not appear that there is an Open Space zone as described in the Level a
plan.

We have added a Major Open Space Zone to the Zoning Chapter and
the Zone Map.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

3 Parks and
recreation

2/19/2016

3. We have a question as to why the open space area to the north of the
escarpment open space described in Level B plan has not been included. Related
to that question, there is parcel was recently acquired to be a Route 66 gateway
park, that would also function potentially as trailhead for the escarpment open
space, that we wanted to ensure open space connectivity to.

We are coordinating with Bernalillo County Parks and Recreation
Department on identifying the noted parcel so that we can determine
its applicability to the Level B Plan.

No Adverse Comment

Not
Applicable,
outside
Santolina
Level B
Boundary

4 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

Although there is somewhat more detail than in the Level A Plan, in general, there
is insufficient detail in the Santolina Level B plan at this point for us to recommend
approval even with conditions. I have the following findings/comments pertaining
to the new level B submittal:
1. The overall acreage of open space and parks is sufficient to meet the
requirements in the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Facilities Master Plan
(PROS Plan). Similarly, there is more than enough of the community parks to meet
the requirements of the PROS Plan.

We agree. Based on our analysis of the PROS Plan Level of Service
standards (Section 2.2.7 of the Level B Plan document) and the parks,
open space, and recreational facilities planned for by the Level B
Master Plan, we exceed the PROS Plan standards.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

5 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

2. The number and location of neighborhood parks have not been identified. Based We have updated our Land Use Plan to indicate the location of future
on our calculation there should be 23 acres of neighborhood parks, which based
neighborhood parks that will range from 3 to 5 acres. This satisfies
on our definition, there would be anywhere from 5 to 23 parks. Therefore, the
your request.
plan does not comply with the PROS Plan and in our opinion does not satisfy the
requirements of the Planned Community Criteria for a Level B plan. In order to
serve the community adequately, a diversity of facilities is needed with a
reasonable distribution of them across the planned community area.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

Printed on: 12/21/2016
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## Department
Note Date
6 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation Letter

Comments
Response
Responder
Staff Response
Status
3. In the Level B Plan, the projected need for the number of community centers
We have updated our Land Use Plan to indicate the location of 2 future
Add'l language provided in Complete
and aquatics facilities is closer to 2 than 1 (1.54), and should be amended to reflect community centers and aquatics facilities. This satisfies your request.
Level B Plan to provide for
the number 2 in both instances as required by the PROS Plan, especially given the
Regional Park in next Level
land uses proposed (the Town Center and Urban Center) and the potential for
B plan
higher density of housing.

7 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

4. With respect to the Regional Park and Fully Inclusive Playgrounds, it is our
A park is identified for the southern portion of the Urban Center. This
position that the plan should be amended to include the regional park shown in
park land will be part of a larger Regional Park that will expand over
the level A plan immediately to the West of the main community area and location future Level B Plans.
should be shown for the Fully inclusive Playground, given the development of the
Town Center and Urban Center and the projected time-span for development,
there will be a need for both of those facilities in this part of our future
community.

Same as #1

8 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

We have provided additional language as part of Section 2.2.8 Parks
5. Dedication: Given that all the open space areas and parks shown in this the
Level B Plan will serve only the communities in Santolina, these areas and facilities and Recreation Implementation Strategy to delineate the
should be dedicated to the County and the Plan should be amended to state that. Implementation of future parks, open space, and recreational facilities.
As part of this new narrative, we have provided provisions for
dedication to Bernalillo County as well as coordination on future
programming, design, and construction.

Completed
Language and tables
relative to "sequencing"
has been added, which
satisfies the orginal
comment, except there
should be an addition of
"community facilities" in
the first sentence of the
first bullet on page 105.
Then this comment will be
complete.

9 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

6. It is unclear what the phasing and process of dedication of the open space and
parks facilities will be. This should be spelled out in detail in a PCC level B Plan. The
description in the plan appears to be circular it will happen as development
happens, but it is unclear what the intention for phasing of development is. From
our perspective, there would seem that there needs to be a more detailed
development phasing plan, and there needs to be a clear correlation in the fiscal
analysis that there will be sufficient tax revenues accruing to the county from that
development of this area of Santolina to support the O&M costs of the facilities at
each phase of development, so that it is clear that the proposed development will
occur at no-net expense to the County. Based on the submittal to-date, it is not
possible to make that determination.

Pending review of most
recent Fiscal Analysis

Printed on: 12/21/2016

We have provided additional narrative as part of our May 26, 2016
Hearing submittal. We have redlined the Level B document to include
additional narrative as a new Section 8.4 Development Phasing. This
new narrative delineates the management of future growth in the
Level B Plan area through ordered phasing of development through the
provision of services.

Completed

Completed

We have also provided new narrative as part of a new Section 8.5
Project and System Public Infrastructure Funding Strategy. This section
identifies the various funding mechanisms available to the future
development of this Level B Plan area.
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Parks Recreation

## Department
Note Date
10 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation Letter

Comments
With respect to the fiscal analysis, we have the following comments:
1. the parks and recreation units arrived at in the fiscal analysis do not correspond
to the Level B Plan or the PROS Plan (e.g. 2 community centers vs. 1 in the Plan,
and 307 acres of park land vs. 183.6 in the Plan), so it is hard to understand
whether the plan as envisioned will result there being "no net expense" to the
County. I.e. per the above, there should be a minimum of 2 community centers, 2
pools, the regional park (70 acres), 2 to 4 community parks (46 acres), 5 to 23
neighborhood parks (23 acres) and one the fully inclusive playground facility.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
Yes, the Fiscal Analysis evaluates a larger Parks/Open Space footprint,
Pending review of most
so the costs are higher than they would otherwise be. The Study is still
recent Fiscal Analysis
incredibly positive. Less space would result in less costs, so we have
provided a more conservative approach, fiscally.

Status
Completed

The Fiscal Study tackles 623 acres of Open Space and 307 acres of
Developed Parkland, the latter which encompasses all the
neighborhood, community, and regional parks. That is a total of 930
acres.
The Level of Service utilized is exactly what was provided to us by the
Bernalillo County Parks and Open Space Department. Please review
Exhibit A-10 of our fiscal analysis.

11 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

2. The unit cost per employee only accounts for the salaries and benefits of
employees and not the actual O&M cost of the facilities, which would include
materials and water costs as well. The PROS Plan has also indicated the following
standards level of service: 100 acres of open space per employee and 10 acres per
employee for park land. We would be willing to sit down with the applicant's
financial analyst and share updated cost figures for Parks and Recreation facilities.

We do include O&M costs for the integrated facilities, approximately
$800,000 annually. The salaries are as requested by the Parks and
Recreation Department. All incidental costs requested were included.
We have outlined over $2 million in annual costs for this initial Level B.

See Staff Response #1
above.

Completed

With respect to LOS, we have 75 acres per employee for OS, that's a
higher standard than what is required, and the standard for Parkland is
identical (10 per 100 = 7.5 per 75).

12 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

With respect to our previous comments, we have the following comments:
See response to Item #1 listed above.
1. Comment 1 has only been partially addressed with table and narrative in the
Level B Plan. Per the above comments, substantial changes to the Level B Plan are
requested.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

13 Parks &
Recreation
14 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter
6/15/2016
Letter

2. Comment 2 has been addressed in the Level B Plan.

We agree.

See Comment #3

Complete

3. Comment 3 has not been fully discussed, but there has been an effort to
coordinate between Agent and the County.

We agree. We requested clarification on this comment in an email
dated June 1, 2016. We never received a response.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

Printed on: 12/21/2016
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## Department
Note Date
15 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
Response
As you know, we (Debbie Jo, you and myself) met with the agent for the applicant We have provided responses to your following comments.
two weeks ago, and certain changes have been made to the document. Because a
number of my comments are not included in the matrix, I am providing comments
based on how my comments delivered at the June 23rd meeting of the CPC have
been addressed by the applicant in the current draft of the Level B Plan. I am also
providing additional comments on the changes that have been made by the agent
and on any new changes to the document that we have not reviewed up until this
point in time. All my current comments are in bold green. In general, it should be
stated that Parks and Recreation Department at this time has no funding or plans
to plan, design, construct, operate or maintain any Parks and Recreation facility or
Open Space in the Santolina Level B plan area. Parks and Recreation has met with
the agent for the applicant and appreciates the changes that have been made to
date. However, there remain some outstanding items that we would like to see
addressed further and changed in the Plan prior to recommending approval,
because this is a Level B Plan and will be the last time that these concerns,
especially those surrounding phasing and the fiscal implications of the Plan can be
addressed in a comprehensive manner to ensure that the dedication and
subsequent operations and maintenance of Parks and Recreation facilities in the
Level B plan area will be at no net expense to the County in the Plan Area.

16 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

1. In the Parks and Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the
community parks facilities should be referred to as "Project infrastructure" and in
no way should be considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition, they
are intended to provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of
the Level B "Project Area".

17 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

18 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
See Comment #1

Status
Completed

Parks that will solely serve the project will be "project infrastructure".
However any regional parks (e.g. regional sports complexes) which
serve the project as well as other real property will be system
infrastructure with standard costs. This has been clarified in Section
2.2.8.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

2. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed.

We agree.

See Comment #1

Completed

3. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed. However, in the Parks and
Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the community parks facilities
should be referred to as "Project Infrastructure" and in no way should be
considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition they are intended to
provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of the Level B
"Project Area".

See response to Item #1 listed above.

This comment has been
addressed.

Complete
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## Department
Note Date
19 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
Response
4. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed. However, in the Parks and
See response to Item #1 listed above.
Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the community parks facilities
should be referred to as "Project Infrastructure" and in no way should be
considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition they are intended to
provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of the entire Level A
"Project Area" at build-out. Given the extent and number of Community Parks
proposed in the current Level B plan, Parks and Recreation accepts that the
Regional Park will be a part of a future Level B plan to the west of the current level
B Plan as shown in the Santolina Level A Master Plan , and no provision for the
regional park is needed at this time.

20 Parks &
Recreation

5. Dedication has been addressed in the new Section 2.2.8. However, Section 2.2.8 See response to Item #1 listed above.
should be amended to state that dedication process for all parks and recreation
facilities shall be triggered 1) when the area that includes (or is adjacent on more
than one edge to) the location in the Level B plan for the facility comes in for
subdivision, or 2) if the subdivision of lots shall result in the planned construction
of dwelling units for any and all areas of the Level B plan that exceed any of the
thresholds for the corresponding facilities:
1000 dwelling units - neighborhood park
3000 dwelling units - community park
5000 dwelling units - aquatics facility & community center
10,000 dwelling units - fully inclusive playground
Because by definition, all these facilities are considered "Project Infrastructure" to
support the future residents of the Level B Area based on the level of service
standards of the County , dedication of all these facilities shall include planning,
design and construction of facilities plus two years of maintenance at no cost to
the County.

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
This comment has been
addressed.

Status
Complete

See Staff Response #1
above and #9

Completed
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## Department
Note Date
21 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Comments
Phasing of the Level B plan remains unclear for Land Use or for Community
Facilities including parks and recreation. At a minimum, Section 2.2.8 should be
amended to include changes stated above in the revised comment 5 that include
thresholds in the subdivision process to trigger the dedication of Parks and
Recreation facilities. The Financial Analysis should be updated as stated below in
Comment B, in order for it to correspond with what is currently in the current
version of the Plan, so that the Plan can be evaluated as to "no net expense". In
addition as per the Planned Community Criteria Level B: Village Master Plan
Section D, a "strategy" for funding and maintenance of community facilities shall
be provided.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
See Staff Response #1
We have provided a sequencing plan that provides for 8 residential
above and #9
phases and 4 non-residential phases. It should be noted that there are
some non-residential uses within the residential phases and some
limited residential uses in the mixed use portions of the nonresidential phases. With regards to funding mechanisms, on August
rd
23 , 2016 the Board of County Commissioners approved the
establishment of the Santolina Public Improvement Districts (“PIDs”) to
fund public improvements within the Districts. As a part of, of the
evaluation of the establishment of the Santolina PIDs the County
commissioned an independent fiscal impact analysis of Santolina and
the impact PIDs to the County. The County’s economic and fiscal
consultant concluded Santolina and the establishment of the PIDs will
be at a “no net expense The Santolina Tax Increment Development
Districts (“TIDDs”) which will fund public improvements have not yet
been established but are currently being considered by the County
based on the County’s independent fiscal impact analysis which
estimates a fiscal benefit to the County in the amount of
approximately $5.8 billion for the buildout of the Project. It is our
opinion that with these changes, that the Level B plan has addressed
the Planned Communities Criteria as it relates to Park and Recreation
facilities.

Status
Completed

Continued from above
The applicant has recently added Section 8.5, which outlines tools for funding the
various public facilities. However, the intended strategy for funding them using the
various tools has not been identified, now how those tools interface with the
financial analysis - i.e. what revenues will be used cover which costs and when?
This is critical to determine whether there will be sufficient revenues from the
development coming to the County support the additional staff and other costs to
operate and maintain the dedicated facilities two years after construction. The
applicant has stated that it would prefer these issues be resolved either in the PID
or TID process, and/ or in the development agreement for this Level B Plan, but it
is not possible to determine whether the "no net expense" criteria has been met
for the purposes of recommending approval without a more defined strategy. We
would request that the Section 8.5, the Financial Analysis be revised and that a
draft of the development agreement be completed in order to evaluate whether
the applicant's plan has satisfied the "no-net expense" criteria. Our concern is that
Level B approval will be the last time that the fiscal implications of the facilities in
the Level B Plan can be addressed in a comprehensive and meaningful manner.

Continued from above .
Additional items concerning the implementation of this Level B Plan
will be addressed with the Level B Development Agreement to be
approved by the Board of County Commissioners.

Completed

Pending review of most
recent Fiscal Analysis
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## Department
Note Date
22 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
Comments on Fiscal Analysis 1&2:
These Comments have not been addressed. As yet there is no updated financial
analysis that corresponds to the current draft of the Plan.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
The independent fiscal impact analysis commissioned by the County is
No Adverse Comment
based on dwelling units (by type) and non-residential square footage
which have no significant change. The Land Use Plan has been refined
to reflect and show the conceptual locations of parks and recreation
facilities, which have always been assumed to be included, but were
not graphically shown. These have now been added to the plan. Since
the cost of the majority of these facilities, are assumed to be project
infrastructure, the capital costs will be borne by the developer and as
such, are not relevant to the fiscal impact and no net expense analysis.
The fiscal impact analysis does not and should not reflect specific
project level costs, but rather general fund revenues and expenses to
the County (based on the County budget) over the buildout of the
project. The fiscal impact analysis commissioned by the County utilizes
the most recently approved 2017 County budget and assumes expense
will increase commensurate with the increase in population and
required services.

Status
Complete

23 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Previous Comments 1,2,&3:
The first two comments have been largely addressed in the current draft of the
Plan, except where indicated above in relation to Comment 1. Comment 3 is not
relevant at this time, because the subject area is not part of the current Level B
plan area.

We agree.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

24 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Additional Comment:
We have removed the PROS Plan map from Chapter 2.
1. Ch. 2 Exhibit 3 is not credited (PROS Plan and MRCOG) and I am not sure of the
relevance to this particular section of the plan, because all level of service
standards are keyed off of projected build-out. Also, the level of service standards
and Parks and Recreation Implementation strategy would seem to be a better fit
for Chapter 7 Government and Public Services section.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

Printed on: 12/21/2016
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AMAFCA

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/8/2016

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Comments
Santolina Level B Master Plan, (R-12)
AMAFCA staff reviewed the Level B Master Plan with respect to drainage
concepts and has no adverse comment. Staff also met with the engineer to
discuss maintenance responsibilities and impacts on capacity of AMAFCAs
Westgate Dam. These items will be addressed with future, detailed
development plans.

Response
We agree.

Responder
Lynn Mazur

Staff Response
Acceptable

Status
Completed
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##
Department
1 APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
Response
SPR2016-0001 Santolina is a Level A Master Planned Community that is
We agree.
approximately 13,851 acres, and is bounded by Interstate 40 to the north,
118th Street and the escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa
on the south and the escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on
the west The master planned area (Level A) will consist of 34,000 residential
units built out over the next 40-50 years.
After approval of the Level A Master Planned Community in June 2015, the
developer is currently requesting approval for Phase 1 Level B Master Planned
Community. This phase will include 9,444 dwelling units and will encompass
4,243 acres. Santolina development (Level A Master Plan) will impact G.I
Sanchez ES, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, Atrisco Heritage Academy HS
and West Mesa HS. Currently, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS and Atrisco
Heritage HS enrollments exceed capacity; these schools are overcrowded.
Please refer to the table provided by APS, in the Original comments,
indicating capacity, enrollment, and excess/shortage of capacity for each of
the listed schools.
Albuquerque Public Schools recently built and opened George I. Sanchez K-8
school in 2015-16 to address growth and overcrowding of schools in the
southwest quadrant of the District.
In addition, with the recent passage of the Bond/Mil Levy 2016 election, APS
will continue plans to construct a new K-8 school to alleviate current
overcrowding in the Northwest; and specifically, to relieve overcrowding at
Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, and SR Marmon ES.

2

2/9/2016

To address overcrowding at schools noted in the table above, APS will explore We agree.
various alternatives. A combination or all of the following options may be
utilized to relieve overcrowded schools.
(i) Provide new capacity (long term solution)
a. Construct new schools or additions
b. Add portables
c. Use of non-classroom spaces for temporary classrooms
d. Lease facilities
e. Use other public facilities

APS

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended to be added
as the last sentence in Secion 7.6.

Status
Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment; complete.

A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment; complete.
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##
Department
3 APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
(ii) Improve facility efficiency (short term solution)
a. Schedule Changes
i. Double sessions
ii. Multi-track year-round
b. Other
i. Float teachers (flex schedule)
(iii) Shift students to Schools with Capacity (short term solution)
a. Boundary Adjustments/Busing
b. Grade reconfiguration
(iv) Combination of above strategies

Response
We agree.

Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
comment; complete.

Pertains to Level A Plan.

Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment; complete.

All planned additions to existing educational facilities are contingent upon
taxpayer approval.

4

APS

2/9/2016

Printed on: 12/21/2016

(i) APS finds that the residential development of 34,000 housing units
proposed by the Santolina Master Plan Level A would generate 15,846 K-12
students at build out. These students would need taxpayer approved school
facilities at a cost of $587 million (does not account for cost of land) in today's
dollars for construction of 13 elementary schools, 3 middle schools, and 2
high schools.
(ii) APS would need approximately 366 acres to develop the 18 schools
needed to serve the Santolina Level A Master Development Plan at full build
out.

We have been in coordination
with APS throughout this Level B
Plan process. We are in
discussions with APS to ensure
effective planning of future
facilities within the Level B Plan
area.
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##
Department
5 APS

APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
Response
The following is an addendum to Albuquerque Public Schools comments for We agree.
SPR2016-0001, a request for approval of Phase 1 Level B Santolina Master
Planned Community. APS comments are based on the original Level B
submittal of 9,444 dwelling units.
(i) This Phase 1 Level B plan covers 28% of the entire Level A Santolina Master
Planned community in terms of dwelling units.
(ii) APS will be contacting WAHL and seeking to find a consensual and
collaborative process that will facilitate the smooth provision of school sites
and to possibly obtain assistance from WAHL with the building of schools in
the subject area.
(iii)According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan; the District
would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school and
one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to deliver a
K8 instructional model, this would call for two (2) K-8 schools and one half
(.5) of a High School. APS will provide educational program models that are
cost effective and in alignment with the District Curriculum models of
instruction.
(iv) Within these three residential villages, three elementary schools have
been proposed by the Plan. It is unclear, as to where the additional levels of
educational service, namely middle and high school level of services, is
proposed. It assumed by APS that the asterisk indicated on the Level B Land
Use Plan Map, indicates K-5 schools, and that these schools are located at the
center of each residential village. However, additional clarification is needed.

2/9/2016

(v) Albuquerque Public Schools has been engaged with ongoing discussions
with Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC (WALH):
a. Timely identification and acquisition of land for future school facilities is
being requested of the applicant by APS, and the APS school district will be
looking to finalize such land acquisitions as the plan is being approved.
b. APS land acquisitions will at least be proportional to the quantity of schools
presented on the Level B Land Use Plan map dated May 4, 2016 and part of
the applicant’s current submittal. Land needs are determined by APS
educational curriculum, enrollment, and construction standards.
(vi) According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan, the District
would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school and
one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to deliver a
K-8 instructional model, this would call for two (2) K-8 schools and one half
(.5) of a High School. APS will provide educational program models that are
cost effective and in alignment with the District Curriculum models of
instruction.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
(i) Santolina Master
Plan Level B language
is in alignment with
APS Comment;
complete. (ii) In
progress; MOU
agreement between
WAHL and APS is not
complete yet. (iii)
Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment; complete.
(iv) Santolina Master
Plan Level B language
is in alignment with
APS Comment;
complete.

In progress, not
complete. Still
working on this.
Not complete
APS has had the
revised MOU since
October 3, 2016.
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##
Department
6 APS

Note Date
7/12/2016

Comments
Response
A summary of the most current APS July 12, 2016 comments are below, and We agree
the full APS submittal is attached: July 12, 2016 APS comments: All previous
Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) comments continue to apply to the current
applicant submittal. In particular, for the scale of development as proposed
by the Santolina Level B Plan, calling for 9,444 dwelling units, the District
would need at least 101.6 acres of land, 5 schools (assuming a typical and
traditional educational curriculum model) and at least $162,944,857 for new
construction, not including the cost of land. Such figures are consistent with
APS previous comments regarding the applicants submittals. All new and
future construction is contingent on taxpayer approval.

7

7/12/2016

8

APS

APS

7/14/2016

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
(iii) Santolina Master
Plan Level B language
is in alignment with
APS Comment;
Complete.

Regarding the most current Santolina Level B Plan (Revised July 2016), the
We agree
applicant identifies in Section 7.6 Schools (pages 86 and 87) that 134.6 acres
are needed to plan for new APS school facilities and that would sustain
approximately 9,444 dwelling units; APS concurs with this assessment. The
District continues to work with the applicant and hopes to come to an
agreement with the applicant so that land can be conveyed to Albuquerque
Public Schools as per the quantity of land acreage indicated in Section 7.6
Schools (Santolina Level B Plan, Revised July 2016, pages 86 and 87) for APS
public school facilities. Again, according to the Santolina Level B Plan, the
quantity of land needed for APS school facilities is 134.6 acres. APS would also
like to note that the curriculum model of all future schools to be located
within Santolina Level B Plan (i.e. K-12 model versus a K-5/middle school/high
school traditional model) will be determined by the District and in response to
community educational needs.

A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment. An MOU
that may discuss land
conveyance is
pending and not
complete yet.

Id like to also point out that the assertion in the Santolina Level B Plan in
We have revised this text to
Section 7.7.6 Existing Schools (page 88) stated in the last sentence of the
address this comment.
second paragraph saying, and in reference to Atrisco Heritage Academy High
School, Rudolfo Anaya, Jimmy Carter Middle School and GI Sanchez, that
These existing APS facilities can temporarily accommodate the initial
residential development within the Level B Plan until the APS facilities within
the Level B Plan are constructed and open for enrollment, is incomplete in
that it dismisses the fact that population growth from Santolina growth would
exacerbate existing overcrowding at Atrisco Heritage High School and Jimmy
Carter Middle School. Similarly, GI Sanchez school capacity was designed to
relieve overcrowding at existing various west side schools including Rudolfo
Anaya ES and Jimmy Carter Middle School MS. In our submitted comments
we include this information that provides current overcrowding conditions at
Atrisco Heritage Academy High School, Painted Sky ES, and Jimmy Carter MS.

Edits to current Level B submittal
have been made.

APS has had the
revised MOU since
October 3, 2016.

Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment; complete.
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##
Department
9 APS

Note Date
7/12/2016

Comments
All previous Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) comments continue to apply to
the current applicant submittal. In particular, for the scale of development as
proposed by the Santolina Level B Plan, calling for 9,444 dwelling units, the
District would need at least 101.6 acres of land, 5 schools (assuming a typical
and traditional educational curriculum model) and at least $162,944,857 for
new construction, not including the cost of land. Such figures are consistent
with APS’ previous comments regarding the applicant’s submittals. All new
and future construction is contingent on taxpayer approval.
Regarding the most current Santolina Level B Plan (Revised July 2016), the
applicant identifies in Section 7.6 Schools (pages 86 and 87) that 134.6 acres
are needed to plan for new APS school facilities that would sustain
approximately 9,444 dwelling units; APS concurs with this assessment.
The District continues to work with the applicant and hopes to come to an
agreement with the applicant so that land can be conveyed to Albuquerque
Public Schools as per the quantity of land acreage indicated in Section 7.6
Schools (Santolina Level B Plan, Revised July 2016, pages 86 and 87) for APS
public school facilities. Again, according to the Santolina Level B Plan, the
quantity of land needed for APS school facilities is 134.6 acres.
APS would also like to note that the curriculum model of all future schools to
be located within Santolina Level B Plan (i.e. K-12 model versus a K-5/middle
school/high school traditional model) will be determined by the District and in
response to community educational needs.

10 APS

7/12/2016

The assertion in the Santolina Level B Plan in Section 7.7.6 Existing Schools
(page 88) stated in the last sentence of the second paragraph saying, and in
reference to Atrisco Heritage Academy High School, Rudolfo Anaya, Jimmy
Carter Middle School and GI Sanchez, that “These existing APS facilities can
temporarily accommodate the initial residential development within the Level
B Plan until the APS facilities within the Level B Plan are constructed and open
for enrollment”, is incomplete in that it dismisses the fact that population
growth from Santolina growth would exacerbate existing overcrowding at
Atrisco Heritage High School and Jimmy Carter Middle School. Similarly, GI
Sanchez school capacity was designed to relieve overcrowding at existing
various west side schools including Rudolfo Anaya ES and Jimmy Carter
Middle School MS. In our submitted comments we include this information
that provides current overcrowding conditions at Atrisco Heritage Academy
High School, Painted Sky ES, and Jimmy Carter MS.

11 APS

8/19/2016
NEW

8/19/16 Comments
APS met with the agent for Western Albuquerque Land Holdings, Consensus
Planning, on 8/15/16 to further the discussion regarding school facility needs
due to the magnitude of the Level B Santolina Plan (i.e. development of 9,444
dwellings). APS is still working to obtain a land use agreement to address
infrastructure issues and needs (e.g. land conveyance to the District from the
Santolina Developer) commensurate to the number of dwelling units
proposed. This item is still unresolved and pending an agreement between
the Santolina Developer and Albuquerque Public Schools.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment; complete.
Land Conveyance is
pending completion
of an MOU
Agreement between
WAHL and APS.
APS has had the
revised MOU since
October 3, 2016.

APS viewed updates to the draft
(page 100 and attached with APS
8/19/16 comments); The edits to the
Plan B Santolina Text as noted will
suffice.

Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment; complete.

Unresolved pending a
formal agreement
Condition of
Approval
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APS

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
Comments
Comments
due 10/10/16 Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) and Western Albuquerque Land Holdings
(WAHL) have been working on the following:
a) Siting and acquisition of school sites within the Santolina Master Plan Level
B
b) Site infrastructure issues for potential schools
Both items a) and b) above will eventually be included in a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between the Board of Education and WAHL. APS and
WAHL are still working on this.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response

Status
In progress, not
complete. Still
working on this.
Condition of
Approval
APS has had the
revised MOU since
October 3, 2016.
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Public Works

##
1

Department
Note Date
PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

Comments
COMMENTS FOR LEVEL B PLAN
1) Page 53 - see "Compliance with MS4 permit requirements, as adopted by
the County for individual non-residential tracts. Includes requirements that
tracts are designed to retain the 90th percentile storm event". Revise to
include residential lots also as any development, residential or commercial,
over 1 acre will be required to comply with our MS4 water quality
requirements.

Response
Responder
We agree and have revised accordingly. See page 64 of the Revised Level Don Briggs
B Master Plan.

2

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

2) Page 54 and other locations - Remove the term "First Flush" and replace
with "EPA Water Quality Volume".
First Flush is not a defined volume.

We agree and have revised accordingly.

3

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

3) Page 55 - Exhibits 14 and 15 appear to be missing from the pdf copy of the We have supplied these Exhibits.
plan.

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

4

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

4) Page 56 - Copy construction phased practices to Terrain Management
We agree and have revised accordingly.
section from LID section. Also discuss limiting development in sensitive areas
such as the escarpment areas as a Terrain Management practice.

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

5

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

5) Page 58 - Revise references to First Flush, two yr. storm volumes and 0.5'' We agree and have revised accordingly.
of rainfall to more precise EPA Water Quality Volume.
As this area is currently outside the defined "Urban Area" the 90th percentile
storm rainfall event presented in the EPA technical document is not be
appropriate.

Don Briggs

Completed

6

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

The rainfall event that initiates runoff for this area should be determined at
this time and used to determine required EPA Water Quality Volumes in the
LEVEL C plans. This method is acceptable under e terms of the Bernalillo
County MS4 permit and is preferred. See "Estimating Predevelopment
Hydrology in the Middle Rio Grande Watershed, New Mexico" (Kosco et al.,
201 ) for the accepted methodology to do this.

We agree, and have determined this new rainfall value. We have
supplied this value.

Don Briggs

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed

7

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

6) Discuss the possibility of 100% water harvesting within the playa basins
due to not having to deliver water to the Rio Grande in these basins.

100% harvesting within the basin is planned and identified in the Master Don Briggs
Plan. Harvesting will occur onsite and offsite relative to individual site
development characteristics and in accordance with Bernalillo County
MS4 permit.

8

PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

COMMENTS FOR SANTOLINA LEVEL B DRAINAGE MASTER PLAN AND
We generally agree. We will seek to "incise" the impoundments to the
TERRAIN MANAGEMANT PLAN
extent possible, and whenever possible, and/or provide/import the
I) Part of the "concept" of this Level B master plan is to have temporary
appropriate engineered dam construction material.
impoundments constructed with engineered earthen berms. Bernalillo
County would prefer fully incised impoundments as the Bernalillo County Soil
Survey indicates that the soils in the Santolina area are not well suited for
dam construction.

9

PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

2) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated We agree, and this determination has already been made and will be
"Urban Area",
supplied.
Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply calculations for "PreDevelopment Hydrology" using the methodology indicated in EPA Publication
Number 832R-14-007. This pre-development hydrology will be used to
calculate the required water quality volumes needed to mimic predevelopment conditions. The discussion regarding the 0.44 inch storm needs
to be revised.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Staff Response
ACCEPTABLE

Don Briggs

Status
Completed

Completed

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

Don Briggs

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed
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Public Works

##
Department
Note Date
10 PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

Comments
3) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from a We agree.
basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An undisturbed
basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter from the
basin. The MS4 permit address the concept of "pre-development hydrology"
or the point at which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as the water
quality volume. An undisturbed basin will not have a water quality volume.

11 PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for postdevelopment water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan by
using "water quality volume" in place of first flush.

12 PW Drainage Review 7/11/2016

The following comments have not been addressed in the latest version of the These Pre-Development Hydrology calculations are completed and will
Santolina Level B Master Plan. Please address these comments.
be supplied shortly to PW Drainage staff.
1) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated
"Urban Area", Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply
calculations for "Pre-Development Hydrology" using the methodology
indicated in EPA Publication Number 832-R-14-007. This pre-development
hydrology will be used to calculate the required water quality volumes
needed to mimic pre-development conditions. The discussion regarding the
0.44 inch storm needs to be revised.

13 PW Drainage Review 7/11/2016

2) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from All references to 'first flush' will be deleted from the technical reports
a basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An
and the master plan.
undisturbed basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter
from the basin. The MS4 permit address the concept of "pre-development
hydrology" or the point at which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as
the water quality volume. An undisturbed basin will not have a water quality
volume. Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for
post-development water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan
by using "water quality volume" in place of first flush.

14 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 47 Strike the last sentence or change to the more stringent of the two
will apply

15 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48, Item I. Change considered to will be utilized to the maximum extent Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
practicable
applicable.

ABCWUA is the intended provider. Designation of a
Completed
different water provider or structure will require revision
of the Level A Master Plan (9/16/2016). No development
agreement with the ABCWUA has been provided as of
9/16/16

16 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48. Add a new Item J and subsequently renumber. Add the following
Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
new item. All commercial and residential developers will evaluate
illustrations where appropriate.
opportunities for Green Infrastructure / Low Impact design elements prior to
permit application and will incorporate such elements where practicable. The
evaluation will be based on the techniques and practices identified in the
most current version of Bernalillo County's Water Conservation Development
Standards and Guidelines and/or as specified in any related stormwater
ordinances.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response

We agree and will revise accordingly.

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Responder

Staff Response
Comment only.

Don Briggs

Status
Completed

Completed

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed

Completed

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16. Staff has Complete
reviewed and commented based on the condition as
written and intended.

Completed
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Public Works

##
Department
17 PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
5/18/2016

Comments
Response
Page 48 Add new Item K and subsequently renumber. Each commercial site or Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
area of common development will provide for stormwater treatment and
illustrations where appropriate.
removal of floatables prior to discharge of stormwater from the site or area,
or provide for an acceptable alternative.

18 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48. Item M. Add & and also the most current version of the County's
Water Conservation Development Standards and Guidelines.

19 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 49 Item 3d. Add the landscape islands and any landscape buffers will be Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
depressed from the surface and utilized for water harvesting / stormwater
illustrations where appropriate.
treatment to the maximum extent practicable

Condition 8 & 9 have not been satisfied. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Completed

20 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 52, Item H2. Modify to read & away from buildings and into on-site
stormwater treatment facilities

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Based on changes proposed in June 22,2016 Draft
Changes to Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan, the
minimum requirements of Condition 10 have been met.

Completed

21 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 52, Item I3, Modify to read & conveyance of drainage and stormwater
treatment.

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Not addressed. Infrastructure for reuse has not been
adequately addressed, nor has Condition 8 or an
acceptable Level B Water Master plan, denoted by
ABCWUA as acceptable been provided.

Completed

22 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

Comments that still need to be addressed as of 07/11/16:
1. The requirement for residential to development to participate in the NM
Green program should be added current language allows an out if Water
Sense fixtures are used. (First matrix response provided by applicant).

Since water conservation programs like NM Green will be replaced or
modified over the lengthy 50 year life of Santolina, we propose language
be supplied in the master plan as follows: 'Residential water
conservation practices such as those employed in the NM Green
program, or an equivalent program, will be employed'.

Acceptable. Requirement for residential development to Completed
participate in the Green NM program must be specifically
stated in the revised master plan. 6. A proposed water
conservation plan draft was provided as part of the Water
and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan on June 22, 2016. The
proposed changes in that document are acceptable. The
statement regarding required participation in the Green
NM program needs to be added to the Water
Conservation Plan as well and was not. Current
statement in 6.1.4 is that its option if Water Sense
Fixtures are used .Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16

23 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

2.Several responses refer to the Zoning Chapter. Water conservation
requirements and relation to 2024 ABCWUA goals is not addressed in that
section

Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
illustrations where appropriate.

Due to lack of a development agreement, the use of
Finding &
"reclaimed" or potable reuse has not been adequately
Condition
addressed in the proposed revisions and is shown on the
conceptual Master Plan for Level A (see previous
comments). This comment has not been adequately
addressed as part of the water conservation plan in either
6.1.4 or in the Water And Sanitary Sewer Master Plan.

24 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

3.A fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement has yet to be provided. While significant progress towards a Development Agreement is being
made with the ABCWUA, the requested approved Development
Agreement (in accordance with the approved Level A Condition of
Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval of the Level B master
plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire that the intent of this
Condition be adhered to.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Responder

Staff Response
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16

Status
Completed

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a Completed
express written concurrence of a Level B Utility Plan
acceptable to ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

A fully executed development agreement has not been Finding &
provided as of 9/9/16. Zoning chapter has no mention of Condition
water conservation goals by zoning type, nor is water
conservation by zoning type addressed in the water
conservation plan of 6.1.4 or in the proposed changes to
water and sewer master plan. Current statement of
7/1/16 indicates Green NM is optional if WasterSense
fixtures are used. Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Public Works

##
Department
25 PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
7/11/2016

Comments
4.The timing/phasing for installation and availability of water reuse and the
construction of the satellite wastewater treatment plant need to be
specifically addressed. This should be addressed as part of the conceptual
Utility Plan but is not. The conceptual Utility Plan of necessity should reflect
those elements that are in agreement with the ABCWUA. However, without
the executed Development Agreement, which has yet to be provided, there is
no way to ascertain if the Utility Plan is acceptable.

Response
The conceptual Utility Plan (for Water and Sewer, an associated timing
and phasing) can only be supplied upon the completion and approval of a
Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. While significant progress
towards a Development Agreement is occurring, the requested approved
Development Agreement (in accordance with the approved Level A
Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval of the
Level B master plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire that
the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

26 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

Condition of Approval as of 7/11/16:. 1. If prior CPC Condition 8 of the CPC is
set aside and the plan is recommended for approval by the CPC, the applicant
must provide a fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement and revised
Utility Plan at the time of submittal of the Level B plan for BCC approval.

The requested approved Development Agreement (in accordance with
the approved Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to
BCC approval of the Level B master plan. Condition #8 does not
reference 'prior to submittal'. The ABCWUA has also indicated their
desire that the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Drainage master Plan and Terrain Management Plan.
Must be incorporated in Revision.

27 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

NRS responses have been completed. Unable to add additional comments at
this time. Comments would be as follows:
1. The requirement for residential to development to participate in the NM
Green program should be added current language allows an out if Water
Sense fixtures are used. (First matrix response provided by applicant).

See response to Item #14 above.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/9/16. Utility
Finding &
Plan will need to be revised as well. Planned Community Condition
Criteria for an acceptable Master Utility Plan cannot be
said to have been satisfied without ABCWUA express
written concurrence.

28 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

2.Several responses refer to the Zoning Chapter. Water conservation
requirements and relation to 2024 ABCWUA goals is not addressed in that
section

We will revise text that points all water conservation questions to Zoning
chapters.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/9/16. Utility
Finding &
Plan will need to be revised as well. Planned Community Condition
Criteria for an acceptable Master Utility Plan cannot be
said to have been satisfied without ABCWUA express
written concurrence.

29 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

3.A fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement has yet to be provided. While significant progress towards a Development Agreement is
occurring, the requested approved Development Agreement (in
accordance with the approved Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be
supplied prior to BCC approval of the Level B master plan. The ABCWUA
has also indicated their desire that the intent of this Condition be
adhered to.

Acceptable. Requirement for residential development to Finding &
participate in the Green NM program must be specifically Condition
stated in the revised master plan. 6. A proposed water
conservation plan draft was provided as part of the Water
and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan on June 22, 2016. The
proposed changes in that document are acceptable. The
statement regarding required participation in the Green
NM program needs to be added to the Water
Conservation Plan as well and was not. Current
statement in 6.1.4 is that its option if Water Sense
Fixtures are used .Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Staff Response
Status
Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Completed
level B Master Plan, Chapter 5. Must be incorporated in
Revision.

Finding &
Condition
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Public Works

##
Department
30 PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
5/18/2016

Comments
Response
Zoning Chapter Comments That need to be addressed prior to final approval. Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
Page 47 Next to last Paragraph the referenced plant pallet and xeriscape
applicable.
principles appendix was not posted and is not readily available for review as
of May 18 and is subject to later review and comment.

31 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

4.The timing/phasing for installation and availability of water reuse and the
construction of the satellite wastewater treatment plant need to be
specifically addressed. This should be addressed as part of the conceptual
Utility Plan but is not. The conceptual Utility Plan of necessity should reflect
those elements that are in agreement with the ABCWUA. However, without
the executed Development Agreement, which has yet to be provided, there is
no way to ascertain if the Utility Plan is acceptable.

The conceptual Utility Plan (for Water and Sewer), including the
availability, timing and planning for reuse water and the satellite
treatment plant, can only be supplied upon the completion and approval
of a Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. While significant
progress towards a Development Agreement is occurring, the requested
approved Development Agreement (in accordance with the approved
Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval
of the Level B master plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire
that the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16.

32 PW Natural
Resources 1

2/8/2016

CPC NOD
Condition 8. Per the special conditions from the Level A Master Plan, the
Level B master plan cannot be approved until the applicant provides a fully
executed development agreement with the ABCWUA, the water utility
provider identified in the Level A plan. Page 3 states that Coordination with
ABCWUA to identify final water and sanitary sewer system and master plans
for Santolina and execute a Development Agreement is on-going. Staff cannot
recommend CPC approval until such time as the required development
agreement has been fully executed.

The Level A conditions also state "prior to Level B" approval, which
approval occurs at BCC, after the CPC process. Accordingly, and
conversely, staff should not recommend disapproval (this may already be
intended/inferred from the staff comment).

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16.

33 PW Natural
Resources 1

2/8/2016

This condition coincides with the Level B criteria, which requires the applicant
to provide statements of water availability. There are multiple comments
throughout the Water Plan, particularly page 9, which states that Santolina
will be owned and operated by an independent water utility, anticipated to
be the ABCWUA & elements of the above described systems are subject to
change& established with the adopted utility provider; And similar on page
12, which indicates that the ABCWUA may provide water and sewer service
for the project Please be advised that the Level A approval was based on
identification of the ABCWUA as the utility provider and if that changes,
resubmittal of the Level A plan may be required.

The Level A Master Plan allowed for other utilities; however, there is no
intent at this time to use another utility. We agree that if a new utility
provider is utilized (or added), this will be discussed with County staff
based on details, merits, and nature of any proposed provider change.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16. Utility
Plan will need to be revised as well. Draft of proposed
Design Standards section was not made available to PW
for review as of 9/16/16.

Status
Finding &
Condition
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Public Works

##
Department
34 PW Natural
Resources 2

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Condition 9 is dependent on the approved ABCWUA development agreement We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
being provided prior to a Level B approval. Without submittal of such an
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
agreement, the water use and phasing cannot be placed in context of the
2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update.

35 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

There is no clear explanation of how the proposed phasing fits within the Goal We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
and Program Update.
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

36 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

There is no discussion or design criteria listed which aligns with the new
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
program elements listed in that plan such as xeriscaping requirements or
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
installation of rainwater harvesting. Figure 1 of the goals and updates call for plans will be supplied at that time.
reuse and recycling, yet this Level B does not identify how or when this might
be implemented. Consistent with Table 1 and Figure 6 of the Goals and
Update, the Level B plans are expected to provide a breakdown of expected
water use by land use type and proposed design criteria that will be
incorporated in to each type of land use to achieve or maintain the ABCWUA
2024 water usage of 135 GPCD.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

37 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

As observed in the Level B Village Master Plan 21% of land use is proposed as
low density residential zones. Outdoor usage is the significant variable
between the identified land use classifications, particularly between low
density and high density residential - there is generally less land to irrigate
per unit within high density residential areas as compared to that of low
density and rural residential areas. Level B should incorporate design
standards or criteria designed specifically to lower water usage for outdoor
landscaping in Low Density Residential zones to meet 135gpcd 2024 ABCWUA
Water Conservation Plan goal.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design Standards Dan
to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan to be incorporated McGreggor
as a separate section, addressing low water usage landscaping in all
zones, but specifically Low Density Residential zones. Future residential
development will be required to participate in the Home Builders
Association of Central NM Build Green NM program. Standards
specifically address ABCWUA 2024 Water Conservation Plan goal to
meet 135 GPCD.

Staff Response
Status
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.
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Public Works

##
Department
38 PW Natural
Resources 3

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Condition 10. Compliance with Condition 10 has not been satisfied. The
section of the Water Master Plan (p.6) captioned as Water Conservation Plan
is inadequate and is a solely a summary of existing Water Conservation
Ordinance requirements. No additional concepts or measures needed to
meet the planned water use of 135 gpcd have been identified in this Level B.
This need for revision is consistent with Level B criteria. for land use wherein
there is to be definition of important design characteristics, including
streetscapes, setbacks, landscaping, parking, etc.

Response
(1) We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures are being required by this Master Plan
(though they may be encouraged on a Level C plan basis).
(3) 135 qpcd already met under existing Water Conservation ordinances.
Additional conservation requirements are not presented here, but are
subject to future County and ABCWUA regulation changes.

39 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

The Water Conservation Plan (which can be used across several Level B plan
submittals, and modified as needed for submittal specifics) should address by
design principles, standards, or guidelines how the development is going to
ensure compliance with ABCWUA and Bernalillo County water conservation
provisions, guidelines and design standards and the related development
agreements. For instance, Level A plans mention water reuse, to the Level B
plan should include indirect potable reuse as more than just a remote
possibility. One would expect at Level B to see more detail and conceptual
infrastructure to address eventual water reuse, for example a design criteria
that all development would be constructed with piping to allow future
introduction of water reuse.

(1) We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures over and above current County Ordinances,
are being required (though may be encouraged), though specific future
Level C or Level B plans may do so.
(3) 135 qpcd has already been met (even with old water technology).

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

40 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

Additionally landscape design standards with appropriate techniques and
specifications to address lower water usage should also be included. Santolina
Master Community will be located in an area with predominantly silty and
sandy soils, less than average precipitation, higher than average
temperatures and higher evapotranspiration rates compared to other parts of
the region. Outdoor water usage could be significantly higher than in other
service areas because of this natural variability. The Water Conservation Plan
should address exterior best management practices and design criteria
specific to the zone that significantly reduce water use and chemical use by
proposed densities. For example soil amendment program, passive water
harvesting, irrigation design standards and other techniques should be
included to address water usage in landscape design.

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design Standards Dan
to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan for low water
McGreggor
usage landscaping. Future residential development will be required to
participate in the Home Builders Association of Central NM Build Green
NM program. As requested, a revised Water Conservation Plan (Chap 6,
Section 1.4) will be supplied prior to the June 26th Environment Hearing
to address exterior best management practices.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft.
Revised language must be incorporated.

Completed

41 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

A good example of the level of detail and explanation of what is needed is
provided in the Stormwater Master Plan. ln many instances, the techniques
and approaches listed may serve both purposes, particularly as regards
outdoor water use and conservation. However, these elements should be
evaluated separately with respect to the use of reclaimed water and water
conservation principles. This would include separately addressing capture
and reuse of rooftop rain water capture from other site runoff which has to
be treated as stormwater runoff.

We agree. A revised Water Conservation Plan (Chap 6, Section 1.4) has Dan
been provided and includes the level of detail and explanation sought for McGreggor
by this comment.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft.
Revised language must be incorporated.

Completed

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Staff Response
Status
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.
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##
Department
42 PW Natural
Resources 4

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
SANTOLINA LEVEL B LAND USE PLAN
p. 5 ABCWUA letter. The letter was adequate per CPC decision. However it is
not adequate for Level B approval a fully executed development agreement is
needed prior to approval. Zoning p.16 - The Level B Plan includes portions by
land type use Design principles, guidelines; and standards demonstrating how
2024 Water Conservation goals are to be met should be included in the
proposed zoning for each land type use. That discussion probably should be
addressed in either Chapter 5 or Chapter 6.

43 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

44 PW Natural
Resources 4

Staff Response
Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Drainage master Plan and Terrain Management Plan.
Must be incorporated in Revision.

Status
Completed

Stormwater System Design Approach page 53 Compliance with MS4 permit We agree and will revise accordingly.
requirements, as adopted by the County for individual non-residential tracts.
Language must be corrected to read Compliance with MS4 permit
requirements, as adopted by the County for all new development and
redevelopment projects that disturb greater than or equal to one acre,
including projects less than one acre that are part of a larger common plan of
development or sale.

Defer issue to PW Drainage Engineer

Completed

2/8/2016

Terrain Management p.60 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils,
We agree and will revise accordingly.
and other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important
site features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils to
wind erosion, their locations within the Level B plan, and the particular
techniques that will be used to prevent excess wind erosion during
construction and development.

Stormwater is not mentioned in the Zoning Chapter.
Changes to the Drainage/Stormwater Master Plan
proposed on June 22, 2016 are generally acceptable to
NRS, but decision is deferred by NRS to the Drainage
Engineer

Completed

45 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

Water System Planning page 63 The proposed Santolina Level B Water
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
System remains consistent with the system as proposed with the Level A
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
Master Plan approval. Level B does not incorporate into the water and
wastewater design maps a reclamation/reuse plan nor does it incorporate the
infrastructures to deliver the reclaimed/reused water. Please revise the water
system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure and provide an indication
of what phasing/timing will incorporate the use of the reclaimed water which
will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build out water use
estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Water Master Plan. Revised language must be
incorporated. Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16

46 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

WATER MASTER PLAN
We agree and will revise accordingly.
Water Master Plan p. 3 bullet list. Condition & specifies consideration of
direct and indirect potable reuse as one of the elements for the
Development Agreement. It should specifically be included in this bullet list,
accordingly, as it is a summary of Condition 8, which is not yet satisfied.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Water Master Plan. Revised language must be
incorporated. Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16

47 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.4, next of last P. The preceding paragraphs are short on We agree and will revise accordingly.
a description of approaches used to achieve the 135 gpcd goal by existing
users. It fails to identify which of WATER MASTER PLAN those might be
incorporated as design criteria for this Level B. This paragraph calls out the
opportunity to utilize new development standards and practices to achieve
significant water savings over time, but fails to identify what those may be.
Please identify and discuss these new development building standards and
practices as part of the Water Conservation Plan section for each type of land
use. Also if existing system users can achieve 135 gpcd, as stated as having
already occurred, and the WRMS draft indicates that new construction is
expected to use between 25 to 50 percent less water relative to existing
residential properties, than that expectation should be expressed in Santolina
water conservation goals and the design criteria used to achieve should be
conceptually identified at Level B and identified in the Water Conservation
Plan.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
Responder
The Zoning Chapter now includes 2024 Water Conservation goals for
Dan
each land use. Future residential development will be required to
McGreggor
participate in the Home Builders Association of Central NM Build Green
NM program. Chapter 6, Section 1.4 addresses how the ABCWUA's 2024
goals will be met.

Public Works

Completed
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##
Department
48 PW Natural
Resources 5

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Water Master Plan p.4 the potential for utilizing water reclamation
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
methodologies is mentioned here. However, the water conservation plan fails current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
to discuss this opportunity, specify design criteria for doing so, does not
plans will be supplied.
specify expected opportunities in this Level B plan to do so, and the water
use plan for this Level B shows no infrastructure for implementing this
opportunity.

49 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

50 PW Natural
Resources 5

Public Works

Staff Response
Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Status
Completed

Please revise the water system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
and provide and indication of what phasing will incorporate the use of the
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
reclaimed water which will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build plans will be supplied.
out water use estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

Incorporated by reference in the June 22, 2106 Water
Plan. Proposed revision must be incorporated

Completed

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5 continue the conservation practices. Please specify
which practices Santolina should continue.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Completed

51 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5. The development agreement required in Condition 8
is needed to ensure that ABCWUA is in conceptual agreement with the Level
A and Level B master plan. There is no assurance to the County that the
proposed Level B water infrastructure is satisfactory to the ABCWUA as this
involved cross-trunk connection and jumping of development across multiple
pressure zones rather than successive development to higher zones albeit it is
consistent with the Level A approach previously approved by the BCC.

The ABCWUA and the developer are reviewing and studying the water
infrastructure at this time (including the above raised funding and
phasing issues). The BCC condition refers to sequential extension of
infrastructure based on location of existing infrastructure (not successive
zone-by-zone extension).

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Completed

52 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5, last bullet. That statement is made that service
approach includes participation in new water supply acquisition by paying a
Water Supply Charge, which is of course allowable ABCWUA policy for new
development. However, on page 7, the document indicates that water supply
will generally come from outside the Level A Plan Area from existing
infrastructure. If existing sources are available and adequate, then one or the
other of these statements needs to be revised.

We will provide additional clarity.
The intent here is to say that water supply (however acquired) will be
generally delivered via existing infrastructure (and also new
infrastructure).

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Completed

53 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.6 Water Conservation Plan. This section is inadequate
and needs to address Santolina specific design criteria that are above and
beyond the Bernalillo County Water Conservation Ordinance. As this is a large
and very large user (i.e., a Master Plan) a water conservation plan identifying
techniques; approaches, design criteria, and water use goals for various water
land use sectors as laid out in the WRMS need to be provided and tied back to
the various criteria - show us what you are going to do to meet the reductions
specified in the WRMS. For example landscape design standards with
appropriate techniques and specifications to address lower water usage
should be included in this session.

The interpretation of the Ordinance's "large user" as being equal to a
Level A "Master Plan" requires further discussion. It seems logical that
Level C plans should address "techniques, approaches, etc." that can be
relevant to the "large user" specifics. The Level A conditions allow for
Level C compliance with this comment. The BCC Level A condition
references "prior to Level B approval".

Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Completed
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, not appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

54 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.8 and 9 - please revise to discuss the projected water
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
use with the context of the 2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal as specified in current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
Condition 10. What portion of the projected water use does this constitute,
plans will be supplied at that time.
what design criteria will be use to ensure that projected decreases in
commercial/industrial use are realized, etc.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Not acceptable. Language should be such that
participation in similar or successor programs will be
required, not just simply "those practices that are
employed." Or are you now backing away from such an
innovative level commitment for this Master Plan?

Completed
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Public Works

##
Department
55 PW Natural
Resources 6

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Water Master Plan p. 9 There is no apparent use of reclaimed water
identified in this Level B master plan. As part of the water conservation plan,
please identify the conceptual users of reclaimed water and identify the
infrastructure necessary to supply it to those land use areas.

Response
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

56 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

What design criteria will be used/imposed on developers to ensure the 180
gpcd maximum is achieved.

We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

57 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.10 How will reclaimed sewage for reuse purposes be
used within the boundaries of this level B, given the lack of infrastructure in
the water plan to deliver the same? Where is the conceptual infrastructure
identified to convey sewage to the potential future satellite Water
Reclamation plant in the southern portion of the Santolina Level A Plan Area
and or what is the phasing/ timeline to do so for this Level B plan? And on
page 11 the timing of that construction should likely be included in the
Development Agreement though here you say its to correspond with the
WRMS policy document. But you say later on page 11 that it may be available
to the Santolina Level B Plan area will it or will it not be constructed and
available for this Level B plan area and if so, in which phasing?

We agree with the request for additional clarity. Accordingly, further
Dan
explanation has been supplied to address the question of reclaimed
McGreggor
sewage infrastructure. Reclaimed (reuse) water distribution
infrastructure will be provided in appropriate street corridors at the time
of initial subdivision/site development activity. Additionally, please note
that reclaimed water will not be available to Level B until the Water
Reclamation Plant is installed in the Master Plan area (see Level A plans),
as can be seen in the Level B Sewer Master Plan. A Development
Agreement with the ABCWUA may have more to say about specific
timing of the Reclamation Plant.

Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Finding &
development agreement in place as that is the very point Condition
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

58 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.12. Much of this paragraph is a restatement of portions We agree and we will revise accordingly.
of the Bernalillo County Level A development agreement. However, the
paragraph should be removed as minor modifications of the language from
the development agreement have been introduced, particularly regarding
anticipation of that the ABCWUA will provide water and sewer to ABCWUA
may provide water and sewer, and expansion throughout the paragraph from
solely Owners to owners and developers, and a third change from negatively
affect current County water or sewer service to negatively impact the System.
Given that those provisions are in the development agreement, this should
either be deleted or incorporated by reference only.

Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Finding &
development agreement in place as that is the very point Condition
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

59 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan - p.5 High density urban development results in increased
We agree.
impervious area, leading to increased runoff volumes and velocities.
Accordingly, reduced application of the water harvesting principles is counter
intuitive the MS4 permit specifies system alternatives, but only if on-site
measures cannot be obtained. Only alternatives demonstrated and allowed
by the MS4 permit will be considered at the Level C review.

Not acceptable. Language should be such that
participation in similar or successor programs will be
required, not just simply "those practices that are
employed." Or are you now backing away from such an
innovative level commitment for this Master Plan?

60 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan P.11 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils, and
We agree and will revise accordingly.
other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important site
features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils, their
locations within the Level B plan, and the particular techniques that will be
used to prevent excess wind erosion during development.

Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Completed
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, not appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Staff Response
Status
Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Completed
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, no appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Completed
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##
Department
61 PW Natural
Resources 7

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Stormwater Plan p13 - The MS4 permit requirement is for on-site
We agree and will revise accordingly.
management of the 90th percentile storm. Because of the west mesa location
of this development, the applicant needs to define and develop the numeric
values for runoff using the methodology specified EPA 832-R-14-007 and
using site appropriate data. This may be in excess of the 0.44-inch storm
event or other first-flush volumes called out in the DPM and in the
Stormwater Master Plan.

62 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan p.15. The MS4 permit requirements are briefly summarized,
but fail to mention post-construction stormwater management requirements
including on-site management of the 90th percentile storm event, the need
for post-construction and recurring inspection requirements, and on-going
mechanism to ensure effective post-construction operation and maintenance
of best management practices. The details of these requirements can be
addressed at Level C, but should be at least mentioned in passing at Level B.

Public Works

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Completed
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Additional narrative and design standards has been included in the Level Dan
B Plan to address the use of LID techniques. A revised Stormwater Plan McGreggor
will be supplied to address post-construction stormwater management,
impervious cover limitations, and removal/correction of the table
reference.

Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Finding &
development agreement in place as that is the very point Condition
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Bernalillo County Staff has indicated this comment will be removed. See Richard
PCC criteria and Level A Development Agreement. These protections are Meadows
built into the process.

Correct. Staff has removed this comment.

Completed

P. 46, paragraph 7

Completed

Stormwater Plan - p.15 The stated percentages listed in Table 4 should be
considered as maximum impervious cover limitations allowed. The use of LID
techniques implies that efforts, techniques, and approaches should strive to
minimize the amount of impervious cover, and particularly the amount of
directly connected impervious cover. Please address this table as maximum
anticipated impervious cover percentages and techniques that can be used to
address the high parking/paving percentages for commercial/industrial; and
low density mixed use, and educational/institutional. Also there is a reference
to a Table 22.13.1 that doesn't exist in this document.

63 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Comments on Level A (Revised) and B Transportation Plan and Technical
Report
1. Prepare a guideline that defines the parameters in which the Level A and
Level B plans remain relevant and when exceeded shall require appropriate
modifications to these plans and the subsequent review by the County. This
guideline and the associated parameters shall apply to all appropriate
sections of the plans.

64 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

2. Include adequate information to ensure that appropriate land/ROW for all This is addressed in the Level B Land Use Plan. PdV south of I-40 has
major onsite corridors shall be provided to allow for the transition from
been planned to be consistent with the ROW north of I-40.
interim to ultimate buildout conditions. This is especially relevant regarding
the extension of PDV south of I40, as there is the possibility that this road will
ultimately become a freeway.

65 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

3. Functional Classification Maps Provide consistent language or footnote
Level B MP - Exhibits 3, 4, 5 and 6; Updated Level A Transportation MP, Richard
differences: primary = principal arterial, secondary = minor arterial. Consider Figures 1, 2, 3 and 21 and Level B Transportation MP, Figures 1, 10, 11, Meadows
minor and major collectors.
12 will be modified to maintain consistency with Functional classification.
Updated Level A Transportation MP, Figures 13 and 43 and Level B
Transportation MP, Figures 2, 13 and 21 has been revised to clarify the
functional classification is based on MRCOG model link definitions. See
September 2016 Level B Technical Report revision, p. 8, for additional
clarification.

Ex. 5-8 still use incorrect terminology (primary instead of
principal arterial) in MP. Correct in Fig. 1, 10, 11, 12 in
Transportation Tech. Document. Some differences
between modeled roads and plan roads shown. Text
added to explain why different.

Completed

66 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

4. LRTS Guide/ Complete Streets Add text describing green infrastructure
techniques used in roadways. Provide a section describing ITS techniques
and adaptive signals as a best practice to consider in Santolina.

p. 51 added text on GI and ITS. P. 48 added text on ITS.

Completed

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Richard
Meadows

Text describing green infrastructure techniques used in roadways and
Richard
describing ITS techniques and adaptive signals as a best practice to
Meadows
consider in Santolina has been added to the 2016 Level B Transportation
Master Plan, Section V, p. 41.
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Department
67 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
5. 2040 V/C Off-site LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
*Provide AM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
discuss these locations and identify mitigation requirements.
a. I40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista/118th St Ramps
b: I40 WB between Unser Blvd and 98th St interchanges.
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40 and approach to Gibson
d. Unser Blvd NB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd NB between
Rio Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd NB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.
e. Gun Club Rd WB approach to 118th St.
f. 114th St NB approach to Central Ave
g. Central Ave WB near 118th St; Central Ave EB approach to 98th St

Public Works

Responder
Richard
Meadows

*Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
a. I-40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista Ramps
b. I-40 EB between 118th St and Unser Blvd interchanges
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40
d. Dennis Chavez Blvd WB approaches to Unser Blvd and Broadway Blvd
e. Central Ave WB and EB approaches to 118th St and 98th St
f. Unser Blvd SB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd SB between Rio
Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd SB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.

Staff Response
2025 offsite: 1-2. pp 14-15 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
2040 offsite: 1-2. p. 19-21 I-40/118th St WB-EB
3. p. 21 118th Central
4. p. 23 118th/ Gibson
5. p. 24 118th/ D. Chavez
6. p. 26 118th/ Gun Club
7. p. 29 Central/ 98th
8. p. 30 Central/ 106th
9. p. 33 D. Chavez/ Unser
10. p. 34 D. Chavez-Rio Bravo/ Coors
11. p. 35 Rio Bravo/ Isleta
12. p. 37 Rio Bravo/ Broadway
13. p. 38 Gun Club/ Unser
14. p. 39 Gun Club/ Coors
15. p. 40 Gun Club/ Isleta
16-17. p. 43-44 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
18. p. 45 Atrisco Vista/ Central
19-20. p 46-47 PDV/ I-40 WB-EB
21-22. p. 48-49 I-40/ Unser to 98th WB-EB

Status
Completed

2040 on-site:
1. p. 51 PDV/ I-40 Frontage
2. p. 52 Atrisco Vista/ Parallel Rd
3. p. 53 Atrisco Vista/ Gibson
4. p. 53 D. Chavez/ Loop Rd.

Completed

68 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Continued from previous line (Item 5)

Continued from previous line

69 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

6. 2040 V/C On-site LOS Analysis:
Provide AM/PM Peak on-site mitigation recommendations:
* 118th St NB/SB between Dennis Chavez and Gun Club Rd

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.

Richard
Meadows

70 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

7. 2025 V/C LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
* Provide AM Peak off-:site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB on-ramp

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.

Richard
Meadows

2025 offsite: 1-2. pp 14-15 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
2040 offsite: 1-2. p. 19-21 I-40/118th St WB-EB
3. p. 21 118th Central
4. p. 23 118th/ Gibson
5. p. 24 118th/ D. Chavez
6. p. 26 118th/ Gun Club
7. p. 29 Central/ 98th
8. p. 30 Central/ 106th
9. p. 33 D. Chavez/ Unser
10. p. 34 D. Chavez-Rio Bravo/ Coors
11. p. 35 Rio Bravo/ Isleta
12. p. 37 Rio Bravo/ Broadway
13. p. 38 Gun Club/ Unser
14. p. 39 Gun Club/ Coors
15. p. 40 Gun Club/ Isleta
16-17. p. 43-44 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
18. p. 45 Atrisco Vista/ Central
19-20. p 46-47 PDV/ I-40 WB-EB
21-22. p. 48-49 I-40/ Unser to 98th WB-EB

Completed

Continued from previous line

Richard
Meadows

2040 on-site:
1. p. 51 PDV/ I-40 Frontage
2. p. 52 Atrisco Vista/ Parallel Rd
3. p. 53 Atrisco Vista/ Gibson
4. p. 53 D. Chavez/ Loop Rd.

Completed

* Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB off-ramp

71 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Continued from previous line (Item 7)

Completed
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
8. Transit MP: Page 62. Although no commuter/ BRT service currently exists The text on page 62 of the Updated Level A Transportation Master Plan
on Dennis Chavez & Mention there is an existing Route 222 transit service on has been revised to mention existing Routes 222 and 98. The text has
Dennis Chavez that serves South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing
now been revised.
Route 98 transit service on 98th St and Dennis Chavez that serves Rio
Bravo/Coors commercial center.

73 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

9. Pedestrian and Bikeways MP: Proposed trail network runs through the
proposed street network. Describe how trails will cross roadways (grade
separation, signalized arterial crossings, mid-block crossings, etc.).
Disconnected trail network through urban center and other locations. Add
more connectivity to trail network. Describe how trails will integrate with onstreet bicycle and pedestrian network. Describe safety design features for onstreet bike-ped network (buffered bike lanes, cycle tracks, bike intersections,
etc.).

Responder
Richard
Meadows

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Updated Level A Transportation MP Section F.3 (p. 67) and Level B
Transportation MP Section V11.A (p. 58) has been revised. as follows:
"Mid-block, unsignalized pedestrian/trail crossing treatments has been
evaluated using the latest research procedures, such as TCRP
112/NCHRP 562 "Improving Pedestrian Safety at Unsignalized Crossings."
This research identifies the safest approaches for safely crossing
roadways at mid-block and unsignalized locations." "At the intersection
of the trails and on-street network, the trails will enter at-grade with the
sidewalk and provide access to the on-street bicycle network, or
proposed crossing. At locations where high traffic volume and high
pedestrian or bicycle traffic volume are present, if a traffic signal is not
present, a pedestrian traffic signal (such as a HAWK) has been evaluated.
In rare circumstances, a grade separated structure has been considered."

P. 61 text added. Map not updated. P. 69 Level A, p. 62
Completed
Level B language added to support grade separated
crossings on open space network @ PDV, Atrisco Vista,
and Dennis Chavez (9-15-16).
7 ft. bike lane, 3 ft. buffer added and language included
that dimensions allow for cycle tracks p. 62, Level B (9-1516)
Minor modification still needed on typical cross sections
on Paseo del Volcan@ Urban Center include 3 ft buffer
between travel lane and bike lane (Master Plan: pg. 71 Ex
12, pg. 136 Ex 12; Level A: pg. 17 Fig 7; Level B pg. 56 Fig
37)

74 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Continued from previous line (Item 9)

Text from the Level B Tech report section V Typical Sections (p. 53), has
been added to both the Updated Level A (p. 65) and Level B
Transportation (p. 58) MP's bicycle sections (p. 65 Level A and p. 58) to
highlight that the proposed typical sections for principal and minor
arterials provide for a buffer between the vehicular and bike lanes. The
base for the Level A exhibits has been corrected to show this open space
connection. The overall open space network has been finalized with
future Level B plans.

P. 56-57, typical sections

Completed

75 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

10. Performance indicators, page 59. While vehicle hours travelled (VHT),
congested lane miles and vehicle hours of delay (VHD) are reduced on the
system network in 2040, vehicle miles travelled (VMT) increases by 2.6% in
2040. This measure has implications for regional air quality degradation and
related health outcomes, meeting new federal ozone standards, and
increased greenhouse gas emissions.
Describe possible reasons for increases to network VMT e.g. induced demand
and provide realistic mitigation recommendations e.g. promoting transit use,
mixed use development, compact/ walkable development, etc.

The likely reason for the increase in VMT is the location of the jobs in
Santolina results in slightly longer commute trips, as residents of the east
side travel to the west side for employment. Although this does result in
increased VMT, it more efficiently utilizes the existing transportation
infrastructure that is underutilized in the current west-to-east morning
commute, and the east-to-west evening commute. The Transportation
Demand Management section of the Transportation section (Section 4.7,
p. 49) of the Level B Master Plan describes the strategies for promoting
transit use, mixed use development, walkable development, etc. Air
Quality is also discussed in the Level B Master Plan, in Section 5.4, page
53, and a separate Air Quality analysis is being prepared for submittal.

Text added to report, Level A, Tech Appendix

Completed

76 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

11. Transportation infrastructure no net costs. Page 19 identifies total 2040
MTP public and private costs. The 2040 MTP estimates $155.5 million on-site
Santolina transportation costs ($55.5 million by 2025) not including PDN
interchange ($15A million) and PDN roadway through Santolina ($11.6
million), and Gibson through escarpment {$1.6 million) by 2040.
Off-site improvements listed in the MTP include 118th St roadway ($4.8
million) and 118th St/1-40 interchange ($25 million) by 2040. Provide on-site
and off-site Santolina roadway costs and potential funding mechanisms for
Level B 2025 and 2040 build-out.

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
Richard
discuss these locations. This report will include cost estimates of the on- Meadows
site and off-site infrastructure. The cost sharing arrangements has been
included in the Development Agreement. The funding mechanisms will
likely include PID's, TIDD's, developer imposed fees or other methods to
be developed in concert with the County over the lifetime of the
development of Santolina.

Condition of
Summary of improvement costs - pp. 3-4. Still not clear
on which on-site improvements are project infrastructure Approval
costs and which are system infrastructure costs.
Development agreement should itemize list of
improvements by type. Infrastructure funding strategy
added on pp. 95-97 in MP. See Comment 101

Printed on: 12/21/2016
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72 PW Transportation
Review

Public Works

Packet Pg. 2553

6.A.d

##
Department
77 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
12. Level A Minor corrections:
* Page 14. Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Roadway Design
Guidelines
* Page 22. Footnote: For purposes of this analysis&
* Page 41. &providing opportunities for commuting in the reverse of the
typical west-to-east anticipated in the MPO forecast.

78 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

13. Level B Minor corrections:
We are in agreement with these changes and they have been
* Page 45. Transit service within the County areas is provided on a contract
incorporated into the document.
basis with ABQ Ride.
* Page 46. An existing Route 222 provides transit service on Dennis Chavez to
South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing Route 98 on 98th St and
Dennis Chavez serves Rio Bravo/Coors commercial center.
* Page 55. As a transit market grows, the Santolina Master Plan.

79 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

14. Level B Major Corrections:
Page 43 & Exhibit 10: Replace "Local Street 3: with a cross-section of a "Major
Local" which has 60ft: ROW and 36ft: face-of-curb to. Face-of-curb drivable
width. Contact BCPWD for a copy of the cross-section typical of County Street
Standards.

80 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

1) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 9: - Is the existing frontage road south of I- NMDOT wishes the Frontage Road to remain a two-lane road and the
40 adequate as a 2-lane (1 lane per direction) facility adequate to carry the
modeling was done to satisfy that request. Turn lanes may be required
future full buildout traffic volumes? Might a 4-lane (2-lane per direction) be at some point in the future at major intersecting roadways to achieve
considered?
acceptable levels of service.

81 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

2) General Comment, Pages 11 - 13: for the full buildout traffic volume maps Agreed, the maps have been revised to include a legend.
(ADT page 11, AM Peak page 12 and PM Peak page 13) should consider
providing a legend for the reader to identify the volumes shown are in
hundreds or thousands.

82 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

3) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 14: How many lanes for the full buildout I40/PDV interchange WB exit ramp and EB entrance ramp are considered?
Since this interchange is planned for future buildout after 2025 shouldn’t it
have a better LOS and v/c condition in 2040 other than severe? Maybe
consider increasing the number of ramp lanes (if only considering 1 lane) and
re-run the model to improve the condition.

83 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

84 PW Transportation
Review

85 PW Transportation
Review

P. 42 MP

Status
Completed

P. 53 MP

Completed

Major local by reference. Ex 12 private road or as
approved by County. Add 60 ft. major local drawing.

Completed

Richard
Meadows

P. 45 text

Completed

Richard
Meadows

Technical Appendix: pp. 13-14, Fig. 6-7; p. 25, Fig 17; p.
49, Fig 37

Completed

The MRCOG model assumes a single lane for the ramps, and at the
Richard
intersections with future PdV. The poor performance is due to the low
Meadows
capacity used on the off-ramp or on-ramp link in the model. This
indicates the expectation that the intersection will be signalized.
Improvements will be identified in the supplemental report at the
intersection with PdV, however final configuration will be dependent on
future NMDOT studies of the interchange.

P. 47 table 43

Completed

4) General Comment, Page 15: Same comment as #2 above.

Agreed, the maps have been revised to include a legend. The Legend on Richard
page 11 will be updated.
Meadows

p. 11 ADT directional not in 000s

Completed

2/26/2016

5) General Comment, Page 16, second paragraph: Regarding the discussion of
the roundabouts. Maybe consider providing potential candidate locations for
future roundabouts. If only to earmark those intersections for possible
roundabouts and planning real estate needs. Right-of-Way most of the time
becomes an issue when constructing a roundabout footprint.

It is considered unlikely roundabouts will be located on major principal Richard
arterials (Atrisco Vista, Paseo del Volcan, Gibson, Dennis Chavez and the Meadows
Loop Road). Minor/minor intersections, and minor/collector
intersections could be considered possible candidates for roundabouts. A
statement have been added that says "Roundabouts are not precluded in
this Master Plan, and can be considered at appropriate locations, in
consultation with Bernalillo County Transportation Staff. Right-of-way
will be provided in the event previously granted ROW is not adequate."

P. 16 text added

Completed

2/26/2016

6) General Comment, Pages 26 – 28: for the 2025 build traffic volume maps Agreed, the maps will be revised to include a legend.
(ADT page 26, AM Peak page 27 and PM Peak page 28) same comment as #2
above, should consider providing a legend for the reader to identify the
volumes shown are in hundreds or thousands.

p. 27 Fig 16; p. 35 Fig. 24

Completed

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
We are in agreement with these changes and they have been
incorporated into the document.

Public Works

Responder
Richard
Meadows

Richard
Meadows

14. The major local typical section have been included in the revised
Richard
Technical Appendix. The proposed Local Street 3 will be maintained, but Meadows
we have added clarifying language to indicate it is proposed for low
volume streets with ADT < 1,500.

Richard
Meadows

Staff Response
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Public Works

##
Department
86 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/26/2016

Comments
7) Traffic Modeling Comment, Pages 27 – 28 and 34 – 35: – In the AM/PM
peak hour volumes exhibit, in the year 2025, there are traffic volumes at the
end of Shelly Road but in the year 2040, this traffic volume “disappears”.
Could this be explained?

87 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

8) General Comment, Page 34 and 38: Did the traffic modeling analysis factor 2025 has it incorporated correctly, 2040 does not. See response above.
in traffic to/from the Metropolitan Detention Center and Sandia
Motorsports?

88 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

9) General Comment, Page 66: - Is there sufficient evidence to justify that the
Santolina development will affect EB traffic on US-550 and Alameda Blvd? Can
this scenario be explained as to how the model factored these volume
reductions?

89 PW Transportation
Review

3/10/2016

Prepare a Transportation Conformity Determination for air quality by June
2016.

90 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

The following Conditions of Approval are required within 30 days of BCC
We Agree
approval of Level B Santolina Master Plan: The Level B Transportation Master
Plan/Technical Appendix text and maps will be revised to address agency
comments.

91 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

Level B Development Agreement will address no net cost PCC criteria for all
on-site and off-site transportation improvements related to the Level B
Santolina Master Plan using the appropriate funding mechanism.

92 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

The following items are required prior to CPC approval of Level B Santolina
Will be submitted based on comments previously received.
Master Plan: Addendum to the Level B Transportation Master Plan/Technical
Appendix with revised text and maps addressing agency comments

Completed

93 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

An Air Quality Study per PCC criteria will be performed by June 2016 using
Completed and submitted to BCPWD.
EPAs Motor Vehicles Emission Simulator (MOVES 2014) model identifying
regional pollutants in National Ambient Air Quality Standards and, if needed,
localized analysis of 2 on-site, 2 off-site high volume intersections using
CAL3QHC dispersion model.

Completed

94 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

To address Public Works and other agency transportation comments already
submitted on the Level B Transportation Master Plan, BHI provided the
following at the end of March 2016: Spreadsheet documenting all
transportation-related agency comments and how they will be addressed.

Completed

95 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

Level B Santolina Transportation Master Plan Mitigation Report analyzing on- Completed and submitted to BCPWD.
site and off-site roadway impacts for 2025 and 2040 and mitigation
improvements required and their costs. The report addresses comments
related to improvements to the network at select intersections to achieve
acceptable level of service.

96 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

Ref. Santolina Level B Master Plan Transportation Comment Matrix:
Condition: Revise Transportation MP to address agency comments within 30
days of BCC approval:

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
Responder
There was a coding error in the connector from the zone south on
Richard
Shelley Road for 2040. The existing uses (Detention Center, Landfill and Meadows
Motor Sports Park) were mistakenly connected to the Loop Road.
However the base year model (2012) from MRCOG shows just 100 vph in
the peak hour on Shelley, and also shows no employment growth for the
existing uses in 2040. Adding these 100 trips to the 2040 volumes
shown in Figures 25 and 26 would still result in v/c less than 0.90 in
2040. No change is proposed.

OK

Status
Completed

OK

Completed

These reductions on US 550 and Alameda are due to the normalization of Richard
the socioeconomic forecast required to maintain regional control totals Meadows
of households and employment, as directed by MRCOG. Households,
and retail and service jobs, from the west side of Albuquerque/Bernalillo
County and Rio Rancho were reassigned to Santolina (to maintain
regional control totals). This reduces the traffic generation in those parts
of the metro area. The result is fewer river crossings on US 550 and
Alameda in the Santolina scenario as compared to the MRCOG Trend
scenario.

No changes.

Completed

Per discussions with Bernalillo County Staff, an Air Quality analysis has
been submitted prior to the June Environment Hearing.

Submitted. Summarized in MP pp 61-63.

Completed

We Agree

Richard
Meadows

Richard
Meadows

Staff Response

Completed

See comment 101.

Condition of
Approval

The matrix is attached

Agreed

Completed

Comments have been included in revised Level B
Transportation Plan
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##
Department
97 PW Transportation
Review

98 PW Transportation
Review
99 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
7/13/2016

Comments
3. Ex. 5-8 still uses incorrect terminology (primary instead of principal arterial) Will be revised

7/13/2016

8. The text on p. 62 still has not been revised to mention existing routes 222
and 98.
9. Bikeways and Trails Map has still not been updated to reflect increased
connectivity.

7/13/2016

Response

Will be revised
Will be revised

Public Works

Responder

Staff Response
Terminology has been revised in Level B Transportation
Plan

Status
Completed

Terminology has been revised in Level A Transportation
Plan
To be revised in the Level B Master Plan

Completed
Completed

100 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

10. Typical sections still not final. Remove 220 ft. R/W section. Modify the 186 Will be revised
ft R/W section as multi-way boulevard, if possible.

Additional comments on roadway sections. Text added
Completed
regarding future revisions to standards, geometry design
per updated traffic studies.

101 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

12. Mitigation improvement cost summary in supplemental report - still not We agree that this comment should be provided as a condition of
clear on which on-site improvements are project infrastructure costs and
approval.
which are system infrastructure costs. Development agreement should
itemize list of improvements and cost by infrastructure type corresponding to
funding mechanism identified on pp. 95-97 in MP. Condition: Provide within
30 days of BCC approval.

BHI will provide a project list with costs for off-site and
system improvements needed by 2025 and 2040

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Condition of
Approval
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ABCWUA

##
Department
1 ABCWUA

Note Date
2/12/2016

Comments
1. The development has requested a water and sanitary sewer serviceability
statement. This serviceability statement will outline the specific water and
sanitary sewer improvements needed to serve the entire development and
the Level B Master Plan. The Water Authority will determine the forecasted
potable and nonpotable water demands along with the projected sanitary
sewer flows based on the land uses approved by the CPC and ultimately the
BCC.

2

ABCWUA

2/12/2016

2. The Water Authority requests that the CPC make the determination on the We agree.
proposed Level B plan so as to provide some level of certainty on the
approved land uses for the Level B plan This will allow the Water Authority to
finalize the water and sewer uses in the serviceability statement. The
serviceability statement will then supplement the Development Agreement
which must be approved by the Water Authority Board.

Kristopher
Cadena

Finding &
Condition of
Approval

3

ABCWUA

2/12/2016

3. The Water Authority's understanding is there is a condition of approval
from Level A that requires a Water Authority Development Agreement. The
Water Authority is requesting that the condition of the Water Authority
Development Agreement be revised to state prior to BCC approval for the
Level B Plan so as to be a concurrent process.

We agree, prior to Level B (BCC)
approval.

Kristopher
Cadena

Finding &
Condition of
Approval

4

ABCWUA

6/15/2016

The Water Authority is negotiating a development agreement with the
developer which is to be concurrent with the Level B Master Plan.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

Finding &
Condition of
Approval

5

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

I would like to add the following to my previously submitted comments: 1.
We agree.
Santolina has requested a water and sanitary sewer serviceability statement.
This shall be issued prior to the Water Authority development agreement as it
supplements the development agreement.

Kristopher
Cadena

Finding &
Condition of
Approval

6

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

2. The Water Authority Development agreement will then need approval
from the Water Authority Board.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

7

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

3. The Water Authority is aware of the Level A and Level B process.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

Finding &
Condition of
Approval
Finding &
Condition of
Approval

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
We agree.

Responder
Kristopher
Cadena

Staff Response

Status
Finding &
Condition of
Approval
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MRCOG

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
GENERAL COMMENTS
Letter dated MRMPO concerns are largely related to the size of the Level B Plan Area. At 4,243 acres, it is
2/8/2016
nearly one third of Santolina's total 13,851 acres. The Planned Communities Criteria (PCC)
indicates that Level B Plans are to be submitted for Village Master Plans, Community Center,
Employment Center, or Urban Center Plans, and that these plans are typically 650 to 1200 acres
in size (PCC, page 38). Having an appropriately sized Level B Plan is important because, in the
case of Santolina, the Level B plans are equated with phasing (Level A Plan, page 35). If the
Santolina Level B Plan is approved at the currently proposed size, MRMPO strongly recommends
a more detailed phasing strategy to ensure predictable and contiguous development, as well as
to evaluate important benchmarks (see comments for SANTOLINA Level B MASTER PLAN, pages
80-84). A detailed phasing strategy for the Level B Master Plan would alleviate the majority of
MRMPO concerns. Closely related to phasing, MRMPO is concerned about different stages of
development of roadways within Santolina during the course of its development: Specifically
MRMPO has concerns regarding funding of roadway widening projects, and how multi-modal
elements will be accommodated at each stage of roadway development. (see comments for
SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER PLAN UPDATED TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN, page 17).

2

Andrew
We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design
MRCOG
MRMPO is concerned about certain design elements of Santolina in the Level B Master Plan.
Standards to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan. The Gingerich
Letter dated MRMPO is very encouraged to see the high level of non-residential land uses proposed in the
Level B Master Plan. As was demonstrated by the Level A Transportation plan, the development addition of these standards will alleviate these concerns.
2/8/2016
of these non-residential uses will be critical to performance of the surrounding regional
roadway network. MRMPO is also encouraged to see a variety of housing densities proposed in
the Level B plan and the close proximity of housing to services. This will help shorten
automobile trips as well as make alternative transportation options, such as walking, biking, and
future transit, more viable. However, MRMPO is concerned that the proposed zoning will be
inadequate to ensure the development of certain aspects of the built environment envisioned in
the Level A Plan (see comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, page 12, and pages 1631).

MRMPO is very concerned to see that the draft Completed
Design Guidelines Section of the Level B Master
Plan has been removed in the July Draft. These
guidelines were an important step in the right
direction and MRMPO staff were pleased to see
that they were being developed. "Design
criteria" is a part of the Level B Planned
Communities Criteria. In regards to the zoning
chapter, MRMPO is pleased to see that mixeduse is more integrated into the zoning
categories. However there are few places that
may be contradictory. See July 11th Comments
for more details.

3

MRMPO appreciates that the Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Guide is referred to for See Above
MRCOG
Letter dated roadway designs. However MRMPO has some specific roadways design concerns (see comments
for SANTOLINA LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, pages 41-42).
2/8/2016

See Above

4

See MRCOG comment response matrix.
MRCOG
Finally, MRMPO has concerns about the way in which the 2040 MTP Trend Scenario is
Letter dated referenced in the Level B documents in specific areas. MRCOGs Socioeconomic Program
2/8/2016
Manager was consulted throughout the development of the alternative 2025 and 2040
socioeconomic datasets that were required for the analyses contained within the Level B Master
Plan Transportation Master Plan. The methodology is consistent with those discussions.
However, several references to the 2040 MTP Trend Scenario in the Level B documents need to
be modified or clarified (See multiple comments).

This was from the introductory paragraph of the General
MRMPO February 8th comments. Specific issues Comment
address in other comments.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
Responder
Andrew
As part of this Level B Plan, we are allocating approximately 1,000
acres, or 22% of the Plan area, to Open Space. Additionally, this level Gingerich
B Plan includes the entire Town Center that will serve all of Santolina
at full buildout. We recognize that the Town Center will develop over
the life of the project. In order to meet the benchmarks set out by
the Level A Development Agreement, we are allocating
approximately 45% of the Level B Plan area to support institutional,
commercial, and businesses.

Staff Response
Status
This was from the introductory paragraph of the Completed
MRMPO February 8th comments. Specific issues
address in other comments.

Completed
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##
5

Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
Page 1: Atrisco Vista widening from Dennis Chavez to north of 1-40 is not proposed to be
Letter dated publicly funded in the 2040 MTP. Would this widening project fall under 719.0 and 719.1 in the
2/8/2016
2040 MTP project listing under proposed privately funded projects? Paseo del Volcan (PdV)
construction south of 1-40 is also not proposed for public funding. Please specifically identify
which projects in this paragraph are proposed for public funding and which are proposed for
private funding per the 2040 MTP.

Response
The Level A and Level B Development Agreements identify the
shared funding responsibilities for system and project infrastructure,
and should be incorporated into future MTP's as the Development
Agreements identify. The supplemental mitigation evaluation report
submitted to Bernalillo County identifies the updated funding
amounts for 719.0 and 719.1. Widening of Atrisco Vista is included
in those project numbers, as are all roadways within Santolina.
Revised Page 1

6

MRCOG
Page 17A: Under Strategies for Street Construction and Dedication, the statement is made that
Letter dated "the initial 2-lanes of permanent roadways, intersections, and other elements to serve the
2/8/2016
development will be constructed by the developer, per the Planned Communities Criteria and
the Development Agreement." It then states that additional widening, based on "actual demand
and short term projections," could be conducted through local government capital funding
mechanisms. The transportation analysis demonstrates the need for additional on-site roadways
to be widened to 4 or 6 lanes in order to adequately serve the proposed levels of development
seeking approval. This means the results of the study are dependent on the widening occurring.
The potential for reprioritization of public monies for roadway infrastructure needed to serve
any approved levels of development is a concern, given the emphasis on "no net expense"
language throughout the submitted documents. MRMPO expects limited additional public
funding options in the future, especially for capacity expansion projects (2040 MTP, page EX-1).
The current program 2040 MTP, with the exception of the widening of Dennis Chavez east of
Atrisco Vista, does not anticipate any public funding for roadways within Santolina before 2040,
with the exception of the PdV I-40 interchange at the north boundary of the Santolina, which is
expected to have combined private and public funding.

Andrew
A. Not quite. This language simply repeats the PCC language
Gingerich
regarding roadway improvements. The Level A and Level B
Development Agreements have and will identify under what
conditions the developer will pay for project and system
infrastructure, which are based on proportional use of the required
improvements. The transportation analysis shows that widening is
required to support development. Therefore, it is reasonable to
conclude that a portion of the improvements will be funded by the
developer. However, to be clear, the Level A Development
Agreement defines “no net expense” as the following: “The "no net
expense" policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a
responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including construction,
operation and maintenance, shared between the public and private
sectors. The "no net expense" test is satisfied if the County's on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures reasonably
allocated to the Project have been, or will be, offset by revenues
and/or economic and fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced)
from the Project.” It is also assumed that as the MTP is updated
every 5-years, that specific funding and construction projects will be
updated to reflect decisions, and approvals relate to both public and
private funding.

Which roads are considered "system
Complete
infrastructure" and which are considered
"project infrastructure" have not been clearly
communicated to MRMPO staff. A map of
roadways expected to be "system infrastructure"
would help to clarify this, along with the
expected proportion of public expenditures for
each roadway, especially onsite roadways.

MRCOG
Page 17B: Relatedly, MRMPO is also concerned with how additional elements in the roadbed
Letter dated will be covered in each phase of roadway construction, such as bike lanes, paths, sidewalks, and
landscaping, which are depicted in the street sections on page 16. Will these elements be
2/8/2016
implemented only at the final phase of roadway construction? If so, this would greatly diminish
bicycle and pedestrian systems during the interim period, which in the case of a project this size,
could span decades.

B. Multi-modal and landscape improvements will be phased and it is
expected that all roadways will include a reasonable portion of these
elements at each stage of construction. Phased implementation of
these improvements will be ensured through each individual Level C
Plan applications and improvement agreements. For example, until
transit service is anticipated, the construction of dedicated bus lanes
is not warranted and cannot be constructed. However, an emphasis
will be placed on ensuring that pedestrian and bicycle improvements
are in place as soon as practical. The phasing of development within
Santolina is included in the Level A Development Plan document
under section 6.3 Phasing of Project and Infrastructure: “The Project
shall be developed in multiple phases at such times, location and
size as determined by market demand or the Owner. The Project
Infrastructure improvements shall be installed in phases on an as
needed basis and sized to serve the phase of Project then proposed
for and/or being developed.” The phasing of development through
future Level C Plan applications will also be delineated further in the
Level B Development Agreement. Revised, page 18 Level A Trans
Plan, p 61, Level B Tech Report.

Please add the following language to the
Completed
Transportation chapter of the Level B Master
Plan. "Multi-modal and landscape
improvements will be phased and it is expected
that all roadways will include a reasonable
portion of these elements at each stage of
construction, as to provide adequate multimodal
infrastructure to at each stage of development."

7

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Regardless of what is agreed to by the developer Completed
and Bernalillo County, this section incorrectly
references the 2040 MTP project list. Please
clarify which projects are considered to be
publicly funded, privately funded, or publicly and
privately funded, according to the 2040 MTP.
You can qualify your future funding expectations
in a different sentence.

9/16/16 - MRMPO staff have met with the
applicant and are working on solution to address
this. We are near agreement.
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MRCOG

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
Page 11, Section 2.2.2: The boundaries of the Residential Village Centers, which have zoning
Letter dated implications described in Chapter 3, are not clearly defined in the Level B Plan.
2/8/2016

9

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016
MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

10

Response
The Residential Village Boundaries are based off of the approved
Level A Land Use Plan and are also shown in Exhibit 3 of this Level B
Plan.

Responder

Staff Response
The boundaries of the Village Centers can be
determined by the most recent zoning map in
the July draft of the Level B Master Plan

Page 19: The first sentence on this page incorrectly cites the University of New Mexico's Bureau Agreed, this has been revised throughout the document.
of Business and Economic Research (BBER). It should cite the UNM's Geospatial and Population
Studies (UNM-GPS).
Page 19: The last statement references $5 billion of publicly financed roadway capacity projects. Agreed, this has been revised
This is incorrect. The 2040 MTP identifies almost $6.3 billion for all types of transportation
projects by 2040, including roadway capacity, rehabilitation, as well as multimodal projects. Of
this $6.3 billion, publically financed roadway capacity projects account for only $1,036,980,106
and privately funded roadway projects account for only $1,555,881,922 for a combined total of
$2,592,862,028 in roadway capacity projects by 2040.

Status
Completed

Completed

Completed

11

MRCOG
Page 21: The first sentence of the Socioeconomic Forecast section should read 'Population
Agreed, this has been revised. This will be revised.
Letter dated projections for each county in New Mexico were developed independently by UNM's Geospatial
2/8/2016
and Population Studies department, and refined by MRCOG for the metropolitan area.'

12

MRCOG
Technical Appendix T-1, Page 16: The fifth paragraph incorrectly cites (BBER), the UNM Bureau
Letter dated of Business and Economic Research. It should read 'and UNM's Geospatial and Population
2/8/2016
Studies department, who independently produces county level population projections'

Agreed, this has been revised

Completed

13

Technical Appendix, page 5: The 2nd paragraph in Section E. states ''The original Level A
MRCOG
Letter dated Transportation Master Plan used the MRCOG 2035 MTP socioeconomic forecast, which was
2/8/2016
found to have overestimated population and employment in 2035. These overestimated
forecasts were discovered after the completion of the original Level A Santolina Transportation
Master Plan analyses." MRCOG informed the Santolina project team during the initial planning
meetings for the Level A plan that a new, lower, projection would be forthcoming. In addition,
we request removal of the term overestimation, which is an oversimplification. MRMPO
requests language similar to the following - "The original Level A Transportation Master Plan
used the MRCOG 2035 MTP socioeconomic forecast. Since that time, the MRCOG board has
approved a 2040 MTP socioeconomic forecast. The 2040 forecast is lower than the 2035
forecast due to the availability of new information regarding growth trends in the region. The
2040 forecast was not finalized for use at the completion of the original Level A Santolina
Transportation Master Plan analyses."

Agreed, the text has been revised as suggested

Completed

14

Technical Appendix, page 9: A table displaying the number of modelled/proposed lane-miles by Agreed, the table has been added.
MRCOG
Letter dated functional classification should be included to compliment Figure 3, which depicts number of
2/8/2016
directional lanes at Full Buildout.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Change agreed to but not yet made in
document.

Completed

Completed
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MRCOG

##
15

Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 15: A map should be included showing the number of directional
Agreed, the map and table has been added.
Letter dated lanes for the Level B network (similar to Figure 3 for the Full Buildout network). This map should
2/8/2016
also be accompanied by a table displaying the number of modelled/proposed lane-miles by
functional classification.

16

MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 22: The MTB establishes the regional transportation project
This is the correct summary of the current MTP. Discussions in Santa
Letter dated programming priorities for the AMPA, using estimates of anticipated travel demand based on
Fe and recent Legislative funding requests may result in changes to
2/8/2016
approved socioeconomic data and reasonably anticipated funding levels. The current set of
the current policy and funding availability with respect to PdV.
regional priorities identified in the 2040 MTP anticipates the funding of Paseo del Volcan (PdV)
north of I-40 including the interchange at I-40 as being comprised of a combination of public
and private funding sources. PdV north of the interchange is not anticipated before 2040, with
the exception of potential right-of-way acquisition. The section of Paseo del Volcan south of I-40
is anticipated to be funded entirely with private sources.

17

Technical Appendix, page 39: The "off-site roadway effects" can be considered with inbound
MRCOG
Letter dated and outbound cordon-analyses and summary tables. See comment above in the Level A update
2/8/2016
comments.

Screenline volumes for the Santolina Scenario are included in
Technical Appendix T-2 of the 2016 Level B Transportation Master
Plan Technical Appendix, p. 15 (full Build), p. 27 (2025) and p. 51
(2040).

Completed

18

Technical Appendix, page 45: Discussion of the interface between transit and bike/ped should
MRCOG
Letter dated include "last mile" language and the need for an effective transit system to have robust bicycle
2/8/2016
and pedestrian infrastructure connectivity to stations in order to effectively penetrate the
origins/destinations of neighborhoods and employment areas.

The current text addressing this has been expanded as suggested.

Completed

19

MRCOG
Page 2, Section 1.2.1: This section incorrectly cites the Bureau of Business and Economic
Letter dated Research (BBER) as the source for the projections. It should city the University of New Mexico's
Geospatial and Population Studies (UNM-GPS).
2/8/2016

Agreed, see previous response.

Completed

20

Page 3, Section 1.2.1:The statistics in this sentence have been corrected and a projection year
MRCOG
Letter dated added - "The projections suggest that by 2040, approximately 44% of the Albuquerque
2/8/2016
metropolitan area housing units will be located on the area west of the Rio Grande River (West
Side). Yet, employment distribution for the West Side is projected to represent 27% of the jobs
within the AMPA."

Agreed, this has been corrected.

Completed

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

The original comment (meant for page 22 of the Completed
main document, not the technical appendix)
meant to clarify that the regional transportation
infrastructure priorities are establish by the
MTP, and projects listed in the MTP must be
fiscally constrained and based on reasonably
anticipated funded sources. For more
information about current funding expectations
for Paseo del Volcan see 2040 MTP Appendix B:
Projects of Special Interest.
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##
21

Note Date
Comments
Response
Agreed, the text has been clarified.
MRCOG
Page 3, Section 1.2.1: The last statement in the first paragraph "The projections highlight the
Letter dated longstanding need for new employment centers on the West Side" is an opinion stated in the
2/8/2016
context of MRCOG's projections. MRCOG supports the idea that we need successful
employment centers on the West Side (whether they are new or not). Please modify this
statement or remove it from the context of MRCOG's projections. Similarly, the first sentence of
the second paragraph "Due to land constraints, limited areas of the region can accommodate
the forecasted population growth" is an assumption framed in the context of MRCOG's
projections. MRCOG's forecast does indeed accommodate the vast majority of the forecasted
growth without Santolina, as described in Santolina's Transportation Master Plan. Please remove
this sentence or clarify that this is the viewpoint of the project team and not a finding associated
with the MRCOG forecast.

22

Page 4, Section 1.2.1: This is the only mention of the Jobs-housing ratio in the Level B Plan, and
MRCOG
Letter dated does not provide any additional information other than what is found in the Level A
2/8/2016
Development Agreement.

It is anticipated that any further refinement of this shall be
addressed in the Level B Development Agreement.

Responder

Andrew
Gingerich

Staff Response
Status
Completed
The edits that have been made do not
adequately address the initial concerns. In the
first paragraph, use of the phrase "anticipated
growth" still ties the statement to the 2040 MTP.
Please remove the word "new" from this
paragraph, or state that this is the opinion of the
project team. The next paragraph also continues
to be inconsistent with the 2040 MTP. The
sentence that reads "Due to land constraints,
limited areas of the region can accommodate
the forecasted population growth without
substantial redevelopment and densification of
existing developed areas" is incorrect. The MTP
contrasts with the statement (added to the July
draft) that "Densification of existing developed
areas often places a strain on existing
infrastructure.” MRMPO supports
redevelopment as an efficient use of existing
infrastructure. Please remove this content or
clarify that this is the viewpoint of the project
team.

Complete

See staff response for Level A Conditions of
Approval #3
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

23

Condition #2 of the Findings and Conditions passed with the Level A Plan states that "A plan for
MRCOG
Letter dated attaining the ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans, such that the anticipated job
2/8/2016
development shall occur in relation to residential development."

Please see our response to the Level A Conditions of Approval
included as part of this Matrix.

Andrew
Gingerich

The Conditions of approval state that this should Complete
be provided in the Level B Plan and does not
mention the Development Agreement. See
MRMPO staff response for Level A Conditions of
Approval #3
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

24

Pages 8-14, Section 1.5.1 and all of Chapter 2: MRMPO is very encouraged to see the high level We Agree.
MRCOG
Letter dated of non-residential land uses proposed in the Level B Master Plan. As is demonstrated by the
2/8/2016
Level A Transportation Plan, the development of these non-residential uses will be critical to
performance of the surrounding regional roadway network as Santolina develops. MRMPO is
also encouraged to see a variety of housing densities proposed in the Level B plan and the close
proximity of housing to needed services. This will help shorten automobile trips as well as make
alternative transportation options, such as walking, biking, and future transit, more viable.
MRMPO is also very encouraged to see that each proposed elementary school is located along
an open space trail, separate from automobile traffic. This will provide safe opportunities to for
students to walk and bike to school, helping to address public health issues articulated in the
2040 MTP (Section 3.8).

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Complete
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MRCOG

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 12, Section 2.2.3: MRMPO has concerns about the proposal for a Primary Education
We have been in coordination with APS throughout this Level B
Letter dated Campus and a Secondary Education Campus in the Urban Center District. The character of the
process. We are in discussion with APS/CNM to ensure effective
2/8/2016
Urban Center will be critical to the success of the multi-modal transportation system. In the
planning of future facilities within the Level B Plan area.
Level A Plan, the Urban Center is described on page 44 as "a dynamic, high-density core where
office, commercial, civic, educational, multi-family residential, retail and entertainment uses
come together and serves as a destination for residents to live, work, shop and play. It is defined
by a tight network of streets, wide sidewalks, tree- lined streets, unique architectural elements,
street furnishings, pedestrian scale elements and urban green space." While educational land
uses are among those listed above, the character described is that of an integrated urban
environment. MRMPO is not concerned with the proposed educational land use itself, but
rather how well it will be integrated into the urban center environment described in the Level A
Plan. Underlying these concerns is that recent secondary and primary education developments
have not been designed in a way that would fit with the described character of the Urban Center
District.

26

MRCOG
Rather, these developments have been built in a suburban style, with closed access, and are not
Letter dated well integrated with the surrounding environment (see Attachment 1). MRMPO believes that, in
2/8/2016
order to fit into the vision of the Urban Center described in Level A, the proposed educational
uses must be developed in and urban style with a pedestrian campus, and must be fitted to the
Urban Center District as described (see Attachments 2 and 3). MRMPO is also concerned about
the size of the proposed education campuses, which totals 177.9 acres (91.3 primary education
campus, 86.6 secondary education campus). For reference, that is slightly larger than the of
portion UNM main campus bounded by Central Aye, Campus Blvd/Las Lomas Rd, University
Blvd, and Girard Blvd 172.04 acres, see Attachment 4).

We have updated the land use map to indicate general school
locations that are based on our conversations with APS. The Urban
Center Land uses have also been revised to include a more general
office/institutional, and education area with additional roadways to
better facilitate the grid in this area. This also reduces the size of the
land use blocks to a more urban framework. This allows flexibility
per our evolving coordination with APS/CNM. We have included
institutional/civic uses in this land use area.

See comment 5

27

MRCOG
Pages 16-31, all of Chapter 3: The Level A Master Plan states on page 29 that the activity centers
Letter dated in Santolina are intended to "serve as vibrant, transit-oriented urban places that encourage
walking to destinations throughout each center." This vision is complemented in several other
2/8/2016
places in the Level A Plan that show the intention to use innovative land use planning strategies
in Santolina including form based zoning (pages 42, 53), transit oriented development or TOD
(pages 43, 44, 53) and mixed-use development (pages 31,43, 44, 52). These strategies are
important tools that are becoming more widely used across the nation to create built
environments that support multi-modal transportation systems.
However, the zoning proposed in the Level B Plan is largely based on traditional single-use
Euclidian zoning with some variation by district, and there is no mention of TOD or form-based
zoning. Certain zoning categories in the proposed Level B Plan do allow for mixed-use, but only
as a conditional use. MRMPO recommends, per their mention in the Level A Plan, that TOD and
form-based zoning strategies be articulated in the Level B Plan. MRMPO also recommends an
incorporation of a true mixed-use zone, and that mixed-use be considered a permissive use
where it is currently designated a conditional use in the Level B Plan. These concerns apply in
particular to the Urban Center and Village Center Districts. For reference, the Mesa del Sol Level
B Plan submitted diagrams and tables to articulate building form dimensions (see Attachment
5). Also for reference, the draft (October 2015) zoning districts proposed for the city of
Albuquerque's Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO) provide a good example of how mixeduse zoning strategies can be implemented (see Attachment 6).

We have provided language in the Land Use Chapter that addresses
Transit Oriented Development. The Santolina Master Plan envisions
a mixed-use community of non-residential and residential uses that
are further defined in the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan. We
have also included Design Standards to ensure that the future built
environment supports this mixed-use vision.

MRMPO is very concerned to see that the draft Complete
Design Guidelines Section of the Level B Master
Plan has been removed in the July Draft. These
guidelines were an important step in the right
direction and MRMPO staff were pleased to see
that they were being developed. "Design
criteria" is a part of the Level B Planned
Communities Criteria. MRMPO is pleased to see
that mixed-use is more integrated into the
zoning categories. There are few places that
may be contradictory. See July 11th Comments
for more details.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
The extended grid network into this part of the Complete
Urban Center, along with the change in zoning to
allow for more flexibility of uses has alleviated
this concern.

Complete
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MRCOG

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 34, Section 4.1: Paragraph 3 in the Overview presents a comparison between the Level A
Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Letter dated Transportation analysis using the 2035 Forecast and the Level B Transportation analysis using
2/8/2016
the 2040 Forecast (volumes go down on Central, 118th ...). MRCOG asserts that any comparison
between the 2035 and 2040 forecasts is invalid due to the differences in the control totals.
Please keep all comparisons between the 2040 MTP forecast and the 2040 Santolina Scenario.

29

MRCOG
Page 34, Section 4.1: The statement regarding a 2040 reduction in river crossings (0.1% and
Letter dated 0.5%) is well within the limits of model variability ("noise") and should not be presented as a
2/8/2016
benefit.

Agreed, the text has been clarified. The authors considered it of
interest to the reader to state the number of river crossings
compared to the 2040 MTP. That portion of the sentence was not
intended to be construed as describing a benefit, just a statement of
the model results. The text will be modified to indicate the 2040
model results is comparable to the 2040 MTP river crossings.

This text has not been changed

Complete

30

MRCOG
Page 36, Section 4.2.1: The Auto Transit Circulation, Full Buildout network takes advantage of
Letter dated major opportunities to connect to surrounding areas. The Level A Master Plan (page 74) states
2/8/2016
that a gridded roadway network would be identified at Level B and C Plans. MRMPO appreciates
that the area of Santolina north of Dennis Chavez has achieved this, which includes the entire
first Level B Plan Area. The internal grid fulfills the Long Range Transportation System (LRTS)
Guide's connectivity recommendations with the approximate quarter mile spacing of the
collector and arterial network together. MRMPO asks that this gridded network continue to
areas south of Dennis Chavez in future Level B Plans, and that Minor Arterial connections be
made south of Santolina.

When future Level B Master Plans come forward, the additional
roadway networks will be developed. It is anticipated they will be
similar to the gridded network considered in the 2016 Level B
submittal.

MRMPO is please to see this response

Complete

31

Page 37, Section 4.2.1: The phrase "once development occurs north of the interstate" is
MRCOG
Letter dated inappropriate. There is currently no approved master plan in the area north of I-40 near Shelly
2/8/2016
Road and an interchange there is not listed in the 2040 MTP. The federal long range
transportation planning process conducted by MRMPO will determine which transportation
improvement projects are prioritized in the future.

The Level A Master Plan Area extends past the 2040 horizon, so this
statement was presented in the context of post-2040 roadway
network requirements.

Yes, this was written in post-2040 context, but
MRMPO suggests changing the term "once" to
"should" or "if."

Complete

32

Page 39, Section 4.3: This section is presented as though the Level B traffic volumes are based
MRCOG
Letter dated on the 2040 MTP. Please add a clarifying statement to the opening paragraph that states that
2/8/2016
the Level B transportation analysis required modifications to the 2040 MTP forecast to create a
"Santolina Scenario" because the 2040 MTP forecast does not reflect the level of anticipated
development. This is an important detail that belongs in the Level B Master Plan.

Agreed, the text has been clarified.

The rewrite of this paragraph is confusing.
Please remove the text "...anticipated
development of the…." This will clarify that the
Santolina Scenario with region consistent with
MTP 2040 control totals, but differs from the
Trend Scenario in terms of development
location.

Complete

33

MRCOG
Page 40, Section 4.3.2: This page should reference or include language related to the ultimate
Letter dated cross section anticipated in the Full Build/Level A Plan.
2/8/2016

Agreed, the text has been added.

34

Page 40, Section 4.3.2: Conduit associated with new intersections must be built with input from Agreed, the text has been clarified.
MRCOG
Letter dated agency staff and be consistent with regional Intelligent Transportation Systems plans.
2/8/2016

35

MRCOG
Page 41, Section 4.4.1: The sentence "roadways within the Level B Plan Area consist of typical
Letter dated roadway functional classifications" is incorrect. FHWA classifies roads as interstates, other
freeways & expressways, principal arterials, minor arterials, major collectors, minor collectors,
2/8/2016
and local roads. This section needs to be rewritten using language according to federal criteria
(for more information see
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway functional
classifications/section03.cfm). Specifically, what is depicted and shown as "local" in the Level B
plan more closely resembles "minor collectors" according to federal criteria.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Agreed, the text has been clarified. The text will be modified to
reference that major and minor collectors categorization will be
identified in the future.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
There is no red text (indicating an edit) in the
Complete
revised document, but it appears this change has
made.

Complete

Complete

Maps and text pertaining to the proposed
roadway functional classification should be
consistent with FHWA categories: Principal
Arterial, Minor Arterial, Major Collector, and
Minor Collector (Collectors could be mapped as
one category, but should at least reference that
Major and Minor categorization will be
determined in the future).

Complete
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 41, Section 4.4.1:186 feet is an exceedingly large right-of-way. A roadway this wide is
The proposed ROW has additional width for sidewalks/path
Letter dated challenging for pedestrians to cross, and would difficult to integrate with activity centers. Please compared to the LRTP guideline, so this accounts for some of the
2/8/2016
see comments below related to activity centers, BRT, and median size.
additional width, as does the ROW provided for dual left turn lanes.
The typical sections have been reviewed to more accurately
considered curb and gutter and median curb widths.

37

MRCOG
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please explain the purpose of a 30' wide median on the principal and The LRTP guideline has an 18' median. As many of the principal and
Letter dated minor arterials. Is this to accommodate left-hand and right-hand turn lanes at intersections? Or minor arterial intersections are expected to require dual left turn
2/8/2016
is this for the BRT routes to accommodate station platforms? Or is this this space intended for lanes, an additional 12' was added to the LRTP guideline median.
future expansion? This is a remarkably large median.

See comment 28

Complete

38

MRCOG
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please relate the roadway cross-section design to the surrounding
Letter dated context by providing cross sections for roadways within activity centers. Wider sidewalks in the
2/8/2016
urban, town and village centers are highly encouraged. For example, please consider a multiway boulevard where principal arterials boarder the urban center or the town center (see
Attachment 7.B). This would allow free flow of regional traffic while also allowing access to the
higher intensity adjacent land uses.

MRMPO appreciates that this was attempted,
however this resulted in even wider right-ofway. See MRCOG Transportation comment 28.

Complete

39

MRCOG
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: The cross sections on the arterials and collectors show trail widths of The typical sections has been revised accordingly. The typical
Letter dated 6'-10'. The AASHTO minimum trail width is 10', typically trail widths range from 10' to 14'. The sections will be updated and coordinated with the MPO.
2/8/2016
recommended clear sidewalk width in urban areas is 10'. The bicycle lane width shown in the 4lane minor arterial cross section and the 4-lane collector cross sections meets LRTS
recommendations. For minor arterials and collectors, please consider having the outside lane be
wider (12') instead of the inside lane. This helps if transit is provided along the roadway as it will
most likely run in the outside lane. Wider outside lanes also help with the level of comfort for
bicyclists and pedestrians and improve multi-modal level of service scores.

These changes have not been made to the road
section diagrams.

Complete

40

Page 42, Section 4.4.1: It is difficult to understand the elements that will make up a 77' or 99'
MRCOG
Letter dated right-of- way for a 2-lane collector. The combined minimum bicycle lane and parallel parking
2/8/2016
width needs to be 13'.This also is an opportunity for back angle parking in urban areas.

See comment 28

Complete

41

MRCOG
Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The two transit routes entering into Santolina have been identified- The typical sections were developed with the provision for BRT in
Letter dated Central Ave and Dennis Chaves Blvd. Please also take into consideration Gibson Blvd which could the future. A Gibson transit connection has been added to the
provide a connection to the Bridge/Westgate Route 54. Given the low density on Dennis Chavez Transit section graphic and discussion, p. 45-47.
2/8/2016
Blvd the Bridge/Westgate Route is probably more important than the Dennis Chavez Blvd route.
The likelihood of BRT within Santolina is minimal, and would be a significantly lower priority
than providing high-capacity and high-frequency service in more dense parts of the region with
proven ridership. More important than identifying routes is developing a roadway network that
does not preclude transit. The current proposed grid network with approximate quarter mile
spacing of the arterial & collector network goes a long way to assist transit.

Complete

42

MRCOG
Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The current transit centers are adjacent to minor arterials within the Agreed.
Letter dated Town Center and Urban Center. Please continue to plan for minor arterial and collector
2/8/2016
roadways to be integrated within centers and concentrations of employment and retail so that
these roads can be used by transit. At some point in a transit round-trip, transit users need to
cross the road to get to a bus stop. If transit routes are aligned on minor roadways, then transit
users do not have to cross regional principal arterials, which improves pedestrian safety and the
regional network traffic flow.

Complete

Printed on: 12/21/2016

We have provided three new roadway cross-section designs that
address this comment and various design considerations.

These typical sections were based on the LRTP major collector
typical section, and include ROW widths for wider sidewalks, as well
as the possibility of a two-way left turn lane in the median.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
MRMPO has been working on the issue of the
Complete
very wide right-of-ways for arterials in Santolina.
MRMPO will continue to work on this with the
applicant and Bernalillo County staff.
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Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
Page 47, Section 4.6.2: The open space network has the opportunity to provide an off-street
Letter dated trail network that makes highly meaningful connections (to the urban center, village centers,
2/8/2016
office parks and schools) as well as integrating and connecting with residential development to
make for a high quality of life. Depending how the open space trail network interfaces with
residences and with roadway crossings, this trail system could provide a locally unique nonmotorized network, particularly since it penetrates the urban center from three different
directions. MRMPO encourages further planning and development of the open space network
to make meaningful connections and foster public space, where people will want to live, travel
and recreate. The on-street bikeway network in Exhibit 12 goes above and beyond the Long
Range Bikeway System. If the gridded street network continues for the southern portion of
Santolina in future Level B submittals, MRMPO expects the on-street bikeway network to be
included.

44

MRCOG
Page 77, Section 7.6: Remove two references to the MRCOG 2040 projected population on this These references have been removed.
Letter dated page. The connotation is that the need for new schools within the Santolina Master Plan area is
2/8/2016
determined by our projections, and that is not the case.

45

MRCOG
Pages 80-84, Section 8.2: MRMPO is generally concerned that the Level B Plan does not provide
Letter dated enough detail in the development phasing chapter. This makes it difficult to assess the overall
2/8/2016
concept of the Level B Plan. The PCC states that the Level B development agreement should
contain a more detailed phasing plan than what was is in the Level A (PCC, page 40). The
proposed Level B Plan shows only two phases, a 2025 phase and a 2040 phase. It is critical to
have appropriately sized phases because Level B Plans include an analysis of important
performance benchmarks including the jobs/housing balance (Level A Plan, page 35) and "no net
expense" policy (Level A Development Agreement, page 9). If the proposed Level B Master Plan
is approved with its current boundaries, MRMPO requests a more detailed phasing strategy
where such performance benchmarks can be evaluated (for reference, the Mesa del Sol Level B
Plan included four phases for development, see Attachment 8).

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
As future Level B Master Plan areas are submitted, additional onstreet bike and pedestrian network will be provided, as they are
included in the typical roadway sections.

To address the phasing of development within this Master Plan area,
we have provided additional narrative to be included as part of
section 8.2 of the Level B Plan. As part of the material we prepared
for the Land Use and Zoning CPC Hearing, we submitted this new
redline on May 6, 2016.

Responder

Staff Response
MRMPO is pleased with this response.

Status
Complete

There is no red text (indicating an edit) in the
Complete
revised document, but it appears this change has
made.
While the added language regarding phasing in Complete
section 8.2 is a very important and positive
addition, MRMPO still believes that a more
detailed phasing strategy is appropriate at Level
B. Other comparable plans have outline smaller
phases. See July 11th Comments for more
details.
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46
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Note Date
Comments
MRMPO
MRMPO Letter dated 5/12/2016
Letter dated 1) MRMPO has continually expressed concerns about the possibility of fragmented or
5/12/2016 incomplete development occurring in the Santolina development, which would strain
transportation infrastructure, and make the development less resilient to changing
circumstances. In comments to the County Planning Commission on September 18, 2014
regarding the Level A Master Plan, MRMPO stated the following:

Response
The term “phase” and the concept of phased development, as
referred to in the new language added to section 8.2 of the Level B
Plan, shall be defined as follows: Ordered sequencing of
development based on the provision of services, the establishment
of the planned roadway network, and the ABCWUA serviceability
agreements that will be finalized in the Level B Development
Agreement. We will provide this definition as part of Section 8.2 for
“A phased development strategy for Santolina would guide more sound and stable way forward clarity.
amidst many uncertain conditions in our region’s future, be they related to the wider economy,
land-development market forces, demographic trends, availability of natural resources, fiscal
We are providing a phasing map to address this and similar
constraints, or a change in regional development priorities. Building only some components of comments.
Santolina over large areas independent of the Master Plan’s other components leaves the
developer, and ultimately the public, more vulnerable to potential changing conditions. It allows
the possibility of being stuck with a large incomplete development that is not self- supporting.
On the other hand, a phased development strategy would reduce Santolina’s vulnerability to
potential changing circumstances. Building Santolina in smaller complete phases would ensure
that it emerges in a more sustainable and sound manner throughout its development rather
than relying on full build-out to achieve…positive contributions to the region.”

Responder

Staff Response
Status
The applicant has delivered a draft of the
Complete
sequencing plan to MRMPO staff. MRMPO is
very please to see this. The phases/sequences
are in logical order given what was approved in
the phasing maps in the Level A Master Plan.
The size of the phases are more comparable in
size to those in other larges plans in the region,
such as the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan. The
applicant also delivered a set of tables to
MRMPO staff that estimate the jobs-housing
ratio for each phase in the new sequencing plan.
However, not every phase meets the jobshousing ratio required by the Level A
Development agreement (see attached table
"Santolina Level B: Total Jobs-Housing Balance
by Phase, Cumulative"), albeit it is close in most
phases.

The concern expressed above is the same general concern underlying the MRMPO February 8th
comments for the Level B Plan related to phasing.

47

See Above.
MRMPO greatly appreciates the language added to section 8.2 in the revised Level B Plan that
MRMPO
Letter dated was included after the April 28th meeting. This demonstrates that the applicant understands
5/12/2016 MRMPO concerns on this issue and goes a long way to addressing them. However further
clarification is needed to ensure that the intention of these objectives are achieved, in particular
the use of the term “phase,” which is used in a variety of ways across different Santolina
documents. For example, the added language states that the 2025 and 2040 roadway network
phases will be the sequence of the development, however the objectives in the added language
allude to development in smaller phases. Meanwhile, the Level A Plan equates Level B Plans
with development phases (Level A Plan, page 35), and section 6.3 of the Level A Development
agreement refers to “Project Infrastructure” that “shall be installed in phases on an as needed
basis and sized to serve the phase of the Project then proposed for and/or being developed.”
MRMPO recommends a clear definition of the term “phase” and an approximate size for a
typical phase area, that area being small enough to ensure the objectives of Section 8.2. One
possibility may be for phases to be comprised of the approximate locations of expected
development by 5-year increments, as was the case in the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan (October
2006, pages 40-41). Another possibility may be to outline phase areas that are 650-1200 acres—
the “typical” Level B size range listed in the Planned Communities Criteria (PCC, page 39).

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Complete
9/16/16 - Continued from comment #46…
MRMPO understands that these are estimates,
but recommends that the applicant adjust the
phasing plan in a manner that the jobs stay
ahead of the jobs-housing balance outlined in
the Level A Development agreement. MRMPO
also requests a brief documentation of the
methodology used to generate the jobs-housing
balance. Also, MRMPO has not seen a final
version of the sequencing plan and how it will be
incorporated into the Level B Plan.
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Note Date
Comments
MRMPO
2) MRMPO is also concerned the size of the Level B Plan and the phasing strategy because of the
Letter dated evaluation of critical benchmarks that are, according to existing Santolina documents, supposed
5/12/2016 to occur at Level B submittals. Namely, these are an evaluation of no net expense, and a plan to
achieve jobs-housing balance—a requirement of the Level A findings and conditions. It’s the
understanding of MRMPO staff that, under what is currently proposed, these important
evaluations wouldn’t be required again until a new Level B Plan is submitted. This means it’s
conceivable that they may not occur again until beyond the year 2040, according to the
applicant’s expected time horizon for development. MRMPO sees these requirements as critical
to evaluating the progress of the Santolina development, and given the very large size of the
proposed Level B area, recommends that they be performed on a more frequent interval than
once per Level B submittal. This could be achieved by combining these evaluations with the
aforementioned recommended phasing strategy.

49

See Above.
MRMPO
For example, a plan with smaller phases could contribute toward the plan to achieve a jobsLetter dated housing balance. One possibility could be to expand “Table 3” on page 18 of the Level B
5/12/2016 Transportation Master Plan. This table currently demonstrates how Santolina will achieve a JobsHousing balance, per the Level A Development Agreement threshold table (Level A Development
Agreement, page 4) for the areas the developer expects development by 2025 and 2040. This
table could be expanded to include smaller area phases, once they are identified, demonstrating
how the smaller phases would also achieve the required jobs to housing ratio. MRMPO
recommends including this table in the Level B Plan.

50

MRMPO
Regarding Zoning
Letter dated In the February 8th comments, MRMPO expressed concerns that the zoning strategy put
5/12/2016 forward in the original draft of the Level B Plan did not provide enough design guidance in order
to achieve the vision of Santolina put forth in the Level A Plan. MRMPO staff were particularly
concerned about character of the activity centers—the urban center, town center, and village
centers. The character of the developments is critical to the viability of transit oriented
development in Santolina. These centers are also critical to ensuring that there are complete
communities within Santolina, which will mitigate stress on the wider transportation network.

51

See Above.
Since that time the applicant has done much to address MRMPO’s concerns on this issue, and
MRMPO
Letter dated have incorporated many of MRMPO’s suggestions presented at the April 28th meeting. These
5/12/2016 include the incorporation of a design standards section that explains how Santolina will create a
pedestrian oriented environment; making mixed use development in the centers permissive
instead of conditional; extending the gridded street network into the urban center with more
flexible zoning, which will make it more likely that what development will be more urban in
character; a land use map indicating a scenario for certain levels of development, including
which areas of the Town Center are envisioned to be the mixed-use pedestrian focused
development; among other additions.

Complete

52

Yet, there are some elements of the zoning code that seem to be contradictory or difficult to
MRMPO
Letter dated understand. Several additions could be made to improve the document’s clarity, for example,
5/12/2016 the inclusion of diagrams and matrices to demonstrate the dimensional aspects of design
guidelines.

See Above.

Complete

53

MRMPO
MRMPO also has concerns regarding roadway access for large retail facilities (May 6th Level B
Letter dated Zoning Chapter, page 32). However, MRMPO feels that most of these issues can be cleaned up
5/12/2016 in future zoning drafts, which the applicant indicated would be forthcoming. MRMPO will be in
communication with the applicant and the county on specific edits after new zoning chapter is
submitted. In general, the zoning chapter is improving and MRMPO appreciates the applicant’s
work on this.

See Above.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
Evaluation of critical benchmarks that are set out by this Level B Plan
are controlled through the Level B Development Agreement.
Evaluation of no net expense as well as the jobs-to-housing balance
is regulated by the Level A and Level B Development Agreements.
The assumption that the evaluation of progress of development
within Santolina will only occur “once per Level B submittal” is
incorrect. The approval of future Level C Plans must comply with the
Level A and Level B Plans and Development Agreements. Therefore,
each application for a Level C Plan will require an evaluation of
benchmarks as set forth by these governing Plans and Agreements.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through Complete
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through Complete
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

Complete

The Santolina Level B Plan is a living document. We intend to
continue working the Zoning Chapter as we move through this
process. We intend on providing diagrams as part of the Design
Standards that have recently been added to the Zoning Chapter. We
will evaluate the recommendations of MRMPO with respect to
minimum densities, pedestrian connectivity, and assurance of the
intended character for the Village Center.

Applicant has agreed to language change

Complete
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Note Date
Comments
MRMPO
All of that said MRMPO would still like to see the following clearly incorporated into the zoning
Letter dated code and land use plan:
5/12/2016 • Minimum density requirements in activity centers to bolster the vibrancy of these areas.
• Minimum pedestrian connectivity standards ¼ mile (this is nearly achieved with the current
grid system and trail system but should be a standard nonetheless)
• An assurance that village center commercial won’t be developed into residential

Response
We have completely reworked the zoning chapter in coordination
with County Planning Staff. The new chapter provides a streamlined
approach that references the County's Zoning Code to avoid
redundancy and ensure applicability. We have also included Design
standards as part of this chapter. The new Zoning Code addresses
the comments received in MRMPO's letter dated 5-12-16.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Complete

55

MRMPO
Regarding Street Sections
Letter dated MRMPO appreciates that the applicant has attempted to incorporate MRMPO staff suggestions
5/12/2016 for a multiway boulevard for principal arterials near the urban center. However this has resulted
in some very wide streets that may create a barrier for pedestrians to cross. An environment
that is difficult for pedestrians will diminish the viability of transit. It seems that the 30’ median
is to allow for dual left turn lanes at intersections, but is this much space necessary at midblock? MRMPO recommends placing the bicycle lane in the parallel access route and not with
the center through lanes, eliminating the need to buffer the bike lane. Another possibility would
be to locate a two-way cycle track in the parallel access route area. Below are ROW measures
for the street sections submitted on May 6th:

In an attempt to address MRMPO suggestions for multiway
boulevards for principal arterials, we provided new Street Sections
as part of our submittal on May 6, 2016. We understand MRMPO’s
recent concern about the street width and pedestrian crossings. We
will continue to work with MRMPO on these Street Sections to come
up with a mutually agreeable design solution.

Complete

• Dennis Chavez at Urban Center (205’ to 209’ ROW = Ped crossing time 59-60 seconds)
• Atrisco Vista at Urban Center (183’ to 187’ ROW = Ped crossing time 52-53 seconds)
• Gibson at Urban Center (161’ to 165’ ROW = Ped crossing time 46-47 seconds)

56

MRMPO
Below are some approximate ROW measure in the region, found using Google maps. These are
Letter dated for reference only:
5/12/2016
• Louisiana at Uptown (approx. 140’)
• Paseo del Norte at Eagle Ranch intersection (approx. 175’)
• Paseo del Norte west of Eagle Ranch intersection (approx. 130’)
• I-40 near downtown with no frontage (approx.. 250’)

See Above.

Complete

57

MRMPO
MRMPO greatly appreciates the opportunity to participate the Level B Plan discussions. Please
Letter dated feel free to contact MRMPO staff with any further questions or concerns.
5/12/2016

We appreciate your participation and feedback in throughout this
Level B planning process. We look forward to our continued
collaboration on this Plan.

Complete

58

Open Space
MRMPO
Exhibit 3 has been removed from the document.
Letter dated Exhibit 3 is said, on page 17, to be based on MRCOG growth projections, however it is
7/11/2016 inconsistent with the most recent 2040 MTP data. Please contact Kendra Montanari (505-7243601), to obtain the correct forecast data.
MRMPO
Roadways
Pending Development Agreement.
Letter dated It is unclear which on-site roadways will be considered project infrastructure and which will be
7/11/2016 system infrastructure. A map showing these roadways as well as a table that shows the
proportionate share of funding would clarify this. Subsequent Metropolitan Transportation
Plans (MTPs) will incorporate the funding status of these roadways if they are identified and
funding is agreed upon by the Developer and County. MRMPO expects limited additional public
funding options in the future, especially for capacity expansion projects (2040 MTP, page EX-1).
MRMPO has been working on the issue of the very wide right-of-ways for arterials in Santolina.
MRMPO will continue to work on this and will likely provide more information at the July 21
hearing.

59

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Applicant has agreed to change

Complete

See response to comment #6

Complete
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MRCOG

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Note Date
Comments
Response
MRMPO
Development Phasing and Jobs-housing
We have provided a phasing map to address this and similar
Letter dated While the added language regarding phasing in section 8.2 is a very important and positive
comments. We have revised referenced text in section 8.2.
7/11/2016 addition, MRMPO still believes that a more detailed phasing strategy is appropriate at Level B.
Other comparable plans have outlined smaller phases. The Mesa del Sol Level B Plan (2006)
identified four phases for 3,082 acres in expected four year increments. The Westland
Masterplan (revised 2016), just north of Santolina, shows six phases for 6,424 acres. The
proposed Santolina Level B Plan describes only 2 phases for 4,243 acres. Moreover, the
Santolina Level A Masterplan shows phasing that is more detailed than the 2025 and 2040
phases shown in the Level B Plan (Level A Plan pages 34 and 36). A Level B plan should have
more descriptive phasing than the Level A Plan. A more detailed phasing plan could also be
integrated into the plan to achieve the [job-housing] ratio described in Level A Conditions of
approval #3. Calculating the jobs-housing ratio for each phase would show a plan to maintain
the ratio established in the Level A Development agreement. Finally MRMPO is concerned about
the following sentence found in section 8.2 which states: Ensuring the financial tools are
available will allow the Developer to provide adequate public facility infrastructure prior to new
development. This sentence does not seem necessary. It is the Developers responsibility to
provide adequate infrastructure for new development.

61

We have clarified the definition for mixed-use and have added text
MRMPO
Zoning and Land Use
to allow mixed-use as permissive in the Town Center and Urban
Letter dated The zoning section has improved. MRMPO appreciates the inclusion of mixed-use into the
Center.
7/11/2016 zoning code and the distinction between horizontal and vertical mixed-use. However, the
definition of horizontal mixed use (page 20) as single-use buildings on distinct parcels in a range
of land uses within one block, is insufficient. In order to be considered mixed-use, developments
must not only be near to each other, but must also be functionally and physically integrated.
Furthermore, it is possible to have horizontal mixed-use on the same parcel. The Level B Plan
envisions the Town Center and Urban center to have vertical mixed-use, but the zoning does not
seem to have vertical mixed-use as a permissive use. Perhaps these zones should reference the
PC-S-C zone for permissive uses rather than the C-2 zone. The proposed zoning allows vertical
and horizontal mixed use in the PC-S-C zone.

Complete

62

MRMPO
Design Guidelines Section
We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design
Letter dated MRMPO is very concerned to see that the draft Design Guidelines Section of the Level B Master Standards to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan.
7/11/2016 Plan has been removed in the July Draft. These guidelines should be reintroduced and continued
to be developed. "Design Criteria" is a part of the Level B Planned Communities Criteria.

Complete

63

MRMPO
Section 8.5
Letter dated This section outlines some possible mechanisms for funding project and infrastructure. MRMPO
7/11/2016 recommends that the text should clarify that if outside financial mechanisms are not available,
the developer is responsible for financing all, or their proportionate share (in case of "system
infrastructure") adequate infrastructure for new development.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

If outside funding and/or financial mechanisms are not available at Andrew
the time of development, then the developer shall be responsible to Gingerich
advance the financing of all, or their proportional share (in case of
“system infrastructure”), of the cost for the required infrastructure
necessary to support the new development consistent with the site
specific Traffic Impact Analysis.

Staff Response
Status
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through Complete
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

9/16/16 - This is good language, can it be added Complete
to section 8.5?
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DMD

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Department
DMD

Note Date
2/18/2016

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Comments
The Engineering Division of the Department of Municipal Development has
reviewed the subject applications and submits the following comments:
Permit # ZSPR 2016-0001 Santolina Planned Community Level B Master Plan
Transportation Section for a half-mile West of 118th St the future Gibson Blvd
will be a City-owned and maintained Community Principal Arterial that is
planned to contain bicycle lanes and a paved multi-use trail, per the Long
Range Roadway System Map and the Long Range Bikeway Systems Map. From
Dennis Chavez Blvd. to Gibson Blvd. 118th St. is also a City-owned facility.
Secondly, Gibson Blvd. through the eastern escarpment (much like Dennis
Chavez Blvd.) will likely have to be constructed at design grades that are
flatter than existing topography, which may require the dedication of more
right-of-way than a community principal arterials typical 156 feet. Dennis
Chavez's right-of-way through the eastern escarpment varies from 400 feet to
600 feet wide, due to it being cut into existing topography that is significantly
steeper than minimum allowable design slopes.
Identification of impacts to City-owned and maintained transportation
facilities should be coordinated in detail between the County Public Works
Division; the NMDOT, and the City's DMD/Planning Department during postmaster plan reviews in order to effectively define Santolina's offsetting traffic
mitigation measures.

Response
The proposed typical section includes bicycle
lanes and a sidewalk/trail. Right-of-way or
easements will be provided for the
necessary width for construction of the
proposed roadways.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed
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NMDOT

##
1

Department
NMDOT

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
Department Comments:
" The NMDOT has programmed funding in the STIP (Statewide Transportation
Improvement program) to begin acquiring right -of-way for the proposed NM
347 (Paseo del Volcan) corridor. The final alignment has not been identified
and the spacing between interchanges shall be determined by NMDOT and
FHWA. " The NMDOT has not identified any funding for the construction of
the proposed roadway extensions or proposed interchanges or underpasses
shown in the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). If any of these
improvements do become funded, there is no guarantee that the design
and/or construction would coincide with the time frame of the plan phasing.
The developer shall commit cost sharing or matching a portion of the
construction costs associated with any future roadway extensions and
infrastructure outside, but in the vicinity of, the Santolina area. If Santolina's
phased development occurs prior to funding becoming available for the
proposed MTP improvements, then those improvements must be installed at
the cost of the developer. " Based on the transportation analysis prepared in
the Level 'B' report, increased congestion is projected as early as 2025 at
several existing interchanges including but not limited to, Atrisco Vista
Boulevard, 98th Street and Unser Boulevard. The developer shall identify
mitigation alternatives for each of the impacted locations at each
development phase for review by the NMDOT and FHWA prior to finalization
of these measures.

Response
It is our understanding that right-of-way for the
proposed PdV alignment has been identified and is in
the process of being acquired. This includes right-ofway for the roadway from I-40 to US550, as well as
the right-of-way for the proposed interchange
location. A supplemental report identifying
mitigation alternatives is being developed for County
review, and all future development proposals
requiring NMDOT review will include NMDOT review
and approval.

2

NMDOT

2/9/2016

Revise, Note 5, from The Notice of Decision dated December 12, 2014 as
follows: Written approval from the NMDOT will be obtained prior to the
improvement or expansion of state roads identified in the Level 'A' and Level
'B' submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration) review
and approval will be required for any Level 'C' plan defining any required
modifications and improvements to Interstate 40 and to other state facilities
as a result of the development of Santolina and its roadway network. The
approvals shall itemize financial obligations with participation and
ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚƐƐƉĞůůĞĚŽƵƚ͘dŚĞĐŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƚŝŵĞĨƌĂŵĞƐĨŽƌƚŚĞŽĨĨƐŝƚĞ
roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be identified.

It is our understanding the FHWA does not review
local land use development plans, and therefore will
not approve future Level C Plans. However, we do
agree that the approval of the NMDOT and/or FHWA
will be required prior to any construction
modifications on I-40 or associated ramps, State
facilities, or projects with Federal funding. We also
concur that all roadway improvements must be listed
in and follow the procedures of the MRCOG
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), which are
ultimately approved by the NMDOT and FHWA. We
anticipate that the approved Level A Master Plan and
future Level B plans will impact future MTP efforts.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Agree with response with the following clarification. Any Completed
proposed modification to interstate access or access to a
NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of New
Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.

Completed

For Hearing on January 4, 2016 Page 53

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Packet Pg. 2572

6.A.d

NMDOT

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Department
NMDOT

Note Date
2/9/2016

4

NMDOT

7/12/2016

5

NMDOT

7/12/2016

6
7

NMDOT
NMDOT

7/12/2016
7/12/2016

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Comments
Continued from previous line

Department Comments for Matrix of Comments and Responses:
NOTE 20- No additional comments.
NOTE 21- What is meant by "We anticipate that the approved Level A Master
Plan and future Level B plan will impact future MTP efforts"? NMDOT
reiterates that there is no guarantee that the design and/or construction of
Santolina would coincide with the time frame of the plan phasing. The MTP
may be affected if the developer installs improvements at its own cost prior
to the MTP plan.

Response
We suggest the following revision to the proposed
condition: Written approval from the NMDOT will be
obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of
state roads identified in the Level 'A' , Level 'B' and
Level 'C' submittals. NMDOT and/or FHWA (Federal
Highway Administration) review and approval, as
appropriate to the nature of the request (i.e., FHWA
review will be sought only for interstate facilities and
during the design review process), will be required for
any Level 'C' plan defining any required modifications
and improvements to Interstate 40 and to other state
facilities, that are proposed under a Level C plan in
Santolina as a result of the development of Santolina
and its roadway network.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Agree with response with the following clarification. Any Completed
proposed modification to interstate access or access to a
NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of New
Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.

We agree.
The intent was to describe that as Santolina develops
general items in MTP Projects 719.0 and 719.1 may
become specific projects in the MTP. In addition, as
the MTP is updated it is anticipated the Level A and
Level B Master Plan area traffic analyses will also be
updated, possibly altering the required
improvements, depending on conditions at the time
of the future MTP.

NOTE 22- No additional comments.
We agree.
Department Comments for Land Use Plan (dated June 28, 2016) NMDOT
concurs with the analysis provided in the Level 'B' On-site and Off-site
Locations of Interest Traffic Analysis with the understanding that the Level 'C'
analysis may require additional geometric changes. If the NMDOT determines
that a conversion to a one-way frontage road is required, the developer will
be required to construct the parallel internal based on a separate planning
study. When the level 'C' analysis for the Industrial and Business Park land use
moves forward then additional enhancements may be required consistent
with AASHTO design criteria for certain roadway classifications, such as but
not limited to, curb, gutter, sidewalks, bike lanes, shoulder, roadside ditches
etc. Access to NMDOT facilities shall adhere to the State Access Management
Manual and any locally developed access management plans. Comparison of
the anticipated volumes on the frontage road shall be made to the functional
classification volume criteria located I the State Access Management Manual.
The Land Use Plan exhibit dated June 28, 2016 does not appear to be
consistent with Section 4.4 Access of the Santolina Level B Plan A New
Community for new Economy revised July 2016. NMDOT is seeking a separate
developer agreement with Santolina to establish funding requirements and
phasing of development consistent with the 2040 MTP.

Completed
Agree with response

Completed

Completed
Any proposed modification to interstate access or access Completed
to a NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of
New Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.
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6.A.d

PNM

##
1

Department
PNM

Note Date
7/13/2016

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Comments
Catherine, I have reviewed the latest version of the Santolina Level B plan and I have a question. In
the zoning chapter, there were changes made to the permissive uses language, however, I would
like to clarify the granting of public utility structure as a permissive use in all zones. The permissive
use of a public utility structure is explicit in the PC-S-LDR zone. In the PC-S MDR zone, the language
reads All uses permissive in the PC-S LDR Zone. When we get to the PC-S-O zone, the following
language is used, All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of the O-1
Office and Institutional Zone B.2 and so on from there with the subsequent zones. It would be
PNMs preference to explicitly grant public utility structure in all zones. Are we covered with the
above language? Your thoughts?

Response
Responder
Staff Response
We have specifically called out "public Ken Maestas PNM's concerns have been
addressed.
utility structure" as permissive in the
PC-S-LDR zone because it is not
permissive in the R-1 zone of the
Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
All other zones reference the O-1
zone which is included in the
commercial zones, and C-LI zone of
the Bernalillo County Zoning
Ordinance. Both of these zones
include public utility structures as
permissive uses. All zones have been
verified and include public utility
structures as a permissive use.

Status
Complete

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

Santolina Level B Master Plan Staff Comments

For Hearing on January 4, 2016 Page 55

Packet Pg. 2574

6.A.d

Commissioner Comments from Hearing

Santolina Level B Master Plan Commission Comments
Department
Commissioner
Hertel

Note Date
7/21/2016
Hearing

Comments
Response
Follow up on when mitigation is necessary The following guidance concerning future mitigation steps were provided by Andy
for the sites that were named in the Class II Wakefield, RPA, Archaeologist with the New Mexico Historic Preservation Division:
Study.
For private land only a permit for mechanical excavations would be required. If land came
into the ownership of the school district, county, or city, state permits would be needed for
testing and data recovery.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

##
1

For the project as it is (private land, local ordinances/policy), SHPO recommends that a
testing and data recovery plan be prepared for the sites that will be affected and that the
plan be submitted to the County and our office for consultation. The SHPO recommends
using State regulations for guidance for preparation of testing/data recovery plans.
Based on the Class II survey and input from the New Mexico Historic Preservation Division,
the recommendation is that the sites are avoided or tested/mitigated should they have the
potential to be affected. The owner’s mitigation strategy is that for identified sites (areas
identified in the Class II survey), a treatment plan for preservation, testing, and mitigation
is required prior to development, if a site has the potential to be affected. For areas that
have not been surveyed, then a Class III survey shall be required prior to development. This
determination will be made in conjunction with a Level C application, as required by the
Planned Communities Criteria.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

For Hearing on January 4, 2016 Page 56

Packet Pg. 2575

6.A.d

Planned Communities Criteria
Comments
Response
Land Use
1. Identification of land uses by parcel, acreage and type - including residential The Land Use Chapter 2 Tables 2 & 3 describe the acreage, and uses
and retail/commercial or other non-residential space.
for each Level B Land Use District. The Level B Land Use Map Exhibit
2 provides the location, size, and use of each parcel within the Level
B boundaries.

3

2. Conceptual description of village characteristics in terms of market
potential and opportunities, including location and description of village
center--parcel sizes by use, suitability to natural topography, intensities;
service area of center.

Responder

Staff Response

Status

Acceptable

Completed

The Land Use and Zoning Chapters delineate the location, acreage,
and mix of uses provided within the Village Center. We have also
provided a zone map to identify the various zones and their relation
to each other. Please refer to the land use and zoning maps.

Acceptable

Completed

4

3. Location and densities of neighborhoods and neighborhood centers within The Land Use and Zoning Chapters identify the location and
the village.
allowable densities of the neighborhoods within residential villages.
See page 13 of the Revised Santolina Level B Master Plan as well as
Exhibit 2.

Acceptable

Completed

5

4. Delineation of open space system, parks, recreation areas and links among The Land Use and Environment and Open Space Chapters discuss the
land uses, with identification of proposed ownership, management, and
Level B open space, parks, and recreation areas and identify means
maintenance.
of management, maintenance, and ownership. We have provided
additional text that address this topic in Santolina Level B Master
Plan Land Use Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 & Environment & Open Space
Chapter 5 .

Acceptable

Completed

6

5. Definition of important design characteristics, including typical
streetscapes, signage, building massing and setbacks, landscaping,
connections, ·parking, civic spaces.

(MRMPO comment) The drafted Design Guidelines
section of the Level B Master Plan went a long way
to meeting this requirement, unfortunately this
section was removed from the July draft.

Completed

7
8

Transportation
1. A disclosure statement regarding strict conformance with the Level A
Transportation System Plan will be required, or a substitute traffic analysis,
with consequential findings, recommendations, and proposed amendments to
the Level A Transportation System Plan and Level A Community Master Plan,
must be conducted prior to formal submittal of the Level B plan.

The Transportation Chapter 4 Sections 4.1.1 Conformity with the
Level A Transportation Master Plan & 4.2 Proposed Street Network
identify the Level B proposed street network and its conformance
with the Level A Master Plan.

Completed

9

2. A Level B transportation system analysis, including specific traffic studies
The Revised Santolina Level B Transportation Master Plan Technical
for the particular plan submittal plus all other approved Level B plan elements Appendix has been submitted on July 1, 2016.
in the community, existing and projected demand (phased as appropriate),
and consequential noise and air quality impacts, must be conducted prior to
formal submittal of the Level B plan.

Completed

10 3. The traffic circulation system must be identified, including:
a. major roadways within the Level B area;
b. major roadway connections between the Level B area and the remainder
of the Level A area;
c. concept location for local street intersections with major roadways; and
d. major street access and access limitation concepts.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

The Zoning Chapter identifies regulations for streetscape, signage,
building massing, setbacks, connections, parking, civic spaces, etc.
We have worked closely with county Zoning to revise and update
this chapter.

A traffic circulation system has been identified by the Level B
Transportation Master Plan Figure 1 Level A Land Use and Road
Network.

Andrew
Gingerich

Completed
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Planned Communities Criteria
Response
Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.4 Access
Exhibit 7 provides typical roadway cross-sections for major
roadways.

12 5. The type and approximate location of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
elements of the transportation system must be specified.

The location and types of elements within the transportation system
for this Level B Plan area are identified in the Level B Master Plan
Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.5 Transit and 4.6 Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities.

Completed

13 6. A plan which identifies performance objectives for increasing transit
ridership as appropriate, as well as strategies for achieving a mode split that
maintains level of service D or better on all roads in the affected area, must
be submitted.

Performance objectives for increasing transit ridership are included
in the Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.7
Transportation Demand Management. Strategies regarding
"complete streets" along with the multi-modal cross sections are
provided.

Completed

14 7. Any remaining transportation problem or issues identified in the Level A
Transportation Systems Plan and appropriate to the detail of Level B review
must be resolved.

Congested locations have been identified and can be improved to
acceptable levels of service. Due to the jobs anticipated, the
transportation system is improved with minor problem areas
identified at certain Interstate on/off ramps.

Completed

15 Environment and Open Space
16 1. Analysis of slopes, drainage, soils, animal life, groundwater, vegetation,
airport noise zones, and other environmental characteristics which identify
unique and important site features for protection and optimum use or which
restrict development.

17 2. Strategy for meeting community air quality objectives and standards.

Responder

Dan McGreggor
Site specific, unique environmental characteristics, which are
important to consider and restrict certain development, are
identified in the Environment and Open Space Chapter. A
geotechnical study was conducted and provided. The
environmentally sensitive areas, that were identified in the Level A
Plan (the escarpments), are identified and proposed to be zoned PCS-MPOS. See Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.11) Major Public Open
Space.

Staff Response

NRS - depth to groundwater has been identified,
and development of groundwater resources from
within the master planned area are not anticipated
as ABCWUA has been identified as the water
provider.

Air quality and noise standards are provided within the Environment Dan McGreggor A traffic related air quality impact study was
and Open Space Chapter. The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis provided and found to be acceptable.
Santolina Level B Master Plan has been submitted to County Staff
June 1 as part of this CPC process.

18 3. Strategy for promoting energy efficiency, maximizing options for alternative Energy efficiency and alternative energy sources are delineated in
energy sources.
the Environment and Open Space Chapter. 5 Section 5.6 Energy
Efficiency and Alternative Energy sources.
19 4. Conceptual drainage plan for management of watersheds and floodplains A conceptual drainage plan is provided in the Level B Master Plan
and preservation of arroyo corridor multiple-use opportunities.
Exhibits 14 & 15.

Status
Completed

Completed

Completed

Acceptable

Completed

Acceptable

Completed

20 5. Update Class I literature search/and do Class II sample of geotechnical and A Class II Archaeological study has been completed and has been
Acceptable
archaeological features; mitigation strategy.
submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office with a copy
provided to County Staff on July 1, 2016.
21 6. Siting of industrial land uses to avoid groundwater contamination and toxic Industrial uses are allocated for the Industrial Park and Business Park Dan McGreggor Agreed. Depth to groundwater exceeds 700 feet
air emissions impacts on nearby residential or other sensitive areas.
of this Level B Plan area. The location of these land uses is consistent
and contamination potential is minimal.
with the Level A Plan. Permissive uses in these districts are specified
in the Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.9) & 10) Industrial & Business
Park.

Completed

Completed
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##
Comments
11 4. Typical roadway cross-sections for major roadways, including:
a. right-of-way widths;
b. number of lanes, including high occupancy vehicle lanes;
c. medians and median treatment;
d. streetscape character and special design features;
e. bus bays and other transit facilities; and
f. trails or bicycle lanes.

22 Government and Public Services

Printed on: 12/21/2016
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Planned Communities Criteria
Responder

24 2. Facilities plan including detailed location, phasing of water systems, sewer
systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

The Utilities and Infrastructure Chapter of the Level B Master Plan as Dan McGreggor
well as the Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan and Terrain
Management Plan identify the location and phasing of water
systems, sewer systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

25 3. Annexation plan/agreement.

No annexation is proposed.

Staff Response

Status
Completed

The Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan are
conceptual and do not have the consent of the
ABCWUA - a fully executed Development
Agreement from ABCWUA has not been provided.

26 4. Statements of water availability and availability of public services including Water and public service availability is discussed in Chapter 6, Utility Dan McGreggor The Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan are
liquid and solid waste management/recycling, cultural and human service
Infrastructure and Services. See also Water and Sanitary Sewer
conceptual and do not have the consent of the
facilities, fire and police protection, transit services, and schools.
Master Plan.
ABCWUA - a fully executed Development
Agreement from ABCWUA has not been provided.
27 5. Level B Development Agreement to:
28 5.a. Follow through with more detailed infrastructure/service agreement
covering phasing of the village master plan and its public services/facilities,
and designation of financial, operations, and management responsibility over
time.
29 5.b. Specify measures to mitigate negative consequences of the village's
development.

These items shall be included in the Level B Development Agreement
to be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.
We have added additional narrative to the plan that addresses the
phasing of development in Level B Master Plan Chapter 8 Section 8.2
Development Phasing.
The village center and urban center are identified and controlled
with more detailed zoning as provided in Chapter 3 Sections 3.4.6) &
7). The level B Plan implements both the Reserve Area and Centers
and Corridors policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

Finding /
Condition of
Approval

Not
Applicable
Finding /
Condition of
Approval

Condition of
Approval

Finding

30 5.c. Augment Level A development agreements expressing items mutually
The Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved
agreed to by the City and/or County and the planned community developer
by the Bernalillo County Commission will be consistent with and
and committing to their permanency unless re-negotiated; any limitations on augment the provisions of the Level A Development Agreement. .
development established at Level A cannot be increased at Level B.

Condition of
Approval

31 5.d. Provide a legal recording instrument.

The Level B Development Agreement shall be recorded following the
review and approval by the Bernalillo County Commission.

Condition of
Approval

32 5.e. Identify more specifically any public incentives to the developer, or
public/private partnerships, including provisions for affordable housing.

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to be
reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission. A
funding strategy section has been added to Chapter 8 Section 8.5.

Condition of
Approval

33 5.f. Identify more specifically any public incentives or agreements between
the local government and developer for the appropriate protection and
maintenance of the open space system.

The Major Public Open Space is identified in this Level B Plan and the
protection, dedication, and maintenance shall be included in the
Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved by
the Bernalillo County Commission.

Condition of
Approval

Printed on: 12/21/2016

For Hearing on January 4, 2016 Page 59

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

##
Comments
Response
23 1. Strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites, including Funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites will be
open space.
outlined in the Level B Development Agreement and have been
delineated in the Level B Plan as additional redline text. See Revised
Level B Master Plan Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 Open Space. Additionally
text has been provided outlining the implementation strategy for
Parks and Recreation facilities. These facilities have been added to
the Land Use Map Exhibit 2.

Packet Pg. 2578

##
Comments
1 1. A Level A Development Agreement shall be entered into between Bernalillo
County and the applicant which reflect this approval and a) clearly identifies
responsibilities for development of and infrastructure and other facilities in
Santolina; b) requires a link between housing and employment development
in Santolina; c) maintains an overall residential density that is consistent with
the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan density requirements
and is included in the Santolina Level A Plan; d) shall adhere to water use and
conservation requirements of Bernalillo County and the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority.

Response
The Level A Development Agreement was entered into between
Bernalillo County and Western Albuquerque Land Holdings on
August 10, 2015. The Development Agreement was officially
recorded on August 21, 2015.

2

2. Bernalillo County and the applicant agree on the "no net expense" clause of
the Planned Community Criteria. Nothing in any development agreement
shall commit this Commission and future Commissions to public funding or
financing mechanisms.

The Level A Development agreement defines this policy on lines 24
through 32, page 9: “The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned
communities shall not be a net expense to the County. The “no net
expense" policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a
responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including construction,
operation and maintenance, shared between the public and private
sectors. The "no net expense" test is satisfied if the County's on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures reasonably
allocated to the Project have been, or will be, offset by revenues
and/or economic and fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced)
from the Project.”

3

Jobs-housing
3. The Santolina development shall achieve a reasonable balance between
residential uses and employment uses such that it maintains the
characteristics of a self-sustaining community. As stated in the Santolina Level
A Master Plan, an approximate jobs to housing ratio of 2-1 shall be achieved
with a goal of creating no less than 75,000 jobs as indicated in the Level A
Santolina Plan at the time of full buildout of Santolina. A plan for attaining the
ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans, such that the anticipated
job development shall occur in relation to residential development.

This Level B Plan sets the stage for achieving the jobs to housing
ratio set out by the Level A Development Agreement in Section 4.4
Housing/Employment, Dwelling Units Thresholds/Jobs Table. See
Santolina Level B Master Plan pg 4 Table 1: Jobs to Households.
We are anticipating over 9,000 dwelling units for the first Level B
Plan, which requires 1.25 jobs per dwelling unit at full build out of
the Level B Plan area. The Level B Plan provides for and is
anticipated to exceed this requirement.
The Level B Plan includes a sequencing plan and table that provide
for jobs and housing broken out into smaller development phases.

4

4. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
The applicant will submit a proposed Level B Transportation Plan consistent
with the Level A Transportation Master Plan, as revised, of the Santolina
Level A Master Plan, prior to a Level B approval or future development
activities such as building permits, that generate 500 or more cumulative
peak hour trips when upon coordination with the developer BCPWD deems it
necessary.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

The Level B Transportation Plan was completed, submitted, and has
been revised to address ongoing comments. The Level A
Transportation Plan has been revised to address previous staff
comments.

Responder

Andrew
Gingerich

Staff Response
Agreed

Status
Completed

Agreed

Completed

(MRMPO comment) What is included in the Completed
July draft of the Level B Master Plan does
not expand on what was established at the
Level A. This Condition of Approval implies
that jobs-housing will be discussed in more
detail at Level B, and asks for a "plan for
attaining the ratio." This plan needs to be
developed.
9/16/16 - MRMPO staff's main concerns on
this issue are being addressed through the
phasing/sequencing plan. This plan is not
yet in it's final version. See MRCOG
comment #46.
Completed
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Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

6

b. Revise the Level A Transportation Network model as required by BCPWD. The overall Level A Plan has been re-modeled per this condition.
Revisions/reanalysis shall include, but not be limited to, the 118111 St./I-40
interchange, the new proposed arterial roadways, the new urban center
layout, and any other changes to the Santolina roadway network. In
accordance with PCC criteria, when substantial variations are identified to the
Level A Master Plan, subsequent revision/reanalysis of the Level A
Transportation Network model shall be required, when upon coordination
with the developer, BCPWD deems it necessary.

Completed

7

c. All appropriate items in the Addendum to the Transportation Master Plan These have been incorporated into the Updated Level A
dated November 4, 2014 shall be placed in the appropriate Level A document. Transportation Master Plan.

Completed

8

5. Written approval from the proper state and/or federal authority will be
Coordination with these agencies is and will be ongoing. No
obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of State roads identified in improvements to NMDOT facilities are proposed at this time.
the Level A submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration)
review and approval will also be required for any required modifications and
improvements to Interstate 40 as a result of the development of Santolina
and its roadway network. Future coordination with NMDOT and FHWA will
be done in subsequent procedures including the Metropolitan Transportation
Plan, the Transportation Improvement Plan and the State-wide
Transportation Improvement Plan. The coordination of timeframes for the
offsite roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be
identified.

Completed

9

6. Funding for arterial streets and linkages, which are needed for Santolina
and not programmed in the Bernalillo County Capital Improvements Program
(CIP) or the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), shall be identified and
submitted to the County for recommendation for inclusion in the CIP or the
MTP.

Completed

The MTP already has placeholders for Santolina arterials and
collectors, pre 2025 and post 2025. This is something the applicant
has and will continue addressing as studies are reviewed and
presented to the County and shared with MRCOG. It is anticipated
that modification to the MTP and CIP will be amended in the future
to include these facilities

10 7. The submitted Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan, dated December 1,
This is addressed in the accompanying Drainage Master Plan.
2014, contains an addendum which includes minor inconsistencies within the
calculations to the revised Land Use Master Plan. However, these
inconsistencies do not alter the concept of the overall Drainage Master Plan
and therefore are acceptable for this Level A Master Plan. The applicant must
provide a Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan consistent with the proposed
Level A Master Plan with any Level B submittal.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Completed
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##
Comments
Response
5 a. The Santolina Access Management Plan (SAMP) with the Traversable
This has been completed, and was incorporated into the Level a
Median column added to Access Spacing Standards Table on Page 3 is
Transportation Plan.
approved. The SAMP shall be added to the Santolina Level "A" Transportation
Master Plan.
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11 8. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
applicant will provide a fully executed development agreement with the
ABCWUA. The development agreement should be structured to ensure
compliance with the ABCWUA's existing guidelines, policies, and ordinances
and as may be amended from time to time. The development agreement
should, at a minimum, address residential, industrial, institutional and
commercial water conservation provisions, guidelines, and design standards.
The development agreement should, at a minimum, address infrastructure
improvements, direct and indirect potable reuse, and water supply charges,
as well as provide; a Phasing Plan consistent with ABCWUA policies. This
condition shall in no way constrain the ABCWUA from imposing such
requirements as it may deem necessary.

Response
We are coordinating with the ABCWUA staff regarding Santolina. A
draft Development Agreement has been provided to the ABCWUA.
ABCWUA is currently updating their Water Resources Master Plan,
which is anticipated to provide additional policy guidance for the
Santolina project. We respectfully request that this condition be
addressed prior to BCC approval.

Responder
Staff Response
Status
Finding &
Dan
This condition has not been satisfied as of
Condition of
McGreggor 7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B Approval
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

12 9. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C document, the applicant shall,
The Water Master Plan Technical Report is included in this submittal Dan
based on the approved ABCWUA development agreement, provide to the
and we are in discussion with ABCWUA.
McGreggor
County a written explanation of the projected Master Plan water use and
phasing and the subsequent level plans within the context of the 2024 Water
Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update (July 2013) or subsequent
updates.

13 10. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
applicant shall provide to the County a water conservation plan that is
compliant with Bernalillo County and ABCWUA's guidelines, standards and
requirements and which achieves the conservation goals expressed in the
Bernalillo County Ordinance and ABCWUA's 2024 Water Conservation Plan
Goal and Program Update, July 2013 and which requires compliance with
subsequent revisions of the such guidelines, standards, requirements, and
plans. Residential development shall occur in a sequential manner adjacent to
existing infrastructure and consistent with ABCWUA's policies.

This will be completed in concert with the ABCWUA. The Level B
submittal addresses all County requirements. In addition, a number
of design guidelines have been included that address landscaping
and Low Impact Design (LID) strategies to guide future
development.

14 11. Water and wastewater issues for the Santolina Master Planned
Community shall be resolved between the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County
Water Utility Authority (ABCWUA) and the applicant prior to any Level B
approval. An agreement between the applicant and ABCWUA and regarding
timing, responsibilities, and maintenance of water and sewer facilities
required to service Santolina will be developed and agreed upon prior to any
Level B approval.

Agreed, see response to Condition #8.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Finding &
This condition has not been satisfied as of
Condition of
7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B Approval
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

Completed

Dan
McGreggor

This condition has not been satisfied as of
Finding &
Condition of
7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B Approval
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.
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Responder

The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis - Santolina Level B Master
Plan has been submitted to County Staff June 1 as part of this CPC
process.

17 14. Development of Parks, Trails, and Open Space shall comply with the Level
A Master Plan. The location of open space corridors shall be developed in
accordance with the requirements of the Planned Community zone with
regard to the transportation grid. If the more detailed plan deviates
significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher level
plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan would
need to be amended.

The Parks and Open Space facilities and acreage are in compliance
with the Level A Master Plan and the Level A Development
agreement. Additional text has been provided to address the timing,
funding, and implementation of these facilities.

Completed

18 15. The Planned Communities Criteria requirements regarding the study and
mitigation of archaeological and geotechnical resources shall be followed in
Level B and Level C Santolina Plans. Prior to any Level B approval,
documentation regarding the completed study and mitigation measures
within the Level B Plan area shall be provided.

This has been In consultation with the SHPO a Class II Archeological
Survey was designed and completed in May 2016.

Completed

19 Albuquerque Public Schools
16. The developer will work cooperatively with APS to locate school sites
within Santolina, which will be made available to APS on mutually agreeable
terms and conditions.

The level A Development Agreement and Level B Plan address this
item. The Level B Plan has been updated in response to APS
comments. We have and will continue to work with APS throughout
the process.

Completed

Printed on: 12/21/2016

The analysis has been submitted and is
acceptable. This condition has been
satisfied.

Status
Completed

16 13. Prior to any Level B Plan approval, the developer shall provide
documentation that the proposed development will comply with
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Air Quality Standards and will demonstrate
the intent to comply with air quality standards established by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

This Level B application satisfies the Level B portion of this
20 17. Level B and C Plans shall be required prior to development of the
condition.
Santolina Level A Master Plan Community. Level B and C development
agreements, as prescribed in the Planned Communities Criteria, shall be
provided. Consistency between Level A, Level B, and Level C plans shall be
required throughout the development of Santolina. If the more detailed plan
deviates significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher
level plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan
would need to be amended.

Dan
McGreggor

Staff Response

Completed

Completed

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

##
Comments
Response
15 12. A drainage plan and stormwater management plan shall be submitted at We have provided a Drainage and Stormwater Management Plan
the time of any Level B submittal with provisions for revision as needed to
Technical Report as part of this Level B application.
ensure consistency with any EPA-issued municipal separate stormwater
system permit provisions or requirements as issued for the Urbanized Area of
Bernalillo County.
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21 18. The Santolina Development Agreement shall include a section that
pertains to Interim Uses. This section shall indicate that all sites within the
Santolina Level A boundary area governed by a Special Use Permit or any site
expected to be developed with local, state and/or federal support shall be
governed by Sections 18, Special Use Permits and Section 24, Administration
of the Zoning Code until a Level B Plan, affecting such site, has been adopted
by Bernalillo County. No special use permit shall be issued without a
demonstration of available necessary infrastructure and utilities, including
water, electricity and sewer, to be installed before, or concurrently with,
development of the site. No building permits shall be granted on all remaining
sites until Level C plan affecting the subject property have been approved.
Any subdivision will occur in compliance with the County's Subdivision
Ordinance.

Response
The approved Level A Development Agreement and this request for
a Level B Plan satisfies this condition. The zoning chapter of this
level B plan references County Special Use Permit regulations.
Furthermore, level C plans will adhere to the county's subdivision
ordinance as indicated in the zoning chapter, future non-residential
or apartment development over 5 acres will require site plan review
by the CDRA.

22 19. Prior to or concurrent with the first Level B Plan approval, the subject
Level A master planned property shall be legally platted (the "Boundary Plat").
A summary platting procedure, such as that allowed for 'a minor subdivision'
under County ordinances, shall be permitted for the Boundary Plat, and for
any subsequent platting actions prior to a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision
plat approval. The Boundary Plat and any subsequent plats submitted in
advance of a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision plat approval shall provide
legal access (easements) to all existing and proposed tracts within the platted
area, but infrastructure installation or guarantee shall not be required prior to
Level C plan or Level C subdivision plat approval, because, before building
permits can be granted or development can proceed, additional land use
approvals and infrastructure installation and/or guarantees are required at
the Level C Plan approval stage and/or at the Level C subdivision plat approval
stage.

The Level A Master Plan property has been submitted for a
Boundary Plat to the CDRA. The CDRA hearing is scheduled for July
14th. Following adoption of this level B plan, the zoning districts will
be platted. Future level C plans will also require platting prior to
building permit approval.

Completed

23 20. Minor corrections to the plan, such as typographical and grammatical
corrections, editorial changes agreed to by County staff, or small changes to
acreage related to surveying may be incorporated in the final, adopted
version of the plan.

These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Level A Master Plan.

Completed

24 21. The request shall comply with all applicable Bernalillo County ordinances
and standards.
25 22. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
26 a. Chapter 4. Zoning, p. 47. Add the following sentence under Level A
Governance and Interim Uses (after ..Bernalillo County ..) "No building
permits shall be granted on all remaining sites until a Level C plan affecting
the subject has been adopted."

This submittal complies with Bernalillo County ordinances and
standards.
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

Completed

27 b. Change the language "publicly funded" on page 92 to "proposed for public
funding."
28 c. Chapter 6, Transportation, Level A Master Plan on page 95: remove the
sentence "The policy supersedes other policies that may be in place for
roadways within Santolina" regarding the SAMP, and remove "(by others)"
regarding the extension of Gibson Boulevard.

This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

Completed

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Completed
Completed

Completed
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Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed
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29 d. Exhibit I must be corrected to indicate that the Westland Master Plan was
approved by both Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque. The Board
of County Commissioners approved the Master Plan as a Rank III Plan in
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The City of Albuquerque also
approved a separate Sector Development Plan for the portion of the Master
Plan that has been annexed.
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Chappell Law Firm, P.A.
Attorneys at Law

Bill Chappell, Jr.
Michael Hoeferkamp

Albuquerque Centre, Suite 150
6001 Indian School Rd. NE
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87110

Telephone
(505) 878-9600
Telecopier
(505) 878-9696

Bernalillo County Board of Commissioners
One Civic Plaza NW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

Re:

Bernalillo County Planning Commission
111 Union Square SE
Suite 100
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

Santolina Project - SPR-20130004 and CZ-20130009

Dear Commissioners:
As counsel for Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC ("WALH"), the owner and
developer of the Santolina Project ("Project"), we have been provided a copy of the communication
to the County Commission and County Planning Commission dated.May 29, 2013 from the Town
of Atrisco Land Grant-Merced (the "Town of Atrisco"), together with a summary (prepared by
Consensus Planning) ofthe.statements of Jerome Padilla, a member of the Board of Trustees of the
Town of Atrisco, at a public hearing on the Project on May 28, 2014. The statements made therein
will be referred to as the "Atrisco Claims." WALH believes that a formal response is appropriate
as to certain of the statements made.
·
In 2012, certain individuals currently involved with the Town of Atrisco caused newspaper
articles to be published and sent communications to various public officials making very similar, if
not identical, claims to the Atrisco Claims. We extensively researched these issues and sent a
comprehensive response to those claims in a letter to the Town of Atrisco dated May 11, 2012
("May 11 Letter"). After receipt of the May 11 Letter, the undersigned and a representative of
WALH met with those individuals representing themselves as Trustees of the Town of Atrisco.
After a long and what we thought was a productive discussion, the undersigned received an
email from Jesus Anzures, a member of the Board of Trustees, in which he states, "At this point we
have 0 plans to regulate anyone, and do not feel we have the authority to regulate anyone." In point
of fact, the statute which recognizes the Town of Atrisco includes the following limitation language:
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June 20, 2014

The town of Atrisco land grant-merced, situated in Bernalillo county, confirmed by
the court ofprivate land claims in 1894 and patented by the United States to the town
of Atrisco in 1905, shall be governed by the provisions of Sections 49-1-1 through
49-1-18 NMSA 1978; provided that the board of trustees shall not have
regulatory jurisdiction over, and the provisions of Chapter 49, Article 1 NMSA
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Bernalillo County Board of Commissioners
Bernalillo County Planning Commission
June 20, 2014
Page2

We also researched and ad.dressed the Town of Atrisco' s claims of title. W ALH has title
insurance for its property and the specific claims of the Town of Atrisco or the individuals involved
were previously addressed by the New Mexico State Counsel for First American Title Company.
Our conclusion is the Town of Atrisco has no title, jurisdiction, regulatory authority, approval
rights or any other interest in either the property involved in the Project or in any other property
owned by W ALH and other private property owners. As expressly provided in the land grant statute
(Chapter 49), the Town of Atrisco's sole authority is as to common lands owned by the Town of
Atrisco, if any. It is clear that the Atrisco Claims, to the extent a claim is made as to jurisdiction of
and approval rights over the Santolina Project or claims to title under the 1905 patent from the U.S.
government, are patently incorrect.
I have attempted.to keep this short, as I know each Member of the Commissions has a very
busy schedule. However, if you would like to review the documentation which supports these
conclusions, we have provided with this letter the following:
1.

Letter dated May 11, 2012 from the undersigned to the Town of Atrisco.

2.

Copy of an email dated June 14, 2012 from Jesus Anzures as referenced above

3.
Letter from Ke:vin J. Peterman, New Mexico State Counsel for First American Title
Insurance Company, addressed to the mortgage company through which WALH acquired title,
specifically addressing the Atrisco Claims (see finalparagraph).
Of course, if the County Commission or Planning Commission or any member of those
commissions would like additional information, we will be happy to.provide such information. We
would request, if appropriate, that this letter be placed in or with the Santolina Project file so as to
be available for review or consideration by the appropriate county and other personnel. We are
providing a copy of this letter to the Board of Trustees of the Town of Atrisco Land Grant-Merced.
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1978 shall not apply to or govern, any lands or interests in real property the title
·to which is held by any other person, including a public or private corporation,
partnership or limited liability company. 1

NMSA 1978, §49-l-2(D) (2013) (emphasis added).
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Bernalillo County Planning Commission
June 20, 2014
Page 3

BC:gnb
Encl. a/s
cc:
Board of Trustees, Town of Atrisco Land Grant-Ivferced (w/encl.)
Randy M. Autio, Esq. (w/encl.; Via Email)
Mr. Jeff Garrett (w/encl.; Via Email)
G:\data\WP60\2012\12071\Letters\Bem Co Comm & Bern Co Planning Comm 062014.wpd
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-Chappell Law Firm, P.A~
Bill Chappell, Jr,
Michael Hoeferkamp
Sidney Childre_ss . ·

Albuquerque Centre~ Suiie 150
6001 Indian School Rd. NE
Albuquerqiie, New M~ico 87ll o ,

·Telephone
(505) 878"9600
Telecopier
(505) 878-9696

May 1t,2012

Board of Trustees
ToWil of Atrisco Land Grant-Merced.
P.O. Box 95046
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87199
Jerome Padilla, President
Board of Trustees
Town of Atrisco Larid Grant-Merced
3408· Calle Facio NW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87104
Gentlemen:
Our office represents Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC · ('.'WALH''), the owner
through foreclosure of approximately 55,000. acres ofland previously owned.by Westland DevCo,
.LP. ("DevCo LP"), successor in interest to. Westland Development Co., Inc. ("Westland ..
· Deveh>pment Co." or "Westland''). We are writing in response to your letter to New Mexico's
Congressional Delegation dated March.12, 2012, yo'ur statements to the press over the past few
1
months, and your recent
meetings With focal governmental authori,ties regarding
this property.
.- .
. .
. .
....

,

'

'

· In these various communieations, yo11 ha,ve stated that you are seek!ng ah investigation into:
(l)the 1967 conversion of the Atdsco Land Grant, which was then owned as common lands by the
. To'Wn of Atrisco, into a private,.. shareholder-owned corporation;2 and. (2) the shareholders'
·
Examples of press statements are described in footnotes later i~ this l~tter. Our understartding of
. your statements to local governmental authorities is based on WALfI' sown ·meetings with those authorities,
.·. when they des.cribed their prior meetings with representatives of the Town of Atrisco.
·
·
1
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2

Commotilands are also referred to as a "community grant".or "community land gr.ant" undeiNew
Mexico law, consisting of lands held by
incorp°orated local community fo~the use and benefit of its
residents. Armijo v. Town.ofAtrisco, 56 N.M. 2, 239 P.id 535 (1951); Mondragon v. Tenorio, 554 F.2d 423
(loth Cfr. 1977). The entity owriingthe common lands oftheAtrisco Land Grant was The Town of Atrisco,
·which was incorporated in 1892. Armijo, 56 N.M. at 6, 239 P2d at 537. According to the New.Mexico
Attorney General, the Atiisco Land. Grant no longer existed a5 a land grant or- public corporation after the
· I.967 conversion into a private corporation.' Attorney General ofNew Mexico, Opinion letter dated Sept. 26, ·
2008, addressed to Hon. Bernadette M. Sanchez, New Mexico State Senate. As used in this letter, our ·
reference to the "Town of Atrisco" is to "Tile town of'Atris_co land grarit-~erced" fo §49- l-2(D): of the New

an
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,

Board of Trustees, Town of Atrisco L,and Grant-.Merced
Je_rome Padilla, President, Board of Trustees, Town of Atrisco Land Grant'.'.Merced
,May 11, 2012.
,
,
Page2

- -We understand that youhave_ also sugge,sted, in meetj~gs with local goverllinental authorities
and at public meeting~ ofthe Town of Atrisco Land Grant~Merced (the "Town of Atrisco"), 3 tl)at .
·- the Town ofAtrisco has regulatory authority over the property formerly owned as common lands in,
the Atrisco Land Grant. As you know, that property now includes WALH" s lanci and land owned,
by numerous other private o-WUers. We understand that the Town of Atrisco is preparing a
,Comprehensive Plan for area that might 'inchide such prfvately held lands, to submit to, the local
Council _of Governments ("COG"); is seeking to join the COG as either a voting or non-voting '
member; and has stated' to .local goverrimental authorities that.the Town of At,risco intends to
'
participaJe in the planning and developm,ent of such private property.

an

>,

•

,

•

,

•

•

.

,

We detail the ~ecent history of the Atrls~o Land Grant below to show that: ,
•
The title to this property is lodg.:settled, after being exhaustively litigate,d by the New
Mexico,
and
federal
courts over the. past
sixty. .(60)years.
,
.
.
. .
..
'
•
The 2006, stockholdersale has alsobeen extensively litigated in multiple ~lass action
,
lawsuits over the past six years. As you know, the suits were recently settled.
•
The, New Mexic-o)egislature expressly provided, when it recently amended New,
Mexico's land grant statute (Chapter 49, NMSA1978) tQ include the Town of Atrisco, thadt shall
, have no regulatory jurisd!ction over private property.4 Ari additional ptoviSion in the land grant
statute expressly provi,des that thestatµte shall not:
,· ·

{i) -

'(ii)

.

'

.

"diminish; extinguish or- otherWise impair ,any private property
, interest located within the boundaries of a land graJit~nierced"; or
· "be co~strued to grant the board of trustees of a Jarid gntnt-merced ,
regulatory authority over such property 1nterests ot larids other than _
·
,
, ,
'
the. common lands:"5
.

.

.
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subs~quent sale <?ffheir shares in the corporation in 200-6, in a transaction organiz~d by all affiliate
-of The SunCal Compames (described in greater detail below).,, _
,

.

MexicoJand grant statute ,(Chapter 49; NMSA 1978), whieh was, added to the statute by an' amendment
adopt~din201L
,
,
, ,
,
,
,

3

Accordingtothe·publicly avai_Iable minutes ofthose meetings, online at: www.atriscofandgrant:cbm. _
Specific provisions ofthos·e minutes are described in greater detail ,bek>W.
,

4
,.

,

NMSA 1978, § 49-1~2(D). The textoftlle 2011 amendm_ent is quoted o~ page 7 of this letter.

1d. at§ 49-l-ll.J(B) (emphasis added):
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.

The statute lists various powers of a board oftrustees of a land grant-merced,
including to determine zoning "pursuant to a comprehensive plan," but these
. powers expressly apply only to common lands. 6 .· ·
We respectfully request that the To~ of Atrisco, including the To-wn Board and .any of its
'
otherrepresentatives,'spokes:persons,-agents and attorneys, cease and refrain from: .
.

(I)

. private property owners~ and
·. (2)

-

'

-

Questioning~or disputing the title of any ofthe lands now owned _by WALH and other

'

.

'

Taking ruiy further actions -whether through the Town of Atrisco' s Comprehensive .
Plan or any other efforts - that suggest that the Town bf-Atrisco has any regulatory
jurisdiction authority over WALH' s land and th~ land ()fany other private property ·.
·owners.. ·

or

. .Title History of the A~risco Larid Grant.
.

. The title history of the Atri.sco Land Grant, including the property now owned by WALH,
is long settled after exte_nsive litigation over the pa_st ;60 year5.
·
·
Title Litigation

Although you have.frequently referred to the Tieaty of Gu(1dalupe Hidalgo (for example, in
. your Marth 12, 2012 letter), we ri9te that all rights of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo 'are
incorpo1:ated in, and subject to, the 1905 patent issued by the U.S. governfilent. No rightS exist
. beyond the 1905 patent, as the New Mexico.courtshave long hell7 The New Me.xico courts have
also issued numerous. decisions confirming that the lands comprising the Atrisco Land Grant were
8
· common
lands owned by the
Town
of Atiisco,
which .was incorporated
,.
-.
.
. - in 1892.
,
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·Id. at§ 49-J-3(J). The New Mexico Supreme 9ourt has .confirmed thatthe power of a land.grant's
hOard oftrustees comes from the land grant stattite. Bibo v. Town ofCµbero Land Grant, 65 N.M. I 03, 104, ·
.33i·P.2d 1020, 1021 (1958) (interpreting the 1953 predecessorlandgrant statute, NMSA 1953, §§ 8-i.:1 to
'. 8-1-19).
7

. · ·• Montoya v. Tecolote Land Grant, 2008.-NMCA-O 14, 143 N.M. 413; R.ND. Land Co. v. Suazo, 44 ·· ..
N.M. 547, 105 P.2d 744 (1940). . .
.
.

a·
Armijov._TownofAtrisco, 56N.M. 2, 239P.2d 535 (l95l);Armijo v. Town·ofAirisco,62N.M.440,
312 P.2d 91'(1957); Carabajal v. Candelaria (Ar~ijo v. Town of Atrisco), 65 N.M. 1~9, 333 P.2d 1058
{1958). .
.
.
.
.
'
. '
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.

.

'

.

.

.

.'

:

In 1967, New Mexico adopted a statute authorizing land grants to in~orporate as·private
corporations s9 their heirs couid.more effectively develop the p~opertie~ for their own economic
benefit. 9 In July 1967, over a thousand.owners and heirs of the Atrisco Land Grant (1111.out of
1832) attended the meeting on incorporation, and a majority approved converting the land grant into
a private, shareholder-owned corporation (Westland Development Co.,Inc.) to own all of the lands
formerly held by the Town of Atrisco. 10 The New Me~ico Supreme Coilrt. subsequently rejected a·
challenge to the incorporation and upheld the authorizing statute as constitu,tional. 11 Several New
Mexico and federal coUrtshave resolved various Atriscotitle and shareholder stock disputes since
the 1967 incorporation. 12 The incorporation is thus a long-established event upon which numerous
courts arid the Atrisco heirs themselves have relied. ·
·
.

.

.

· The 2006 Sale & Related Litigation

. In 2006, the shareholders of Westland Development Co., Inc. sold their shares in a
transaction organized by an affiliat~ ofThe.SunCal Companies (the "2006 Sale"). The consideration
to the shareholders included cash payments, certain mineral interests 13 and the creation ofthe Atrisco
Heritage F oundatio~, which was· formed tci preserve the heri~ge of the Atrisco Land Grant. 14 . Any.
liabilltfos to the shareholders (including pending litigation) pr to the Atrisc0 Heritage Foundation
were retained by Westlarid DeyCo, LLC, a New Mexico entity into which Westland Development
·
Co., Inc.'Cogverted in conneytion with the 2006 Sale.
.

.

.·

'

.

.'

As you know, the 2006 Sale has been the subject of multiple class action lawsuits that
recently settled, with the former shareholders receiving an additional $3.78 ~illion in settlement

v:

9

Westland Development Co.', Inc. Saavedra, 80 N.M. 6l5,.616, 459 P.2d 141; i42(1969); New.
Mex!co Office of the State I:fistori.an (J: Metzcai:), "Atrisco Land.Grant, 1692-1977" (the "Land Grant
Hist~ry"),
www.newmexicohiStory.o~g/fil~details_ docs.php?fileID=24405.
.

at

Saavedra, 80 N.M. ·at 616~6 l 7, 45 9 P .2d at i 42~ 143; Land Gra~t History. As noted above (footno~e
· 2), the New MexicoAttomeyQeneral found that after the 1967 cony~rsion, the Atrisco Land Grant no longer
existed as a land grant or public corporation.
10
·

11
12
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.

·. Saavedra, 80 N.M. at 618, 459 P.2d at 144.

D~is v. Wesiland Development Co., _Inc., 81 N.M: 296, 46() P.2d 862 (1970); Gabaldon v. W~stland ..

Development Co., Inc.,4:85 F.2d263 (10th Cir. 1973);Lettv. Westland Development Co., Inc., 112.N.M. 327,
815 P.2d 623 (1991); Wilde v. Wesiland DevelopmentCo., Inc., 20l0-NMCA·085., 148 N~M. 627.
13

>

·
The 2006 Sale included the formation of Atiisco Oil & GaS,LLC, which was set up to own 100% .
. of the economic rights under t:Wo existing oil and gas leases and a50% undivided interest in other mineral
interests appurtenant to the We~tland property (but expressly excluding any water rights). The fonner
Westland shareholders received Class A LLC membership interests in Atrisco Oil & Gas, LLC. ·
•

14

•

'

•

'

•

'

~

-

•

'

Details ()f th~ Atrisco Heritage Foundation ai:e at: Www.atriscoheritagefoundation.org. ·
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payments .(the "Class 'Action. Suits"). The Class Action Suits sought damages for allegecI
misconduct by the management Of Westland Development Co, relating to.the 2006 Sale, but did not
· seek to "rescind" or lJllwind the s~le:.1 5
The Receivership& Foreclosure in.2009-11 .
The properti was also the subject of extensive litigation frori12009 to 2011. In December
· ·2009, the lenders that· financed. the· 2006 Sale initiat~d recdivership and· fore~losure proceedings ·•
against DevCo LP, the entity set up by The StinCaI Conipatiiesto hold the property; in New Mexico
-State Districf Coilrt (Second Judicial District, Coilnty 'of Bernalillo) (the "District Court"). DevCo
LP then sbught bankruptcy prote~tion by fiiing·a Chapter 11 case ill Delaware bankruptcy court,·.
which was promptly dismissed. PY th.e bankruptcy court due to the. lack of any prospect for a ..
successful reorganizatiOn. The banlquptcycase was extensively reported in the.Albuquerque media
andthe shareholders' counsel in the ClassAction Suits filed a formal appearance In the bankruptcy
case.
.

.

After dismissal of the balliquptcy case, the District Court appointed a receiver in June 2o10
and authorized aforeclo8ure ~ale.· The foreclosure ~ale was welPpublicized, including a 5-page
notice.in the Albuquerque Journalpublished on August 20, 2010, August 27, 2010, September 3,
-2010 and September 10, 2010. In November 2010, the District Court confirmed the foreclosure sale
as well as'the form of the Special Master's deedtransfe~illg the property to WALH, which was·
· .recorded in Decembe.r 2010. 16 . The District Court also entered orders in early.201 i approving the
receiver's final report and discharging the receive.t. The lenders copied both the Atrisco Heritage_. .
Foundation and the shareholders' class action. counsEil on the .final receivership orders. ,

15
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·.Lane v. Page, 'f'[o. Civ-06-10.7 l-JB-ACT, United States District Court, District ofNew Mexico, in
which the sett] ementcovered both the Lane suit and four class actions filed in New Mexico District Court:
Stubbs;_ Page, C~se No. D-:202-CV~2006~01453 ;Rael v. Page, D-202-cv:.2006-0 I 756;Lane Page, Case
No. D-202-CV-2006-02055; and Apodaca v. Page, Case No. n,.202,:.CV-2006-02144. The federal court in
Lane, has givenpreliminaryapproval to.the.settlement, held a final hearing on March 20, 2012, and is now
· considering objections prior to issuing its final order. According to the lead plaintiffs' counsel for the
. shatehold_ers, more than 99.8% of the former shareholders did not. object to the settleme.nt. Reply
. Memorandum of Law in .Fµrther Support of Motion for Final Approval of Class Action Settlement, filed
M~ch 13, 2012 (Docket No~ 400), in Lane v, Page, :~t p; 1 L
· ·
·

v.

16
'
• Speciai Master's Deed, Doc. No. 201O128S~O, in the real property records ofBem.alillo Counfy, New
·.Mexico.·
.
. ·
. · .
. .
·.
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Neither the class action cooosel, the Atrisco Heritage Foundation~ nor any other party (other
· than DevCo LP) challenged the receivership and f~reClosure; 17 - The District_ Court's ·orders·
confirming title in WALH are thus_final and non-appealable.
Af the end 6f this letter, we have attached a summary of some of the history of the Atrisco
Land Grant since -1967. In sum, the common lands fonnerly held as the Atrisco Land Grant were
. incorporated as a private,shareholder:-Owned company in 1967; the 'shareholders sold their sharesin 2006 to another private company; that company mortgaged the land to private lenders at the same
· . time; and tl.iose lenders foreclosed on the land. iri 20 l 0 by coUrt order. The land is now solely owned
byWALH. .
.
The Town ofAfrisco's Lack of Regulatory Authority Over Private ~ropertjr
,

'

..

.

,

. WALH is certainly not opposed to the T~wn ofAtris<?6.'s efforts to further the heritage of the
Atrisco heirs, whiCh the Town Board has stated is one ofits primary goals. 1·8 We have been informed
·· by local governmental authorities, however,_that members of the Town Board have contacted them
and stated that thetown of Atrisco intends to participate in _the planiling ~nd devefopment of former
- Atrisco Land Grant property that is now o\vned by privateparties;including WALH' s land. We have
·also reviewed the publicly available minutes ofrecent Town of Atrisco meetings; and noted that it_
-proposed various actioris that might affect_ WALH' s property:
·
,•
The preparation of a "Comprehensive Plan fortheToWrt of Atrisco" for submission·
to the Cooocil of Governments; .
·
:A "MOU'~ (Presuinably a memorandum ofooderstanding) With 11?-e County - the
•
nature or substance of this MOD is not described-in the minutes;
•
. SeeJ<lng member~hip. or non-voting status in the "MRCOG" - presumably the Mid~
Region Cotincil of Governments, whose planning jurisdiction li:icludes WALH's property; ·
•
. 'Research of "com~ercial property at 401 ·Coors Js potential office space/rental
·income".-:-:- which is an office building owned by WALH; and · · .
.
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n . , One third party attempted to intervene to enforce a purported obligation by DevCoLP to contribute
.
real estate to a joint v~nture. The District Court rejeeted the-inter'7ention,
"Atrisco Board Works ~n Goals," West Side JoJ.rnal, Feb. 16, 2012 (quoting Town Board member
Jesus Anzures: "All we want.to do is to pn~serve the land grant an cl its hi_storic a11d cultural way of life," and
"we're hot interested in taking any power _away or taxing anyone").
18

..

~

-

Packet Pg. 2593

6.A.d

Board of Trustees, Town ofAtrisco Land fuant-Merced
.
Jerome Padilla, President, Board of Trustees, Town ofAtrisco Land Grant-Merced
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. We tinderstand the ToWl1 of Atrisco also propos~d House Bill 264 t<'.> the New Mexic9
legislatµre in 2012, requesting $100~000 for the plannirig department ofthe University of New
. Mexico "to prepare a proposed master plan for all o.fthe land in Bernalillo county west of the Rio
Grande and east ofthe Rfo Puerco> which includes WALH's land and the land of rilimerous other
private owners .. We understand that the Town ofAtrisco also proposed Senate Bill 107 to the.New
Mexico legislature in2012, requesting $so;ooo for preparation ofa plan to clean up Pajarito Mesa,
altho_ugh that land is privately owned property.
·
·
·
· Further, in meetings with local governmental authorities, WALH has faced qu~stions a·s to
. whether it has full "control" arid even ownership ·of its property and whether the Town of Atrisco' s
own planning efforts apply to W ALH's land. .
.
.
. Based on theTown Board's recent public statements ~c:lits apparent discussions with local .
governmental au:thorities, we believe it-is important for the Town ofAtrisco to clarify its intentions. ·
Any lack of Clarity on the scope of the Town of Atrisco' s authority has the potential to interfere with
·.. WALH's rights as a private'prciperty OWner and its abilityto develop its land.
As discussed above, the New Mexico legislature, when it allowed the Town of Atrisco to be
. governed-as a land grarit corporation last year, specifically limited its authority so it wouidhave
regulatory jurisdiction over p:rjvately. . h~ld property. The authorizing
statute
provides:
.
.

rio

"D. · The town of· Atrisco. land. grant-merced, situated in Bernalillo county,
·. confirmed by- the ·court ofprivate land claims· in 1894 and patented by the United
. States to the town of Atrisco in 1905, shall be governed by the pro~isions Of Sections
49.-1-1 through 49-1'" 18 NMSA 1978; provided that the board of trustees shall not
have regulatory jurisdiction over, and· the provisions of Chapter 4 9, Article 1 NMSA
. 1978 shall not apply to or govern, any.lands or interests in real property the title to
. which is held by any other person, including·: public .or private corporation,
partnership or limi~edliability corripany."20
·
·

a

-

'

'

.

.

.

.

.
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•
.Consideration of "land grant signs located on the Town of Atrisco Grant to proinot~
its bo'undaries~" 19
.
.·
.
·
·

.

We also note the other provisions of the land grant ~tatute (Chapter 49), quoted on page 2 of this
letter, which
expressly
provide that a land grant's . authority u!lder the statute shall. not ."diminish,··
. "
.
'

19

.
Minutes. of :Board ·.of ·Trustees .· Me.eting,
www.atriscolandgrant.com/4._htmL ·

'

December 22, 2011,

availabie . online at:

278, An Act Relating to Land Gra.Ilts; Amendi~g Chapter49; Article I NMSA 1978 tO fnclude
·
.the Town' of Atrisco Land. Grant:'Merced, enacted 2011 (emphasis added).
20

·

·. HB
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' extinguish or otherwi~e 'i~pair any private property interest located ~thin the boll1ldaries of a land
grant~11lerced," arid. that a land grant board's powers under comprehensive plan shail apply only
to common lands. owned by the land gr~t. 21 A recent report by a committee of the New Mexico
' legi,slanrre also confimied that comrhon lands
"are the orily lands this land grant [the Atrisco Land Grant-Merced] may controlor ·
govern .. Further, if there are lands within the Iand grant's boundaries 'that are owned
or coritroiled by the federal or'governments [sic], private persons, andothers, the
Atrisco Land Grant-Merced· cannot control or govern these lands pursuant to state
·
·
·
·
·
.
law. " 22 • ·
.
The Town B~ard's .prior public statem~nts did not show an intention to regulate private ·
property, but only to .govern property owned by theToW!l of Atrisco itself. ·fa testimony to the Land
Grant Committee 'of the New Mexico legislature in December 2008, TowriBoard member Richard :
. Griego disti'nguished between"SunCal" -i.e.,'the lands sold in the 2006 Shle-: and the Atrisco Land.
: . _ Grant-Merced. According to the Comn:iittee report, Mr. Griego
"explained that suiicitl is a separate: entity from the land grant, which ·~omprise~'
three entities:· the Atrisco ·Heritage Foundation,. which. promotes and. preserves ·
heritage and history of the land grant; El Campo Santo; Inc., which.oversees the
.cemetery iri which the land grant -heirs are buried; and Atrisco Oil and Gas', LLC,

.

21
22

NMSA 1978,

.

§.49~1-11.l(B)

.

'

and§ 49-l-3(J) (emphasis added) ..

Legislative Finance Colllmit:tee (LFC) for standing finance committees of the New-'Mexfoo
,Legisfature, Fiscal Impact Report oriSenate Bill I 07 (February 6, 2012) (emphasis added); The foll quote
. regarding common lands is: . : ·
·
.
'

;,The initial .LFC ~nalysis note.s that it is unclear whether the Atrisco Land Grant-Merced
- holds anyq.ommon lands on behaffof the land grant, whi_ch are the only lands this land grant
may control.or govern,"·
·
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The report ~nded with:
"Possible Questions: Clarifying thefand grant's common lands a~d those lands.that are
beyond its control orjur!sdiction could avoid the p9ssible constitutional confliet with
providing state funds fo,r improvements on privately-owned real.property.'' ' .
The report cited the constitutional conflict as arishig from the "<~mti-d9natio_n clause" ~f the New Mexico
Constitution, Art. 9, Section l 4;which prohibits the use of state funds for private benefit. The report states ,
that this constitutional provision might be violated "if state funds are used to Cieari up private'Ja11ds within .
·
the la11d.~ant's bomidaries.''
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which owns the mineral rights ·On the fand grant. 23 Mr. Griego stressed that he
represents only lineal heirs to the Town of Atrisco Land Grant, not the Westland ·
[)evelopment Company, a stockholder corporation established in 1967 to manage and
maintain the land grant and whose shareholders include non-heirs. It was Westland
.
.
. that sold the common lands to SunCal.;, - · .
Mr. Griego further testified, in response to a legislator's question on how the Atrisco Land Grant
could be formalized when it had no common larids, that the land grant "exists and persists" because
the lineal heirs still maintained solares, individuallyheld land g~ants. 24 · ·
·
· We cite the above background in detail because WALH has already experienced d~fficulti.es
. when working With local governmental authorities to devdop its private property. Some
· governmental authorities have expressed confusion over the Town of Atrisco' s efforts and whether
they apply to WALH's land. Some ofWALH's meetings were conducted after the same ~uthorities
'had met With Town of Atrisco representatives. We are thus very concerned that the ToWil of Atrisco
· is not clearly representing the limits of it_s regulatory authority over· private property.
We further note that to the extent t.hat the Town of Atrisco is asserting regulatory authority·
over any privately held property, this would rai~e statutory and constitutional issues that ~ould apply
not only to W ALH' s land but to hundreds of other private property owners who have acquired their .
homes or other propertY frorh Westland or through priortransfers. Again; we respectfully request that the Town of Atrisco, including the Town Board and any
. of its other representatives, spokespersons, agents and attorneys,. cease and refrain from:

(1) · Questioning or disputing the title of any ofthe l_ands now owned by WALH and other
private property owners; and
·
. ·
·
·
. (2)
Taking any further actions -:-whether through the Town ofAtrisco' s.Comprehensive
Plan or any other effort~-,- that suggest that the Town of Atfiscohas any regulatory jurisdiction or
authority.overWALH's land and the land of any other pnvate property owners.

23
24
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As noted above (footnote 13 ), Atrisco Oil & Gas, LLC owns some but not all of such mineral rights.
·.

Land Grant Committee, 2008Interim Fin.al Report to th~ Forty-Nirith Legislature, First Session (New

MexicoL~gislative Council Service, December2008). See also "Land Grant Deemed a Town,"Albuquerque

· Journal, Jan. 23, 2012 {quoting Town Board member Jaime Chavez that the Town of Atrisco has no ties to
the lands sold in the 2006 Sale and is only dealing with those common lands still held by the Atrisco Land
Grant;.'"{his ~ction is pert~nent only to heirs. In other words we;r~ not trying to take over anything. This
isn't a move to tax anyone."). ·
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Board of Trustees, Town of Atrisco Land Grant-Merced
·Padilla, President, Board
Jerome
of Trustees~
Town of Atrisco
Land
.
.
.
.
.
- Grant-Merced
May 11, 2012.
Page 10

.

WALR is ready to discuss arty of these matters with the Town Board, if you think it would
this letter.

·

·

·· ·

··

Very truly yours,

.

.

c;Jit&k/d/
Jr:-'/T ·.. -~ ·.
Bill Chapp.ell,

BC:gnb
Encl. a/s
cc:
·Governor Susana Martinez (w/encl.)
s·enator Jeff Bingaman (w/encl.)
·Senator Tom Udall (w/ehcl.)·.
Representative Steve J>earce (w/encL)
Representative Martin Heinrich (w/encl.)
Representative Ben Ray Lujan.(w/encl.) ·
Lawrence J. Horan, Esq., Mid-Region Council of Governments (w/encl.)
Randy M. Autio, Esq., Bernalillo County Attorney (w/encl.)
· David Tourek, Esq'., Albuquerque CityAttorney (w/encl.) ·
. Mark Sanchez; Executive Director, Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority
(w/encl.) .
·
.
Mr. Jeff Garrett (w/encL; .Via Email)
G:ldata\WP60li0121120711Letters\Towii of Atrisco 051112,wpd
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Atrisco Land Grant-History since 1967

1967 New Mexico state legislature passes. statute (Ch. 43, Laws of 1967 (NMSA
· · 1953 (Supp. 1967), §. 8-2-19) authorizing land grants to incqrporate as
··traditional, shareholder..;owned private corporations.

1969 New M~xico Supr~me . Court · upholds the constitutionaiity · of the
incorporation of Westland Develop:tpent Co., Inc. ·
2006 Atrisco shareholders vote to sell their shares in the SunCal-organized
transactionfu. exchangefoi' cash payments, certain mineralinteresfs, and the
creation of the Atrisco Heritage
Foundation,
·
. . . .
.
2009

Lenders initiate receivership and foreclosure proceedings against the.
property.

2010 . Chapter 11 bankruptcy case .of DevCo, LP is dismissed~ .New Mexico
·District. Court places the property into receivership, authorizes foreclosiire, ·
and later confirms the· propriefy of tlie foreclosure siile and ·.the deed
·
transferring the property to WALR
2011

District Court approves the receiver's final report and distharges the receiver.
. Atrisco Heritage Foundation and the shareholders' ciass action counsel are.
.
.
noticed on the final ord.ers.

2011 . New Mexico State Legislature ~llows the ToWn of Atrisco Land Grant:.
Merced to be governed by NMSA 1978; §§ 49-1-1 - 49-1,..18 as a land grant
corporation, but expressly provides that · it shall · have no regulatory
jurisdiction over privately held property:
2012

Shareholder Class Action Suits challenging Westland management's conduct
of th~. 2006 Sale are settled. Shareholders to receive. an additional $3. 78.
million in payments. . ·
•

-

-

••

f •
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1967 Atrisco .·Land· Grant incorporates as a -private corporation, Westland
· Developinent Co., Inc:
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· List of Authorities
New Mexico Statutes

the Town of Atrisco Land Grant-Merc·ed, enactecl 201 L
NMSA 1978, § 49-1-2(D) (Application).
NMSA 1978, § 49-1-3(J) (Board of trustees; management of grant; powers).
_NMSA.1978, § 49-1-11.l(B) (RightS oflessees andpurchasers);

Court Cases
Armijo v. Town ofAtrisco, 56 N;M. 2, 239 P.2d 535 (1951).
Armijo v. Town ofAtrisco, 62 N.M. 440, 312 P.2d 91 (1957).
Bibo v. TownofCubero Land Grant, 65 N.M. 103, 104, 332 P2d 1020, 1021 (1958).
· Carabajal v. Candelaria (Armijo v. Town ofAiriscp), 65 N.M.159, 333 P2d 1058 (1958).
Davis v. Westland Development Co., Inc., 81 N.M~ 296, 466 P.2d 862 (1970).
Gabaldon Westland Development Co., Inc., 485 F.2d 263 O0th Cir. 1973).
HND: LandCo.. v..Suazo, 44 N.M. 547, 105 P.2d 744 (1940),
.
. Lane v. Page, No. Civ-06-1071-JB~ACT, United States District Court, DistriCt of New Mexico. 25
. · Letiv. WestlandDeve!opment Co., Inc., i12°N.M. 327, 815 P.2d 623 (1991)..
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·Mondragon v. Tenorio, SS4 F.2d 423 (10th Cir. 1977).
·· · ·
Montoya v. Tecolote LandGrant, 2008-NMCA-014, 143 N.M. 413.·
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Westland Development Co., Jnc: v. Saavedra, 80 N.M. 615, 459 P.2d 141 (1969).
Wilde v. ·Westland De~elopment Co., Inc., 20f0-NMCA-085, 148 N.M. 627.
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Legislative & Government Reports .
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Land Grant Committee, 2008 Interim Final Report to the Forty-Ninth Legislature, First Session
(New Mexico Legislative Council Service, December2008).
Legislative Finance Comniittee (LFC) for standing finance committees of the New Mexico
Legislature, Fiscalimpact Report on Senate Bilt 107 {February 6, 2012):
Metzcar~ Joseph V.~ "Atris90 Land Grant, 1692-1977," New Mexico Office ofthe State Historian, .·
· · at: http://W-WW.newmexicohistory.org/filedet~ls_ docs.php?fileID=24405
·

·.. ·
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Bill Chappell, 03:25 PM 6/14/2012, Fwd: plan a

Page 1 of 16.A.d

Mr. Chappell, please note that this document is not final. We need a period of public
comment, therefore would appreciate yours or your clients comments on this matter. At this
point we have 0 plans to regulate anyone, and do not feel we have authority to regulate
an one. Thank ou for your time. Jesus Anzures Trustee Atrisco.
l~J Document plan a.rtf

Document plan a.rtf
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,· EirsJjAmerican,:Title Insurance. Company
'<;:: ·' :: : - .~... . .. '. ·. . '. .. ' 9400 Holly Ave. NE, Bldg. 3

. .
.
Albuquerque NM 87122
(505) 888-8219 I 800-273-3381 I Fax (866) 496-8301
e-mail: kpeterman@firstam.com

!.
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..

.

November 30, 2006
Mr. Robert McDonough
Barclays Capital Real Estate Inc.
200 Park Avenue
New York, New York
Re:

Westland Title Commitment No. 833147-ALOl, LMO ("Title Report") issued
by First American Title Insurance Company ("Title Company'')

Dear Mr. McDonough:

•

We write this letter in connection with the loan policy (the "Loan Policy") to be
issued by Title Company to Barclays Capital Real Estate Inc., its successors .and assigns
("h;n4.er~!)'uponthe·c1q~ing
ofthe loan to'Westland DevCo, LP (''Borrower.'.')."
·:. .. ·
· ...... ·. . .. .
,.
'\

•'·

·· .. '•;

,

. We acknowledge that in our capacity: as the Title Company we have located in
the public record the following three Quitclaim Deeds: 1) Truman E. Wood and Della P.
Wood, husband and wife to Trisa Ann Wood, recorded as Document No. 2002043565;
2) The Town of Atrisco Land Grant to Abelina C. Battaglia recorded June 12, 2006, as
Document No. 2006085859; and 3) The Town of Atrisco· Grant to Louis V. Garcia
recorded May 2 2006, as Document No. 2006063059, records of Bernalillo County,
New Mexico. We acknowledge that the existence of these three Quitclaim Deeds is
known to us, and that these three Quitclaim Deeds have been recorded in the public
records. We acknowledge that the existence of these three Quitclaims Deeds will not
form a basis for denial of coverage under the Loan Policy.
Further, we acknowledge that in our capacity as the Title Company we have
knowledge that certain of the heirs of the original incorporators of the Town of Atrisco
in 1891 have challenged the sale of the land which will be the land described in the
Loan Policy. We acknowledge that the existence of those challenges will not form a
basis for denial of coverage under the Loan Policy.
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BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

2

4
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HEARING TRANSCRIPT

9
10
11
12

Wednesday, March 2, 2016
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Government Center
Vincent E. Griego Chambers
Concourse Level II
9:00 a.m.

13
14
15
16

MEMBERS PRESENT
Joe Chavez, Chair
Lenton Malry
Connie M. Chavez, Vice-Chair Susan Kelly

Irene Serna
Ivonne I. Nelson

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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1

permit for mini warehouses.

2

slight expansion and modification to the existing special

3

use permit.
Again, the applicant has requested a 30-day deferral to

5

allow for additional neighborhood support to be secured for

6

this request.

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Do we have -- at this time

8

I'm going to close the floor for -- is there a motion to

9

defer this thing for 30 days?

10

MS. SERNA:

11

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

second.

So moved, Mr. Chairman.

Okay.

It's been moved and

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

14

COMMISSION:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

Second.

Aye.
Opposed?

Motions carries.

So we go to Item No. 12.

17

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

five-minute break.

20

(Note:

Can we take a break?

Okay.

We're going to take a

Deposition in recess at 10:06 a.m.

21

and reconvened at 10:21 a.m.)

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

order.

Okay.

Let's call this meeting back to

Staff, are we ready to go?

24

MS. VEREECKE:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Mr. Chair, yes.
Okay.
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1

going to get this introduced.

We're not -- we're not going

2

to hear the case today.

3

hear it, and we'll be announcing those dates before the

4

hearing ends.

5

And so at this time, Staff, go ahead and -- we do have

6

a Level A, what has already been approved, and then we have

7

Level B, which we're going to be hearing.

8

everybody to understand that we're not going to rehear Level

9

A.

So I just want

We've got Level B, and it's very specific as to what

10

we're going to be hearing for this thing, and everybody will

11

probably be getting all the notices from Staff.

12

So go ahead, Staff.

13
14

MS. KELLY:

I don't

think I got that handout, the one that I just --

15
16

Excuse me, Mr. Chairman.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

This handout was given to me just

a while ago, and she's going to present it right now.

17

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And then we'll get everything

19

else, and then, also, we're setting up the dates for the

20

hearing, how we're going to break it up into almost four

21

different hearings.

22

MS. KELLY:

And then I wanted to restate what I

23

said at the last meeting, because the parties are present

24

now.

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.
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MS. KELLY:

When should I do that?

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MS. KELLY:

Right now?

Okay.

Yeah.
At our last meeting when the

4

Santolina topic was briefly discussed, I disclosed that I

5

spoke against approval at the Level A plan at one of the

6

County Commission hearings held about a year ago and that I

7

had made a donation to one of the organizations opposing the

8

master plan at that time, the Southwest Organizing Project.

9

Like many people, I read articles in the papers and

10

online and expressed my opinion at various times whether

11

correct or incorrect, but in honesty, I can say that I never

12

took the time to fully read or digest the Santolina

13

proposal, but I did look at the materials for today.

14

The concerns I have expressed were regarding the

15

ability of the County to support additional pressures on

16

fiscal and natural resources and my view that the project

17

should be considered in the conjunction with the City of

18

Albuquerque perhaps through the Comprehensive Plan update

19

process, but I never significantly engaged in the details of

20

the proposal before or after the County Commission hearing

21

or with any of the parties, pro or con.

22

In any event, any opinions expressed by me in any form

23

predated my appointment to the CPC.

I understand that in a

24

CPC process we are only to consider items that are presented

25

here, and I have been and will be very careful to avoid
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1

communications regarding the Santolina matter.

2

I will be able to consider the issues in an objective manner

3

within the parameters of the Commission's approval of the

4

Level A plan.
Also, and here I may be erring on the side of too much

6

information, but in the interest of full disclosure, I'd

7

like to mention that I formerly was employed by the City of

8

Albuquerque, Public Works Department, Water Resources

9

Division, which was the predecessor division to the

10

Albuquerque Water Utility, and I dealt with water rights.

11

This has been many years ago, and I left in 2001.

12

Also, several times at the hearing the MRGCD, the

13

Conservancy District was mentioned, and I'd like to mention

14

that my husband is on the board of the MRGCD.

15

Last, I have a small project working for the City of

16

Albuquerque Parks Department to promote establishment of

17

native grasses along the urban trails, and I think that's

18

it.

19

of the proposal for the first time, and it is extremely

20

complex.

21

approved the Level A plan conditions and that we are to

22

review and act upon the Level B plan within those

23

parameters.

24

the matters at hand, and I will do my best to contribute in

25

a positive manner to the process abiding by the duties and

I have a lot to learn as I'm now looking at the details

I accept that the Bernalillo County Commission has

I will be diligent and objective in considering
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responsibilities of the Planning Commission.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

And, you know, as

3

Chairman, I want to thank you for doing that and disclosing,

4

you know, everything that -- and I think that we have --

5

there's no reason for you to recuse yourself from this case.

6

We feel that you will do your job here as a Planning

7

Commissioner, and we're glad to have you.

8

MS. KELLY:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10
11

Okay.

Thank you.
Thank you very much.

Staff, go ahead.
MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.

Good morning, Mr. Chair and

12

Members of the Planning Commission.

13

VerEecke, and I'm with County Planning.

14

This is SPR2016-0001.

My name is Catherine

The applicant is requesting

15

approval of a Planned Communities Level B Master Plan called

16

the Santolina Level B Master Plan within the Santolina

17

master plan area, which is shown here.

18

The Level B plan is generally bounded by Interstate 40

19

to the north, 118th Street and the escarpment open space to

20

the east, Dennis Chavez Boulevard on the south and the

21

escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco valley on the

22

west containing approximately 4,243 acres.

23

As many of you may recall, the Santolina Level A Master

24

Plan together with planned community zoning was adopted by

25

the Board of County Commissioners on June 16th, 2015, for
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2

the entire 13,700 acre Santolina property.
The Level A Development Agreement between Bernalillo

3

County and the developer, Western Albuquerque Land Holdings,

4

was approved on June 24th, 2015.

5

County Commission agreed that the plan had adequately

6

addressed the criteria and the policies for such a

7

community.

8

goes through three steps of review, the Level A, which is

9

the general conceptual plan, the Level B, which is specific

For the Level A plan, the

And as some of you may be aware, this request

10

portions or areas within the plan, and then Level C is the

11

actual site plan and subdivision for the final development

12

of the site.

13

that includes criteria and policies to guide this type of a

14

master plan development.

15

So this is the document that we're following

So one of the things and I'm -- Francine, how do you do

16

this, zoom out?

17

know if people --

18
19
20
21

Actually, so this is a summary, and I don't

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Excuse me, before we start, do

you have more copies of this?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, no, I don't.

I just

completed this this morning.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. VEREECKE:

This is -I can -- I can read what it is.

24

Just to say that in the planned communities document, there

25

are lengthy lists of criteria or standards that must be met
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1

at each stage of the development, Level A, Level B, and

2

Level C, and they are fairly lengthy.

3

an illustration to show you.

4

it's quite lengthy.

This would be Level B, and

The criteria are very detailed.

Level A is listed on this side of the page, and I don't

6

think at this stage that we need to be getting into the

7

specifics.

8

Staff and the community, can be looking at the precise

9

language and how it is addressed in the Santolina Plan, but

When we come back for other hearings, then we,

10

just at this stage, to make a distinction between Level A

11

and Level B, which is on this matrix, and I know it's

12

difficult to see it here, but let's see if I can zoom in so

13

people can see it.

14

So hopefully you can see this here.

This is a summary of some of the main criteria that

15

appear in Level A and Level B.

So for Level A, which has

16

already been considered and it has already been approved by

17

the County Commission, the plan covers the entire site.

18

can have up to 10,000 acres or more.

19

be provided for the entire community.

20

general land-use layout such as residential, commercial,

21

industrial uses, parks and open space.

22

a phasing plan for those uses.

23

centers; meaning, the main commercial -- the main commercial

24

and industrial areas that will be located at the

25

intersection of some of the main -- the main streets,

It

A conceptual plan must
It must include a

It must also include

Must show the activity
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1

location -- location of activity centers -- let me move that

2

here -- and residential areas.

3

transportation network must be laid out, a transportation

4

analysis.

5

Also, conceptual utility plan, water, wastewater, and other

6

facilities at the conceptual level.

7

want me to go further out or -- identification of main site

8

features such as topography, slopes, any other, you know,

9

particular geographical features, documentation of water

The -- the general

I don't know.

Did you

10

availability, a general level one archeological survey and

11

then a general funding strategy.

12

So this is a summary of the Level A criteria that were

13

considered when the Level A Master Plan was -- was reviewed

14

beginning in 2013 and was approved by the County Commission

15

in 2015.

16

So this has been approved.

For Level B we'll be looking -- following up on these

17

particular criteria but in greater detail and then for more

18

specific areas within -- within the Level A Plan.

19

summary of -- of the criteria that the request would pertain

20

to a portion of the entire site and would be for specific

21

areas such as villages, large subdivisions, employment

22

centers, potentially specific corridor development, but that

23

it's not for the whole site.

24

up to a smaller, smaller size, up to, at least from the

25

criteria, about 12 -- 1,200 acres, and then Level B is much

So just a

It's for a portion of the site

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

The general transportation grid must be provided.

TR- 54
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2616

6.A.e

1

more specific to the site; meaning, that it's getting down

2

to the ground level of development rather than like the

3

bird's-eye view of the whole site.

4

plan for development of the community.
So it would include a site-specific plan that includes

6

neighborhoods, densities for specific sections of the

7

community in greater detail by land use.

8

almost to the parcel level by this time rather than the

9

community-wide or big land-use area-wide.

So it should be

Must include

10

specifics of proposed open space, including ownership,

11

management, and maintenance of open space, information on

12

specific streets and the design of streets and intersections

13

so that the actual streets to the ground level must be --

14

must be planned and approved, so not just the general

15

streets, the major streets but the actual streets in the

16

development.

17

Design of the activity centers, what they'll look like,

18

the buildings, the parking, the landscaping, the character

19

of the activity centers, so not just a general blob on a

20

map, but it actually has to have the specific design

21

features, and design of any commercial areas that aren't in

22

the -- in the activity centers, like neighborhood

23

commercial.

24

be designed.

25

will the residential subdivisions look like, different types

There has to be information showing how they'll
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1

of residential areas, high density, low density.

2

information should be provided at this level.
Specific transportation analysis that ties in with the

4

more specific transportation network, and is the

5

transportation that's being proposed adequate to serve the

6

land uses that are being proposed, and then how will this

7

network tie into or impact the wider network outside of the

8

development, and then the specific provisions that are being

9

made outside the network, because this -- this or any master

10

planned community is large, and it does have a far-reaching

11

impact.

12

Identify specifically the transit system, more specific

13

utility plan for specific uses and to serve the population.

14

I think one thing I may not have added here that should be

15

included would be a terrain management plan addressing the

16

specific -- specific areas of the site.

17

A statement of water availability and availability of

18

public services, so by this point it's getting much more

19

specific in terms of availability of water, schools,

20

electric, gas, telecommunications, that there has to be more

21

specific planning, documentation, and even agreements that

22

these utilities and services that are being proposed are

23

acceptable to the providers.

24

getting more specific than what it was at the Level A.

25

So hopefully you'll see it's
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1

management of the features, not just where the features are

2

but how they're going to be impacted or changed in the

3

process of this development.

4

plan, more specific archeological study, and then more

5

specific funding strategy than was required for the Level A

6

plan, and also, a facilities plan.

7

an overview of the differences between Level A and Level B.

8

The criteria themselves are more specific.

9

them at the time we talk about the specific areas, the land

So, again, this was just

We can get into

10

use, the transportation, environment, and open space, and

11

then public service and infrastructure.

12

So we'll be taking some time to go through these in

13

detail, but just the point to be made, too, that like

14

Commissioner said, that we've already gone through the

15

review of the Level A plan, and we have discussed how the

16

Level A plan addressed those specific criteria, and the

17

request was approved by the County Commission, because it

18

did meet these criteria.

19

introduction to this.

20

So hopefully that's a general

So now we're looking at the Level B request, and just

21

visually to -- to show you, so this is the Level A plan, and

22

you can see the general boundary, the scope of the plan and

23

the general land use areas that were considered at that

24

time.

25
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1

that property.

2

the eastern portion of the site and then an industrial area

3

in the western portion of the site.

4

B plan builds upon the concepts and frameworks identified in

5

the Level A plan and provides for more specific plans for

6

development within these two portions of the Santolina.

So generally the Level

The development eventually will include the following

8

main use areas:

A 570-acre town center that's in red here,

9

195-acre business park, which is here, residential villages

10

that are shown in the yellow and the orange here, village

11

commercial centers that are either shown here or they're not

12

detailed in this -- in this level of plan, and then a

13

portion of the urban center, which will be built here, and

14

then, as I said, in the westerly portion of the site near

15

Shelly, an industrial park will be developed.

16

a total of about a thousand acres of open space will be

17

provided within the Level B development.

18

In addition,

More specifically, this plan provides more specific

19

land uses, including low, medium, and high density

20

residential uses, provisions for elementary schools, a

21

primary education campus, which I believe is in this area

22

here, and that would be an APS facility.

23

provision for university campus, possibly for CNM.

24

includes corresponding zoning districts, which have a list

25

of conditional and permissive uses and specific area

And then, also a
It also
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1

requirements such as lot size, density, floor-area ratio,

2

and building setback requirements that in some ways, I saw,

3

were similar to those in County zoning, except that there

4

are more residential zones being created to allow higher

5

density than what we now have in the County.

6

The Level B plan also proposes the next level of

7

phasing for the transportation -- planning for the

8

transportation network including more specific roads and a

9

transportation analysis to ensure that the network is

10

adequate.

11

to include water, wastewater, drainage, storm water, and

12

other utilities, and it includes a more detailed fiscal and

13

economic analysis to show the possible benefits and revenues

14

for the development.

15

It also provides a plan for other infrastructure

The main justification as with Level A continues to be

16

compliance with the Planned Communities Criteria and the

17

Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan policies

18

for the Reserve Area.

19

encourages relatively predictable planning for the area and

20

will provide many benefits for Bernalillo County in terms of

21

economic development, high quality residential, parks and

22

open space, and infrastructure development."

23

The application states, "It

So the Staff Report has been done as best we could

24

given the limited time to review this request.

25

Staff Report does provide an overview, both Level A and
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1

Level B for people who read it, and it also has noted many

2

comments from Staff and agencies.

3

as land use, zoning, density, design, building design, site

4

design, transportation, drainage, water issues, open space,

5

and many more issues, and these are things that we'll get

6

into in the subsequent hearings.
So overall, the response of Staff is that the Level B

8

plan needs more work on the part of the applicant and the

9

agent, and then it also deserves more -- more time for

10

discussion as well, and where Staff, agencies, the public

11

can all weigh in.

12

request for several reasons.

13

request that will require lengthy presentation and

14

discussion, preferably over the course of three to four

15

specialized hearings, and Staff has put together a schedule

16

that we think would be appropriate, focusing on three

17

specific topical areas and then another hearing that would

18

allow for general discussion, so potentially four -- four

19

special hearings for this case is what we feel.

20

a month starting in April.

21

I've shown it to the Chair, and that's something that you

22

may discuss at the end.

23

So Staff is proposing continuance of this
This is a large, complicated

May be one

So I do have that schedule.

But just to continue with my discussion to say that the

24

request was submitted in late January, and Staff, agencies,

25

and the public did not have a lot of time to review this
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1

case.

2

place, but some have not, or they've just been preliminary

3

meetings.

So more time is needed.

Also, I wanted to point out the conditions for the

5

Level A plan have not been addressed, not all of them.

6

have been addressed.

7

really need to be addressed prior to discussion of this

8

case, and then there are a number of conditions that need to

9

be addressed prior to Level B approval.

10

Some

Some have not been addressed that

So the applicant is still in different stages of

11

addressing conditions of approval that were -- were imposed

12

by the County Commission and also this Commission.

13

those of you who were here, you remember working on them.

14

For

So there are a couple of conditions that were supposed

15

to be addressed prior to Level B submittal, such as the

16

platting of the property, and then also, a drainage and

17

storm water management plan to address EPA standards.

18

there are two that really need to be worked on right away,

19

and then there are a number of conditions that will need to

20

be addressed prior to Level B approval.

21

know, too, that while we're proceeding with the Level B

22

discussion, that the applicant is still -- and agents are

23

still working to address some of the conditions from Level

24

A, and that's something, you know, maybe as we get into the

25

specific areas, we can -- we can revisit that and make sure

So

So just to let you
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2

that those conditions are being -- are being addressed.
Let's see.

We also, like I said, need -- we, including

3

Staff, needs more time to look specifically at the Planned

4

Communities Criteria for Level B to make sure that those are

5

being addressed, so that when we have these discussions, we

6

can really get into whether or not this application meets

7

those criteria.

8
9

And, Mr. Chair, that concludes my presentation, but I
stand for questions.

Like I said, there is a schedule that

10

you -- at some point you may want to consider it.

There are

11

some Staff here.

12

preliminary discussion, were not able to attend today, so --

13

but they will attend when they get to their specific areas.

Some Staff, knowing that this was a

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MS. VEREECKE:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.
I stand for questions.
Any questions?

Okay.

You know,

17

we do have a schedule that we're going to have, and I heard

18

from you a lot of -- some things are not complete, and with

19

this schedule that we're going to have, there's -- and we're

20

going to break it up into four different hearings, three

21

actual hearings for things at Level B, and the last one for

22

us to make a decision.

23

especially the applicant is what's required for Level B when

24

we have these hearings, they better be prepared, and they

25

better have them, because we're not going to be going back

All I'm saying is that for --
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1

to fix things.

2

and to make sure that they -- they send you all their

3

criteria that's required.
Some of these conditions that you're talking about that

5

they haven't met, now, those are conditions that the County

6

Commission put on them; is that correct?

7

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, yes.

8

Those are conditions of approval.

9

and Staff, Staff worked on findings and conditions with the

The Planning Commission

10

County Planning Commission, and then the Planning Commission

11

made a recommendation of conditions of approval, and those

12

were -- some of them were kept.

13

as the County Commission reviewed the request, but those are

14

part of the decision made by the Board of County Commission,

15

so --

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. VEREECKE:

18
19

Some of them were modified

Exactly, and that's what I'm --- there were 20 -- 22 conditions

of approval.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

That's what I'm talking about is

20

those conditions, it's not that we have to approve them or

21

disapprove them.

22

Commission put on them, and you're saying that those

23

conditions have to be met before Level B is considered?

24

that what you're telling me?

25

They're conditions that the County

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, that's correct.

Is
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1

the way that they were worded and prior to Level B approval

2

and then for the different -- the different conditions,

3

they're lengthy conditions.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

So before -- before --

5

we're talking about two different things for the Level B to

6

be heard?

7

For Level B to be approved?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner, a majority

8

were prior to Level B approval.

There were a couple that

9

should be addressed prior to Level B plan or zoning

10

submittal.

11

to Level B plan or zoning submittal, and that was the

12

platting of the property, and then drainage plan and storm

13

water management plan shall be submitted at the time of any

14

Level B submittal with provisions for revision as needed to

15

ensure consistency with any EPA issued municipal separate

16

storm water systems.

17

There were two that needed to be addressed prior

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

What I'm hearing there

18

is that they had to have those things when they submitted

19

their --

20
21

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, that is how I read it,

yes.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.
The others, and there are nine

24

others that need to be addressed prior to approval.

25

assume that they're working on --
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1

To approval.

So that's when we

do our --

3

MS. VEREECKE:

-- prior to Level B approval.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Commissioner Chavez.

Sort of along those same

6

lines, so this is new, you know -- I mean, new, kind of old

7

stuff, but how common is it -- or have we done it before

8

where we've started the process when those conditions of a

9

Level A plan have not been approved?

That's the first

10

question.

11

close are they to meeting those conditions of approval or

12

submittal, being able to submit the Level B plan?

13
14

Second question is maybe to the applicant is how

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

We'll ask the applicant when he

comes up.

15

MS. VEREECKE:

16

this is -- this is unprecedented.

17

one of these before, but my understanding -- and I have

18

spoken to the agent, and we know that they are diligently

19

working to work out those, the outstanding conditions during

20

this process, and I know they'll tell you more about that

21

when they give their presentation.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. MALRY:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Chavez,

24
25

This -- we have not had

Commissioner Malry.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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1

lot better, more detailed.

2

sure I understand.

3

of A; is that correct?

This is -- B is about one-third the size

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Malry,

5

yeah.

It's about a third.

So this site is about 4,200, and

6

the whole site is close to 14,000.

7

MR. MALRY:

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to

8

listening to the presentations.

9

-- again, I want to thank the Staff, because they've done an

Let me just say that I just

10

outstanding job working with the applicant on this, and I

11

just want to give them credit for what they've done,

12

Mr. Chairman.

13

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

One -- and the reason I'm

14

bringing all these conditions is because I want the ground

15

rules to -- so everybody understands them, both the

16

applicant and the audience, that we're going to be hearing

17

this case, and we're going to split it up into three

18

different meetings before we make the final decision.

19

already have the dates that we're going to be hearing this,

20

and we want those applications or whatever has to be had

21

complete when we're going to hear.

22

hear transportation, we're going to hear transportation that

23

day.

24

that again.

25

complete, we're not going to hear it, and every application

We

For instance, when we

We're not going to come back to another date and hear
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that comes to us should be complete.

2

own responsibility, and we're talking about a lot of

3

conditions that they haven't met yet with the County

4

Commission and what they required of them, and that's why I

5

was asking if it has to be when they apply or when it's

6

approved.

7

those things we got to -- we got to make sure.

8
9

Everybody has their

There's two different dates there, you know.

So

And I am going to announce the dates that we're going
to have a hearing so everybody knows what dates we're going

10

to have them.

11

going to be on April the 11th, and everybody should be able

12

to get this from Staff once we do that, and what we're going

13

to be hearing at that -- is transportation at that hearing,

14

everything that has to do with transportation.

15

We're going to have the first hearing, it's

Our next meeting is going to be May the -- May the

16

26th, and at that meeting we're going to hear land use and

17

zoning, and then other next meeting is going to be on June

18

the 23rd, and that's when we're going to hear environmental

19

and open space and government and public services.

20

And then on July the 21st is where we're going to meet

21

and make a decision and send it up to the County Commission,

22

whatever recommendation we're going to have.

23

everybody to understand when we're -- so even the audience,

24

when they want to speak towards something, we're going to

25

have this thing, transportation, zoning, so they don't --

So I just want
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1

they don't have to think that they're going to have to come

2

up here and talk about everything in one meeting, so they

3

know what the schedule's going to be and what we're going to

4

be discussing.
And at those meetings we're not going to make no final

6

decision.

7

July is when we're going to make our final recommendation to

8

the County Commission.

9

here, applicant, audience, everybody be prepared for those

10
11

They're going to be hearings, and on the 21st of

So I'm just saying that everybody

days, and that's what we're going to hear.
So I appreciate, and I want to echo what Commissioner

12

Malry said, that Staff has been working very hard with this

13

thing, and I hope the applicant has been working just as

14

hard to get us the information that we need up here.

15

MS. VEREECKE:

So --

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, just to

16

say, too, I don't know if we have any extra copies, but --

17

and for people who are new to this process, that on the

18

County's website, www.bernco.gov/santolina, we have been

19

trying to keep all of the main documents that have been

20

submitted.

21

that we're starting to talk about and all the associated

22

documents, the Staff Report, and even everything from Level

23

A is still on the website.

24

go and specifically look at -- look at this request and

25

realize that we are talking related to specific criteria

So there are copies of the Level B submittal

So hopefully you'll be able to
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1

that are listed in the Planned Communities Criteria for

2

Level B.

3

afternoon or tomorrow, and we may have some additional

4

copies that we'll pass around, too.

5

think this is good that it allows Staff more time to work on

6

this, because it is getting very detailed at this level.

7

have to read it really carefully, and then also for the

8

applicant and the agents to continue working on the areas

9

that they have been -- or the issues that are being raised

And we will try to get this schedule posted this

10

by Staff, and then, also, for the community to follow the

11

discussion.

12

out over time, too.

We

So -- and so I think it's good this is spread
That allows everybody to contribute.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

dates we have picked out of the air.

15

this room is available, and we had to kind of schedule it so

16

that we can have these hearings.

17

everybody's cooperation in these hearings.

18

want to have good hearings.

19

the County Commission we want it to be a good recommendation

20

that people -- not everybody's going to agree to everything

21

on both sides, so -- but that's what we're here, to make a

22

decision and send to the County Commission, so --

23

MS. VEREECKE:

And those dates are not just
Those are dates when

So I appreciate
You know, we

You know, what we recommend to

Mr. Chair, just to say, too, there

24

may be some Staff that want to speak really briefly, or they

25

may not even want to speak, but I know Mike Garcia wanted to
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1

say a few words, too, related to the ground rules and the

2

background of this discussion.

3

are any other questions, but I wanted to --

So when we finish, if there

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Commissioner Malry.

5

MS. VEREECKE: -- invite Mike to speak, too.

6

MR. MALRY:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I just

7

wanted to make sure we have the time with the dates.

8

talking 9:00 a.m. each -- each --

9
10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes.

All our hearings will start

at 9:00 a.m.

11

MR. MALRY:

9:00 a.m.

12

MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chairman.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. KELLY:

15

Are we

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Yes.

I have a question of Catherine and

then --

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

Go ahead.

-- just a comment about the schedule.

18

So I saw in the Staff Report numerous times that there was a

19

short timeframe, and all the Staff hadn't had a chance to

20

thoroughly review it.

21

that?

22

Is there a particular reason for

Why was that on such a large plan?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, so

23

sometimes when we have large master plans or sector plans,

24

we allow additional time for review, that they may be

25

submitted and then have an additional month, but in this
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1

case, we scheduled it when it -- when it was submitted, so

2

it really -- you know, we didn't allow that additional time,

3

but then thinking that this is probably going to be like the

4

Level A that there will be more time available later on, but

5

also in developing the scheduling, we took into account what

6

has been provided in the plan and where we saw -- there's a

7

lot of information in transportation, that it seems to be

8

fairly complete, a lot of meetings.

9

most ready to go, and then land use and zoning we put

We thought that was the

10

second, because we thought that was an area that could use

11

some additional time for both Staff as well as the agent,

12

because it is developing almost like a zoning code for this

13

property.

14

it would allow some additional -- additional time to work on

15

land use and zoning.

16

MS. KELLY:

17

So that's where we scheduled that in May so that

Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, is the schedule set in stone?

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. KELLY:

Well, one of the --

I'm going to be out of the country in

20

April, that date.

21

around regular Commission dates, and I know that this is a

22

huge issue.

23
24
25

I had kind of planned some of my schedule

I'm just asking if that's set in stone.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

April, you're going to be
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

We do have this room, and

2

that's the only date we have two different choices for

3

April.

4

MS. KELLY:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MS. SERNA:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

27th would be better for everybody?

9
10

MS. SERNA:

I'm going the 2nd -And that's April the 27th.

And I'm gone on the 11th.
Oh, and you're gone -- so the

That would work.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Then the April meeting,

11

we're going to change it to the 27th, and that day this room

12

is available, too, to us, so --

13

MS. KELLY:

And Commissioner -- Mr. Chairman, I

14

had -- I had kind of thought along the same lines that

15

you've been thinking about, trying to group things and have

16

one meeting dedicated to different issues.

17

few more on my list like drainage, water.

18
19
20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
that scheduled?

Okay.

I guess I had a

Staff, where do we have

I'm sure it's in here.

MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chairman, just -- just to finish

21

my other question, so one of the things that you said at the

22

last hearing, because I wasn't part of the -- what all you

23

went through in terms of a CPC process last time, you had

24

said you'd like a really good overview of what the County

25

Commission approved, and so I thought it would be really
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1

useful to dedicate one period of time to actually looking at

2

the Development Agreement and actually thinking about what

3

all is involved with going to Level B, so -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

Agreement in here?

6

control over.

Do we have the Development

I mean, it's something that we have no

7

MS. VEREECKE:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

Mr. Chair, that -That's between them and the

County Commission but --

10

MS. VEREECKE:

Yeah.

So the findings and

11

conditions and the Development Agreement are in Attachment 3

12

in the Staff Report, and I did send them to you separately,

13

and they're also on the website, you know, and I don't know

14

if you want to have a separate hearing for that or if that

15

might be appropriate for a study session where we could give

16

a general overview of --

17
18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

nothing that we decide on; is that correct?

19

MS. VEREECKE:

20

correct.

21

case to where --

22
23
24
25

Now, the Development Agreement is

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, that's

It's just that it is part of the history of this

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yeah.

It's part of the history,

and we have in the record -MS. VEREECKE:
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1

we'll need to carry through, but it would likely carry

2

through to the next Development Agreement for Level B, which

3

is not something that -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So there's another one that the

5

County Commission is going to negotiate with the applicant?

6

I'm not too familiar with the Development Agreements.

7

MS. VEREECKE:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. GARCIA:

10

Mr. Chair, that's correct.

Yes.

Because we don't hear them here.
That is correct, Chairman

Chavez.

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

But we do have it in

12

there, and there's no reason why at one of these meetings

13

that we're having and you, as a Commissioner, wants to

14

discuss that -- Commissioners can discuss whatever they

15

want.

16

discussion at one of those hearings that we have here, but

17

it is in our packet, and it's -- everybody can read what it

18

is, and if there's something that we need to -- want to talk

19

about it, but it's not something that we're going to decide,

20

vote on, because it's not something that we have any

21

jurisdiction over.

22

So we can bring it up and have some kind of

And that's one of the reasons that the schedule is so

23

important, and what we're discussing is the Level B, and --

24

because if we get back into Level A, we're discussing

25

something that's already been approved by the County
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2

Commission and we have no control over.
Now, those conditions that they were supposed to meet,

3

those I want them clarified by maybe the attorney.

4

they've got to be clarified by the time we do our

5

recommendation or what?

6

be looked at.

7

9
10

So that's one thing that needs to

Okay?

So is there any other questions?

8

If we --

MS. VEREECKE:
another question.

The --

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly had

You said that you didn't see drainage and

water --

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MS. VEREECKE:

Oh, okay.
-- listed, and I'm seeing for the

13

hearing number 4, under Environment and Open Space, there is

14

a discussion of the drainage plan and then -- and then also

15

government and public services, statements of water

16

availability and availability of public services.

17

think water would be covered under that.

18

too, that there were specific plans, technical plans that

19

were submitted for drainage and also for water.

20

that would be in the third hearing that we would be

21

discussing those, and I mean, generally, we'll follow the

22

Planned Communities Criteria, but then as Staff gets up,

23

too, they'll also be looking at this request from the

24

perspective of their -- of their areas or disciplines, too.

25

So our drainage engineer, our hydrologist will definitely be

So I

But just to say,

So -- so
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participating when we get to that particular section.

2

may have the Water Utility Authority involved as well.

3

those areas will be covered.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MS. VEREECKE:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MS. VEREECKE:

8

MR. GARCIA:

So

Any questions?

I think Mike -Staff, is that -Mike.
Chairman Chavez, Members of the

Commission, I just wanted to say a few words about the

10

litigation that's pending in court right now concerning the

11

Level A Master Plan zone, PC zone, and Development

12

Agreement, and because the question has been raised whether

13

we should continue to hear the case while litigation is

14

pending, and the short answer to that is that, so far --

15

like we had a hearing yesterday, that the Court has done

16

nothing so far to reverse anything that the BCC has

17

approved, and there's no stay ordered by the Court.

18

no stay requested by the opposition, and accordingly,

19

there's really no reason -- there's no legal reason why the

20

CPC should not or cannot hear the Level B application at

21

this time.

22

There's

So we have a hearing -- I think the next hearing is set

23

April 26th, and there's also going to be one the 27th in

24

court on statement of appeal issues and some other motions

25

that are before the State District Court, and those will be
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heard at the same time.

2

still may not have a ruling on those -- on those issues on

3

those days.

4

point there's no reason not to hear the Level B application

5

at this time.

So the -- I guess the short answer is at this

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

The applicant.

And do we

7

have a list of the people that are going to -- will

8

everybody that's going to speak on this case please stand up

9

so I can swear you in.

10
11
12
13

(Note:

Witnesses sworn.)
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

How much time do you

think you're going to need?
MR. STROZIER:

I have a -- I have a presentation

14

that's really just designed to be an overview of the Level B

15

and kind of an update on some of the questions that just

16

came up in the last -- in the recent conversation, so if --

17

I think it will take me about 20 minutes --

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. STROZIER:

That's fine.
-- to go through that, and -- and

20

before I start I did want to just -- Mr. Chairman and

21

Commissioners, we did provide a letter dated January 25th as

22

part of our application where we addressed each of the

23

conditions that were placed on the project on the Level A

24

approval by the County Commission, and that's a part of our

25

application, and it includes updates, and we're continuing
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1

to update those things as we go, but just wanted to

2

reference the question of the plat.
That was condition no. 19, and it says, "Prior to or

4

concurrent with the first Level B plan approval."

So that

5

condition allows us -- so we're actively working on that.

6

We've met with Staff.

7

a large piece of property, and a lot of this land was

8

previously unplatted land.

9

more complicated than a typical plat might be.

We will have that completed, but it's

So this is -- it's a little bit
So we are --

10

we are actively working on that, and I think that the

11

condition, the way it's worded, allowed us -- oops.

12

I got the -- there we go.

13

right to the City's activity calendar.

14

Sorry.

When you log in, it takes you

So with that, I just wanted to make sure that you all

15

were aware that we did provide that as part of our

16

application, and we certainly also appreciate Staff's work

17

on this, and we have had a number of meetings, and I'll talk

18

a little bit about those as part of my presentation and

19

continue to have those on specific areas related to the

20

different departments and agencies that have relationship

21

with this planning effort.

22

So this -- yes, it's the Level B plan.

23

a little bit about our team.

24

all aspects of this.

25

Look is here today from that organization.

I want to talk

They are actively involved in
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1

asset managers for Western Albuquerque Land Holdings.

2

Bohannan Huston are the civil engineers, our engineers on

3

the project.

4

They have taken care of the Terrain Management Plan, all of

5

the transportation analysis; that is, not only the update to

6

Level A, but the additional and new analysis in association

7

with the Level B application and water and wastewater

8

planning that's been done.
SEC planning is another planning organization that's

10

out of Austin, Texas, and they've been helping us with

11

aspects of the master plan as well.

12

Planning.

13

financial fiscal impact analysis firm out of California, and

14

they've not only did the Level A analysis, but they've

15

provided the Level B analysis for this, and then John

16

Salazar is here with the Rodey Law Firm as well, and so

17

that's our team that's been working on this.

18

I'll spend any time -- that's what we're doing now.

19

Ourselves, Consensus

David Tausig and Associates is an economic and

I don't think

But my presentation today, once again, the Santolina

20

area is about 14 -- just under 14,000 acres on the south

21

side of I-40.

22

the relationship of Santolina with not only what we refer to

23

as Estrella, which is Western Albuquerque Land Holdings'

24

property north of I-40 but also the area that was covered

25

under the old Westland Master Plan.

The purpose of this graphic is really to show
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1

within the City of Albuquerque city limits, and a portion of

2

that is also in the unincorporated County, and that's a plan

3

that's been approved and amended a number of times since

4

1999, and that's area that's seeing a lot of development

5

activity now, especially in the City portion.

6

the new APS football stadium, the new baseball complex, the

7

Dell Web project is under way out there.

8

of activity taking place there.

9

terms of that.

So there's a lot

Just wanted a reference in

I'm not going to spend a lot of time -- once again, we

11

provided a letter that detailed our response and a status

12

update, if you will, on each of those conditions that were

13

placed on the Level A plan.

14

talk about because it was -- there was a lot of effort that

15

has gone into that was the transportation plan.

16

One of the things that I will

Those of you that were part of the Level A discussion,

17

that was an area where not only did we have a lot of

18

conversation about the transportation network, but we also

19

made changes to the plan in response to those comments, and

20

those comments came from the DOT.

21

they came from County Public Works Staff, and we addressed

22

those as we went through that process, and one of the

23

conditions was to reanalyze, basically run the

24

transportation model again with that updated plan and

25

updated information.

They came from MRCOG, and
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The other thing that happened kind of concurrently with

2

the Level A approval process was the adoption and approval

3

of the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan, or MTP, which

4

was also adopted.

5

could reanalyze with the approved data sets, population

6

projections, job projections.

7

has been submitted, and we've had meetings with all of the

8

transportation parties to review that analysis that was done

9

simultaneously with the analysis of the Level B plan, and

So that provided us with a point where we

So that was done, and that

10

that basically looked at a 2025 horizon, a 2040 horizon, and

11

then a full build-out, depending on which of those parts you

12

were looking at.

13

going on related to that.

14

speak to that.

15

So a lot of -- a lot of efforts have been
So I wanted to take a moment to

So one of the things just to -- that was also an

16

important aspect of the Level A discussion and approval was

17

the jobs/housing balance, and that's something that is

18

addressed in that Development Agreement.

19

lot of time talking about that.

20

talking about that at the County Commission.

21

within that Development Agreement it set certain parameters

22

as to what needed to be happen by when as development

23

occurs, and I wanted to show that to you relative to --

24

there's specific dwelling unit thresholds and number of jobs

25

that are required.

This Body spent a

We spent a lot of time
So we set --
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1

when you get to that threshold, you need to have 300 jobs,

2

and it increases over time, and this slide basically shows

3

you where we would be at the build-out of this Level B plan.

4

So you can see where we fit, and that's at 1.25 jobs per

5

dwelling unit.

6

And that's important to note because, while it's not at

7

the full two jobs per dwelling unit that we anticipate at

8

full build-out, it is still a lot higher than where the West

9

Side is today.

So we continue to have a strong emphasis on

10

job creation, job-producing land uses, and in fact, we're

11

responding to an AED request this week that -- and working

12

with your staff on responding to that.

13

continue to work on those aspects, and we understand the

14

importance of job creation as a part of this project, and so

15

I wanted to show you that and sort of bring that to your

16

attention, and I'm sure we'll talk about that more.

17

So there are -- we

So this graphic takes the Level B plan area and

18

superimposes it onto that approval, Level A plan, and I

19

won't spend a lot of time on this.

20

went through our Level B area, but another part of that --

21

so this just overlays that on the aerial photo, and you can

22

kind of see on this, it gives you a very clear relationship

23

between the existing developed community to the east below

24

the escarpment, and you can see the Anderson Hills

25

neighborhood, which is probably the closest actual

Ms. VerEecke, I think,
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1

residential neighborhood to our -- to our site, and you can

2

see the relationship.

3

there today are Atrisco Vista Boulevard and Dennis Chavez

4

that actually come into this Level A, and you can see that

5

obviously those two roadways were used as an organizing

6

element for this first Level B area.

7

This next graphic shows the Level B more detailed plan

8

superimposed on the transportation network for Level A, and

9

as those of you who were here at the time, you recall that a

10

lot of that conversation about transportation was talking

11

about the grid and the need to make sure that we not only

12

had the sort of supergrid laid out with the main arterials

13

for the project, but that there would be the next level of

14

grid for that street network that would occur in the plan,

15

and this just shows you how that transportation network has

16

been refined and developed as part of our Level B plan and

17

what was modeled in that transportation analysis that I

18

talked about earlier.

19

Another aspect of -- and I'll show you some of those

20

exhibits later, but in terms of the roadways and thinking

21

about that, one of the things that is integral to the

22

transportation plan, the transportation network, and the

23

specific roadways that are proposed out here is that they

24

have all been developed around this idea of "complete

25

streets."
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for future transit.

2

larger streets, those are protected bike lanes with a buffer

3

built in like you have on -- if you're familiar with Coors,

4

the section over there by Saint Pius where they have a

5

stripped buffer between the roadway, the travel lanes, and

6

the bicycle lane makes for a much safer and a much more

7

comfortable condition for the cyclists.

8
9

They incorporate bike lanes, and the

So those -- those issues are incorporated into this
process and into the plans that we've provided.

So not only

10

do we have the grid, but we've got the "complete streets"

11

aspect on that as well.

12

So the Level B land-use plan, once again, looks at

13

incorporating a significant amount of non-residential land

14

uses, the industrial, the business park, and the town center

15

and the urban center, which we see in this phase as being

16

primarily an education focus.

17

potential job-producers for the project.

18

All of those uses are

The other thing, and Ms. VerEecke mentioned, is there's

19

almost a thousand acres of open space in this initial Level

20

B plan.

21

escarpments, the open space on the east side and the open

22

space on the west side.

23

our commitment to the project was to bring forward those

24

open space and escarpment areas as part of the initial Level

25

B plan, because we spent a lot of time talking about that,

As you recall, we talked a lot about the

We wanted do make sure that part of
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1

and so we have the eastern escarpment and then the western

2

escarpment, a portion of each of those, that makes up the

3

bulk of the Level B plan.
We've also identified residential areas and broken

5

those residential villages into low, medium, and high

6

density areas.

7

along those major routes and in conjunction with the

8

commercial village centers areas, and then we've also

9

started to think about -- and this is where some of that

The higher density areas are on those --

10

dialogue -- and this will get refined as we go through.

11

recognize that -- is we've identified school sites.

12

identified park sites.

13

locations.

14

those staff individually as we move through.

15

overview of the land uses.

16

We

We've

We've identified fire and sheriff

So obviously we're going to be working with
Once again, an

So typically in a planned community type of project,

17

you would probably have somewhere -- a little bit higher

18

than half of the land uses would be allocated to residential

19

uses.

20

you're just looking about taking care of the community

21

itself.

22

devoted to residential, significantly less than what would

23

be normal, because we have a much higher percentage than

24

normal devoted to those job-producing land uses that I

25

mentioned.

That's kind of a typical -- a typical scenario if

You'll see we have about 33 percent of the area
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1

space.

2

lands, and then another significant component is the

3

job-producing land uses.

4

that out in detail in a table.

5

this.

6

of those land uses that I talked about are broken down

7

within the plan area.

9

Slightly different.

We've broken

I'm not going to go through

It's in the report, but all those different aspects

The Level B zoning, once again, we've got seven
land-use districts, and that zoning has been identified for

10

each of those districts, and as Ms. VerEecke pointed out, we

11

spent a lot of time -- probably where we had to spend the

12

most time customizing those land-use districts, zoning

13

districts was related to the residential.

14

found the disconnect between the existing County zoning and

15

the plan's intent to have more higher density, different

16

types of products than are typically seen in Bernalillo

17

County and in your zoning districts for residential.

18

tried to follow as much as possible the framework of your

19

zoning districts and also borrow a little bit from the City

20

of Albuquerque on some of their residential zones that we

21

think work pretty well.

22

practices there.

23

That's where we

We

So we tried to look at some best

Transportation, once again, we've updated the Level A

24

traffic analysis.

25

2040 MTP projections.
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1

the demographics, and Kendra Watkins at the Mid-Region

2

Council of Governments is their demographer.

3

of time working with her and with her group and making sure

4

that we were incorporating those numbers appropriately into

5

the traffic model and the modeling exercise that was used,

6

and that relates, once again, to that 2025, 2040, and full

7

build-out thresholds.

9

Planned and modeled is a multi-modal transportation
system, once again, "complete streets," we utilized.

So

10

once -- MRCOG is the keeper of the transportation model.

11

It's not our model.

12

he is the person who basically interfaces between the plan

13

and MRCOG's model.

14

them to do that, and so that's how that works.

15

model.

16

those demographics both dwelling unit and job assumptions

17

over time, and that's what's brought in.

18

that was done for Level B and the update to Level A at the

19

same time.

20

Mike Corlette was part of our team, and

He's licensed to do that and approved by
It's their

We utilize their model and update it to bring in

And, once again,

We look -- the Level B plan looks at a number of

21

environment and open space issues.

Some of those we've

22

completed, and they're part of the submittal.

23

are under way.

24

archeology, we're initiating the class II, which is a

25

sampling archeological report.

Some of them

At this time biological resources,
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performing that work.

2

Storm water and terrain management, there's a detailed

3

technical appendices that addresses that.

4

again, related to that, there's both an update to the Level

5

A document and a new document for Level B, the technical

6

analysis that brought it into more detail for that.

7

and soils and terrain management, that's kind of all woven

8

in together with that.
Process.

Both -- once

Energy

Working with the Water Utility Authority, as

10

we talked about in Level A, they're their own political

11

entity.

12

City and County representatives.

13

with them.

14

imagine, that's probably a -- that is a complicated aspect

15

in terms of how that agreement is getting structured and

16

being worked on.

17

on that at this time.

18

of you that were part of the Level A discussion and for of

19

you who weren't, an update.

20

both financial commitment and construction of backbone water

21

and wastewater infrastructure on the West Mesa that was

22

funded primarily by Western Albuquerque Land Holdings in

23

coordination with the Water Authority, and that system is in

24

place.

25

worth of infrastructure that's been constructed on the West

They have their own board which consists of both
We are -- we are working

That process is happening.

As you might

So that is in progress, and we're working
What we're -- as you are aware, those

It's been built.

So there's been a significant
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Mesa.

2

least an initial phase of bringing Santolina's water system

3

online.
Let's see.

Water and sanitary sewer -- so one of the

5

things we've been working with them on is -- and it's

6

obviously an important aspect of this entire project is

7

water conservation, water usage, and so that's incorporated

8

in the plan that you have.

9

Once again, when we talk about government and public

10

services, we've looked at the public facilities that are

11

existing that are nearby.

12

new facilities.

13

in talking in more detail about some of those thresholds and

14

their service numbers in terms of number of people served by

15

different types of parks, different community facilities,

16

and we will be refining this plan as we work with them in

17

preparation for -- I think that's the June -- June hearing,

18

and hopefully we'll have some of that worked out and

19

addressed as part of the May hearing as well.

20

We've also looked at the need for

We just met yesterday with the Park Staff

Looking at solid waste, looking at, once again,

21

transportation and schools, we have had a meeting with APS,

22

and we will continue to met with them, with their planning

23

group, and we have also met with CNM with their facilities

24

planning group, and we anticipate having joint meetings with

25

APS and CNM at the time table together, because they're
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1

doing a lot of work at this -- at this time looking at

2

programs where they interface with one another with their

3

Two-Plus-Two program and things like that.

4

make sure we're getting them both at the table at the same

5

time.
The fiscal and economic impact analysis has been done.

7

And, once again, I think you all probably got a hard copy of

8

the Level B plan, but there's a stack about this tall of

9

those technical appendices that are also -- that have also

10

been submitted.

11

I'm sure they're all available to you all.

12

you're having trouble sleeping, I highly recommend the

13

transportation analysis.

14

Eric.

15

They're all available on the website, and
Especially if

It works really well.

No offense,

But so with the fiscal analysis, that looks at

16

specifically the question of no net expense and revenues,

17

and so just to clarify, once again, for everyone, the key

18

word is "net expense."

19

It's not "no expense."

I think I just have a couple more --

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

quickly if that's okay.

23

Go ahead.
I can go through them really

So I invite you to take a look.

I think the fiscal and

24

economic analysis is important and certainly invite you all

25

to look at that in more detail.
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So Ms. VerEecke talked about the Level A, Level B, and

2

Level C.

3

stage.

4

subdivision plans, actual layouts for specific uses.

5

won't spend a lot of time on that.

6

Obviously that is a part of we're at the Level B
At Level C is when you start to see site plans,
I

Once again, this just shows the approval level, and so

7

Level A and Level B are designed to be reviewed and approved

8

by the Planning Commission and adopted by the County

9

Commission, and then at Level C, those are intended to be

10

done at the Staff level, CDRA.

11

in place, the idea is it would be efficient to go through

12

and get -- actually get those more detailed plans

13

accomplished.

14

So once you have this plan

One of things that we've also submitted as part of our

15

application -- I'm not going to go through this in detail,

16

but we've prepared a matrix similar to what we did at Level

17

A that goes through each of those criteria and where it's

18

addressed in the application materials to date.

19

are either related to a chapter in the document, a technical

20

appendices or both, and so -- but we have gone through those

21

in detail.

22

So those

You can see there's quite a few of them.

In conclusion, we really appreciate the opportunity to

23

work with you all as the Planning Commission and not only

24

County Staff but the various agency staffs, because as -- as

25

we go through this, you know, it's important that it's not
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1

just a County project.

Schools have a role.

MRCOG has a

2

role.

3

and we are committed to being prepared for each of those

4

individual scheduled hearings.

5

until today, but we are committed to being prepared for each

6

of those hearings that you've identified, and Staff has

7

identified the specific items that we will go through, and

8

we will -- we will be prepared to go through each of those

9

items related to not only the criteria but any of the

We're interfacing with all of those various agencies,

10

conditions that may have been related to that topic and make

11

sure that we provide you all with and Staff with the data

12

necessary for them to review and hopefully report back that

13

we're in good shape on each of those items.

14
15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
applicant?

16
17
18

Okay.

Thank you.

Questions of the

Commissioner Kelly.
MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chairman.

Jim, the Planned Community Criteria chart that you
showed --

19

MR. STROZIER:

20

MS. KELLY:

21

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

-- is that in our materials somewhere?
It should be.

We provided that

22

matrix as part of our application submittal materials, and

23

-- I'm sorry.

24

skiing, but each of those -- these are basically just taken

25

right out of the -- of the Level B criteria and then where

There you can see my dad and I when we went
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those have been addressed, and --

2

MS. KELLY:

Will you share that PowerPoint with

3

us, just because I haven't seen --

4

MR. STROZIER:

Certainly.

I think we always --

5

and typically Staff will post it on the website, too.

6

yeah.

So,

We have no problem sharing --

7

MS. KELLY:

And then the stack of technical

8

documents that you mentioned for nighttime reading, is that

9

-- I don't see that on the website.

Is that somewhere?

10

MR. STROZIER:

It should be on the website.

11

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair and Commissioner Kelly,

12

those are on the bernco website.

We did not add them in

13

MiniTrack because of their size.

What happens with

14

MiniTrack is that everything gets all put together as one

15

document, and if they're really large in memory, you won't

16

be able to open them.

17

technical appendices separate.

18

the website to look at them.

19

So that's where we've kept the

MR. STROZIER:

So you would need to go to

And if -- I would just add to that.

20

If anybody is -- you need to have a hard copy, I think we

21

provided a certain number of copies to the various technical

22

agency staff, but if anybody -- let us know through

23

Catherine.

24

hard copies if that's -- if that works better for you as

25

well.

We'd be happy to provide you with additional
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1

Okay.

Any questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

3

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Now, we have the folks

5

that are going to be speaking.

6

three at a time, so that you can come and sit up here and

7

then you can come up here next.

8
9

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Go ahead.

So, excuse me, Rod Mahoney

followed by Margaret Lopez and Sara Newton Juarez.

10
11

So we'll call you two or

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Name and address for the record,

please.

12

MR. MAHONEY:

Good morning.

My name is Rod

13

Mahoney.

14

current president of the South Valley Coalition of

15

Neighborhood Associations, and we would also like to thank

16

the Staff for actually proposing these hearings moving

17

forward.

18

endeavor in addition to Level A.

19

I live at 1838 Sadora Road, Southwest.

I'm the

I mean, clearly this is a very complicated

What I'd like to do is to -- I took a quick scan over

20

some of the items here for those various meetings moving

21

forward, and there's a couple of things that are not

22

explicitly stated in there that I think I would propose for

23

you to do.

24

mentioned briefly, but they need to really have the

25

jobs-to-housing balance matrix discussed.

On the land use and zoning items, it was
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2

comes directly out of the Development Agreement.
Also, another thing associated with this is the PCC

3

criteria relative to the Reserve Areas for making us sure

4

that we only have three dwelling unit per acre associated

5

with that.

6

Also, then Mr. Strozier touched on the fact of the no

7

net cost or expense of this.

8

residing in the government and public sectors or services

9

piece and sort of an assessment of what that is, and also

10

then, a little bit more detail and analysis of the fiscal

11

and economic impact part of that.

12

That probably should be

And then finally on item no. 3, certainly the water

13

issue has been one of the paramount issues that was

14

discussed in Level A.

15

about it in Level B.

16

availability, but also, I believe there needs to be also at

17

least a discussion on the impact of what water rights are

18

and also sort of the associated economics connected to those

19

water rights.

Certainly I think we'll also talk
So there's a statement on water

Thank you very much.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. JUAREZ:

23

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

24
25

Thank you.
Margaret Lopez.

I don't think she's here.
Okay.

Then Sara Newton
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1

Nashville, Southwest.

2

agree with everybody, and I'd like to just mention a few

3

things.

I

As I understand it, the Development Agreement was done

5

in secret, not following the Open Meetings Act.

And then

6

onto water, Albuquerque and Rio Rancho have water shortages

7

now.

8

five years, the impacts of climate change, this is a project

9

that's out of scale with reality.

Young people are leaving,

10

and there are no jobs to speak of.

Where is the scientific

11

proof that there is enough water to serve 93,000 more

12

people?

13

proof of the availability of water for 93,000 people.

14

you.

Considering the drought we have been in for the last

Level B should be deferred until we have written

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. ROYBAL:

Thank

Thank you.

Hello.

My name is Roberto Roybal.

I

17

live at 2233 Don Felipe Road, Southwest.

18

Southwest Organizing Project, and I am also President of the

19

Pajarito Village Association.

20

association in the deep Valley -- deep South Valley.

21

I work with the

That's our neighborhood

We're here today -- actually we were here in 2014 in

22

front of this Body, this Planning Commission, opposing the

23

Level A plan, master plan, and we're here today, and we also

24

oppose the Santolina Level B Master Plan.

25

probably already oppose the Level C plan as well.
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1

think that -- we have many concerns.

Obviously the water

2

issues in the South Valley, we depend on agricultural.

3

That's our economy down there.

4

our farms, for our stock, for our animals, and for our

5

gardens, and it's -- we're very concerned about the plans,

6

because they -- Santolina says there's going to be no net

7

expense.

8

to be asking for 40 public improvement districts, which is

9

going to be taking money, tax money away from the rest of

Yet, for Level B, we're understand they're going

10

the County, which means we have to take it up.

11

are going to cost a lot of money that we're going to be

12

picking up.

13

be no net expense, and we want to discuss that later in the

14

following hearings.

15

The schools

So we just don't believe that there's going to

We're also concerned about the transportation.

Rio

16

Bravo Boulevard right now is horrendous in the morning and

17

the evening, getting home from work.

18

with their plan.

19

Valle del Sol plan for 90 days.

20

There's going to be a lot of jobs there over by Mesa del

21

Sol.

22

Santolina, with them building their industrial zones and

23

commercial zones.

24

live in the Santolina area, having to travel down Dennis

25

Chavez to Rio Bravo over to the Valle del Sol to get jobs.

It's going to worsen

Right now, this morning you deferred the
That is an industrial park.

That's going to be in direct competition with the

We'd hate to see people having, if they
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1

We also still doubt the jobs-to-homes analysis, and we

2

oppose this, and we would ask you to extend these schedules

3

for these plans.

4

of time.

5

A.

6

and starting in June.

7

68,000-page record from the previous Commission and County

8

Commission plan, but there's a lot of information there.

9

The Development Agreement is a nightmare.

10

suing the County, the County Commission.

11

Organizing Project, Pajarito Village Association, and

12

several individuals are suing the County, because we oppose

13

those plans.

14

ties in zoning -- as a contract, it ties in zoning so that

15

the County cannot change zoning once that Development

16

Agreement is set in stone.

They're overly ambitious.

We need a lot

It took over a year for you to consider the Level

I don't know if you've all read the

That's why we're
The Southwest

The development Agreement is a nightmare.

It

17

And we also think that you should hold the hearings

18

after the litigation has finished within District Court,

19

because obviously we hope that we're going to win in court

20

and throw the master plan, Level A, back to you here to

21

reconsider.

22

for everybody involved, and we would hope that you could

23

delay this further, and just want to thank you very much.

So we think this could be just a waste of time

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:
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1

Marsha Fernandez, you don't want to speak?

2

doesn't want to speak?

3

Maestas, last speaker.

4

MR. MAESTAS:

No.

And Santiago

Can we put that on?

My name is Santiago Maestas.

Yeah.

Thank

5

you.

I'm President of the

6

South Valley Regional Association of Acequias.

7

Commissioner, the Pajarito Acequia and a mayordomo of the

8

Acequia de Don Gabino Andrade.

I'm a

9

Water, of course, is my primary concern, water for our

10

farms and our houses and our landscaping "hay" in the South

11

Valley.

12

water, there's no life.

13

provide a copy to the Commission for I think states it very

14

clearly.

15

with its plans.

16

What makes the Valley green is water.

Without

This article that I'd like to

No water, no problem.

Santolina is going ahead

Most recently, the last 30 days, there has been really

17

no moisture, no more rain, no more snow, and the snowpack

18

has started already to melt up in the mountains.

19

not really out of this drought.

The El Nino phenomena is

20

not going to happen every year.

So we continue to object to

21

the Santolina plan and its threat to our community in the

22

South Valley.

23

the Board.

24
25

So we're

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Members of

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.
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1

The applicant, closing comments.

2

Staff.

3

Mr. Chair, I have no further

comments, but I stand for any questions.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MS. KELLY:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. KELLY:

9

Any questions of Staff?

I have one.
Go ahead, Commissioner.

Mr. Chairman.

Catherine, I sort of feel like the timeline is pretty

10

ambitious, too, and maybe that's because I haven't looked at

11

it until now, but it's awfully complex for 4,000 acres of

12

land.

13

of adding some additional meetings.

14

have looked at schedules and such, but to me, it strikes me

15

as being condensed for such a large decision or

16

recommendation to the County Commission.

17

whatever we send to the Bernalillo County Commission to be

18

really well thought out and fleshed out here.

Would you just comment on that as the pros and cons

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I realize that you guys

I'd like to send

Maybe I should answer that,

20

because this is just a recommendation from the Staff, and I,

21

as Chairman, my job is to set these meetings up.

22

we're setting up into four meetings, and it's not going to

23

end here.

24

they'll probably have four or five.

25

time, how meetings did they have?

You know,

It still has to go to the County Commission, and
I don't know.

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

4

MS. VEREECKE:

No closing comments?

Last

TR-100
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2662

6.A.e

1

MS. VEREECKE:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

meetings did they have?

4

MS. VEREECKE:

Excuse me.

6
7
8
9

County Commission, how many

Mr. Chair, I don't recall, but

there were probably like five, maybe.
MR. GARCIA:
Commission.

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

I believe there were six meetings before BCC.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
to be a lot of meetings.

Six meetings.

So there's going

I mean, we can stretch this for --

10

last time we had almost a year, and we went -- you know, a

11

lot of meetings were just talking about the same thing, and

12

I think that -- and I know for you, Commissioner, that just

13

came on, it's probably a little harder, because you didn't

14

-- you know, you didn't go through Level A, but you know,

15

we're setting these meetings up besides our regular

16

meetings, too, and so, you know, we have another meeting

17

that goes on every month, and we're volunteers here, too.

18

mean, we can't be doing this day in and day out per our

19

meetings, but I think that what we're going through and

20

we're seeing -- and we'll have -- we'll have them as long as

21

we want to, the meeting, when we're up here, but I don't

22

think that prolonging it for a lot more meetings is going to

23

-- is going to change anything as long as we get all the

24

information that we need to make, you know, a decision on

25

this thing.

I
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MS. KELLY:

Can I ask you if during the regular

2

meetings that we'll have, between the scheduled meetings, we

3

would be able to get any updates from Staff as to how

4

various aspects are coming along such as --

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes.

One thing I do as Chairman

6

is that we have a schedule of meetings, but I don't limit

7

any of the Commissioners of asking any questions.

8

I think the Commissioners -- as Commissioners, you need to

9

know that you have the right, as far as I'm concerned, and

Okay.

10

I'll recognize you for anything that you want to ask,

11

because we want everybody to ask, the Commission here.

12

So

Now, the meetings, we have to schedule them, because

13

last time, we had sometimes over a hundred people here for

14

the meetings.

15

never finish our meetings, but as far as the Commissioner

16

goes and you approve -- you request something, that is open

17

to every Commissioner here.

18

should, when we make our final decision, that we're happy

19

with the decision that we're making for for or against it.

20

It doesn't matter.

21

anything you want to.

22

MR. GARCIA:

So, you know, we have to have a time.

We'll

I think every Commissioner

So, yes, you will be able to ask

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Kelly,

23

just a couple of thoughts on that question.

If we're going

24

to have a discussion about Santolina in our regular CPC

25

meetings outside of the scheduled Santolina meetings, we
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will want to notice those if they're -- for the updates,

2

just so all the parties will have notice we're discussing it

3

at the meeting.

4

But on that same point, Commissioner Kelly, you're

5

perfectly free to talk to Staff at any time if you have

6

questions and you want an update that way, but if we're

7

going to talk about it here, we do need to notice it.

8
9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
regular hearings.

No.

We won't be talking in our

I mean, we have four hearings that are

10

scheduled.

11

detail into it, you can get with Staff as a Commissioner,

12

and -- you know, and then we can talk about it, and we can

13

put them in there, but as a Commissioner, you can ask

14

anything you want to from this podium.

15

They're detailed.

Any other questions?

Now, if you want to put more

Okay.

Okay.

Thank you.

So the next meeting for

16

Santolina is going to be in April the 27th, 9:00 o'clock, in

17

this meeting room right here, so -- and we have the topics

18

that we're going to be discussing at that meeting.

19

going to -- we're going to be talking about transportation

20

at that meeting.

21

we're -- could I have a motion to adjourn?

So anything else, Commissioners?

22

MS. SERNA:

So moved.

23

MR. MALRY:

So moved.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

(Note:

Okay.

We're

If not,
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We're adjourned.
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2
3

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

)
)
)

ss

I, B. JULIAN SERNA, Certified Court Reporter in the

4

State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I reported, to the

5

best of my ability, the above Bernalillo County Planning

6

Commission hearing; that the pages numbered 3 through 103,

7

inclusive, are a true and correct transcript of my

8

stenographic notes, and were reduced to typewritten

9

transcript through Computer-Aided Transcription; and that on

10

the date I reported these proceedings, I was a New Mexico

11

Certified Court Reporter.

12
13

Dated at Albuquerque, New Mexico, this 28th day of
March, 2016.

14
15
16
17
18

B. JULIAN SERNA
New Mexico CCR No. 206
Expires: December 31, 2016
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1

BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

2

4
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MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

In the matter of CSU2016-0030,

2

I move to approve subject to the eight finding and six

3

conditions submitted by Staff.

4

MS. SERNA:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

discussion?

Second, Mr. Chairman.
Been moved and second.

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

7

COMMISSION:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9
10

Any

Aye.
Opposed?

Motion carries.

We're

going to take a five-minute break.
(Note:

Deposition in recess at 10:26 a.m.

11

and reconvened at 10:38 a.m.)

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. VEREECKE:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Staff, are we ready?

Just about.
Okay.

Before we get started, we

15

have some time -- time things here that I'm going to bring

16

up.

17

case update, five minutes.

18

minutes.

19

allocated 30 minutes to the public.

20

minutes each to make their presentations.

21

many people do we have up here?

Do we have the list?

22

that -- is that it right there?

Okay.

23

minutes for closing comments by the applicant and the Staff.

24
25

So the Staff, and all the audience knows.

They have

Staff, outstanding issues, ten

Agents, it's going to be 15 minutes, and I then
So public will have two
I don't know.

How

Is

And then we have ten
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1

Members of the Commission.

2

and I'm with County Planning, and this is SPR2016-0001, and

3

this is a request for approval of a planned communities Level

4

B Master Plan within the Santolina Master Plan area.
As you know, this -- this request, as we just said, has

6

-- has been around for a while.

So this is for a Level B

7

Master Plan.

8

land use, zoning, transportation, environment, and open space

9

and government and public service.

The plan includes more specific details for

The plan was first

10

submitted in January.

The Level A Plan was approved last

11

year for the entire property.

12

you can see shown here on this map, covers more specific

13

area.

So this particular plan, as

14

There have been four special hearings, which gave

15

details on specific areas, specific topics within the plan

16

related to the planned communities criteria, and at each

17

point, Staff and agencies provided comments that have been

18

included in the Staff Report.

19

Most recently comments were also compiled into a matrix

20

that documented how the comments were being addressed.

21

the time of the hearing in July, there were outstanding

22

comments from Staff and agencies, zoning, transportation,

23

drainage, parks and recreation, NMDOT, APS, MRCOG, the

24

Utility Authority, and then also Planning.

25

At
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1

standards, water availability, funding of infrastructure and

2

facilities, phasing, language related to the transportation

3

system, the Region's long-range transportation plan and also

4

the plan for and funding of schools through APS.

5

these issues and quite a few comments not having been

6

addressed at the time, the CPC continued the case to this

7

hearing with work on the issues to continue.

9

So during that time -- or from that time, work has
continued.

On September 30, a revised plan was submitted.

10

The changes are summarized in the Staff Report.

11

particular there were major changes to the zoning chapter and

12

the approval process chapter.

13

of specific language that had been agreed upon with Staff for

14

zoning and design, language for parks and open space, and

15

also a sequencing plan for how the development will take

16

place over time and spatially.

17

plan.

18

were also added.

19

In

Changes included the addition

So this is the sequencing

Language regarding the class II archeological study

The matrix dated 9-30 that was submitted the same time

20

as the revised plan indicated that there was progress made

21

but that there was still comments that needed to be addressed

22

and comments in various stages of resolution.

23

time, which would have been like two weeks ago, I estimated

24

that about 60 percent of the comments had been resolved.

25

So from that
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1

comments came in from Staff, but these continued to show that

2

progress was being made but that there were some issues.

3

October 20th, which is after the official submittal deadline,

4

we did get some additional documents submitted.

5

-- a document which just included the revisions to the plan,

6

so this is like a 60-page document with green line of where

7

additional language had been added based on discussions with

8

Staff.

9

So this was dated, again, October 20th.

On

Also, at that time, a revised matrix was submitted.
So we did add these

10

to the -- to the Staff Report packet that was uploaded last

11

week.

12

So by the bit time that these documents were submitted,

13

there were outstanding comments from APS, the Utility

14

Authority, Public Works.

15

-- but there was general progress being made again.

16

for conditions of approval were also starting to come in from

17

the different departments.

18

majority of the comments had been addressed by a couple of

19

weeks ago.

20

last few days where many departments had indicated that their

21

comments had been addressed.

22

transportation, drainage.

23

comments had all been -- for the most part had been

24

addressed.

25

Planning also had some comments, so
Language

So the review indicated that a

So -- so that's kind of where we were as of the

This was Public Works,

Zoning indicated that their
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1

including unmet Level A conditions, unmet Level B planned

2

community criteria and unaddressed -- a few unaddressed

3

comments from Staff were noted.

4

platting of the subject property, water and sewer

5

availability and associated water and utility plans and also

6

an agreement over the plan for schools with APS.
In addition, there were several comments that Staff had

8

requested to be implemented in the document.

Some language

9

that we found was not acceptable that still remained in the

10

plan.

11

for the archeological study, and the name of the plan, which

12

still hasn't been clarified.

13

We still have some questions related to the language

So although significant progress has been made with the

14

requested revisions to the Santolina plan, there are still

15

some issues with the plan related to conditions of approval,

16

unmet comments, a few planned communities criteria that at

17

least as of yesterday had not been met and where the changes

18

that are included in this -- in this document haven't been

19

incorporated into the main document.

20

there's still some cleanup to be done.

21

So the feeling is that

So Staff has recommended continuance of this request but

22

has also drafted findings and conditions that were just put

23

together and forwarded out yesterday, which show that there

24

are still --

25

(Note:
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Enrico -- Rico, call security.

I

2

don't have a problem with public opinion.

3

problem when they come and interrupt our meeting, and we have

4

a procedure here.

5

when the time for people to come up and speak, that's when

6

the time is, but I don't know what kind of game you're

7

playing or what you're doing, but it's not acceptable here.

8
9

If you want to speak, you sign up, and

SPECTATOR:

Mr. Speaker, the signup sheet was

pulled sometime ago, so I was a little late.

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

sheet is right up here.

12

sheet right here.
SPECTATOR:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MS. SUAREZ:

17
18

sheet.

SPECTATOR:

20

SPECTATOR:

Sure.

That's page 2 of the original signup

Okay, but I have a quick -- like, I'm

If you're in favor of the request -Is the request for a continuance?

But

what the request?

22

MS. SUAREZ:

23

SPECTATOR:

25

So may I ask for some clarification?

not sure which column.
MS. SUAREZ:

24

The signup

So that's another additional sheet.

19

21

No, it's not pulled.

If you want to sign up, we have a

13

16

I do have a

For Santolina.
Right, but what is the request?

Is the
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1

SPECTATOR:

Then how can you know if you're in

2

favor of or opposed to --

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
down.

Would you please sit

I mean, we're over here trying to have a meeting.

5

SPECTATOR:

Yes, I'm trying --

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

You know, and you're asking a

7

question that we don't know, because we're going to hear the

8

case, and then this Commission decides what they want to do.

9
10

SPECTATOR:
speak in favor --

11
12

But we're asking to be -- sign up to

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

To speak in favor or against it or

for it.

13

SPECTATOR:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

SPECTATOR:

16

But we don't what the request is.
The request is -- we're hearing --

The request is approval.

answering that question.

17

MS. VEREECKE:

18

SPECTATOR:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

Thank you for

stand up?

But it's just like any case.

Any you zombies want to sign?
Okay.

You three guys, can you

Are you through with your protest?

21

SPECTATOR:

Yes.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Well, if you sit back

23

there, I'll go ahead and allow you for you to sit down and

24

participate in this meeting.

25

interrupt our meeting anymore.
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1

Okay.

Mr. Chair, so I'll continue

with my presentation.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. VEREECKE:

Yeah, go ahead.
I was almost done.

Just saying that

5

Staff has recommended continuance of the request for the

6

outstanding items to be addressed and finalized.

7

Staff has drafted findings and conditions that were

8

circulated yesterday that were drafted by various Staff,

9

which show, on the one hand, the possibility that this

However,

10

request might be recommended for approval today, that it is

11

possible.

12

it also shows that there are still a few gaps in areas that

13

should be worked out.

14

particularly I understand discussions with the Utility

15

Authority.

16

It shows that many items have been worked out, but

There are ongoing discussions,

APS still has some concerns.

So the recommendation is continuance, but then it will

17

be up to the Commission to decide how to proceed.

18

requesting Staff with outstanding issues to get up and speak.

19

Like I said, many issues have been resolved, so there's not a

20

need to get up and discuss those.

21

ones that are outstanding and see where everybody is with

22

everything.

23
24
25

Staff is

So let's just focus on the

So with that, Mr. Chair, I stand for questions.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions of Staff?
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1

conditions were distributed to us yesterday at about 4:00

2

p.m.

3

notice of those?
MS. VEREECKE:

Has the public received

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, they

5

have not been posted publicly.

6

Mahoney at the South Valley Coalition.

7

of the communication with the public.

8
9

MS. KELLY:

I did forward a copy to Rod
That was the extent

So in my opinion, it's just really not

appropriate to consider acting on those findings and

10

conditions without having the public at least had a chance to

11

review them.

12
13
14

They're six pages.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any other questions,

Commissioners.
MS. HERTEL:

In your additional Staff comments,

15

there is something that concerned me that says, "It appears

16

from discussions with Staff that recent comments as an

17

example from Public Works were not properly incorporated into

18

the matrix dated 10/20 in the language that's provided by

19

Staff," and was apparently changed by the agent or somehow

20

didn't show up properly, and that some of the comments listed

21

as "pending" were then changed to "completed."

22

been addressed and revolved since then, or is that kind of

23

still hanging out there?

24
25

MS. VEREECKE:

Has that
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1

MS. NELSON:

What does that mean?

2

MS. HERTEL:

So do you think it's corrected or

3

should Public Works address that, because they were the

4

example here?
MS. TANNER:

Good morning.

I'm Christie Tanner

6

with Public Works.

I wanted to state that all of the

7

conditions and all of the -- let me see.

8

created based on comments that all agencies put into Accela.

9

At this time, in Public Works, all comments have been

The matrix was

10

addressed except for one transportation, and that's been a

11

condition.

12

conditions.

13

Natural Resource Services, and that's just based on the water

14

development plan.

15

say, we can try to move forward on that depending on --

16

It's not -- it's in your list of findings and
And then the rest of them are pending based on

Hopefully after hearing what Dan has to

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

So things that are listed that

17

you believe are pending are indeed listed as pending in that

18

matrix document?

19

MS. TANNER:

Correct.

It's basically all of

20

Natural Resources.

21

of transportation except for one item, and that's going to be

22

conditioned, and then the rest of the pending are only for --

23

based on that Development Agreement.

24
25

All the drainage has been addressed.

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

All

That's all.

And that's fine.
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1

accurate information.

2

going with that.

That was kind of where I was

Thank you.

And then, Catherine, I have another question for you,

4

please.

5

percent of the comments in the matrix had been addressed, and

6

now, I think, we're up to, like, 85 percent?

7

percent of the comments are addressed appropriately; is that

8

a correct percentage?

9

So on a previous review, you thought about 60

MS. VEREECKE:

About 85

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel,

10

that's approximately what I calculated as of about a week

11

ago, and the remainder was either items that were pending.

12

Like Christie said, a number of them were from Natural

13

Resources, and then there were also items that needed to be

14

forwarded as conditions of approval that were just things

15

that, for instance, related to the Level B Development

16

Agreement, that that would serve as the mechanism for

17

addressing those -- those concerns, but yes, that's correct.

18

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

So ballpark is about 15 percent

19

of the comments that are addressed that are still open in the

20

matrix or they turned up in the conditions of approval?

21

that -- I just want to make sure.

22

MS. VEREECKE:

23

Is

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel,

that's correct.

24

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
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1

conditions that Staff has -- wants answered, have they --

2

have they answered to them and maybe they're not to your --

3

you know, Staff's satisfaction or what are we talking about

4

here?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, the --

6

and, again, we're jumping to what's in the findings and

7

conditions, but a number of the conditions were related to

8

clean up of language in the plan that would need -- that

9

could take place if the CPC decides to recommend approval

10

today and then when the County Commission hears the request.

11

So many of them are related to things that -- that should be

12

done between now and the time the BCC hears this.

13

were a limited number of conditions that would be ongoing --

14

going beyond the approval and adoption of the plan, like,

15

what Christie said related to the transportation plan, that

16

more information is needed or the Development Agreement, but

17

a majority of the information in the draft of the conditions

18

relates to clean up of the plan before the County Commission

19

sees it.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

So there

And what I'm trying to get

21

at let's say the applicant says I've -- you know as far as

22

I'm concerned, I, you know, I put in what I'm going to put

23

in.

24

Staff is going to have to recommend approval or disapproval

25

or if there's some things that nobody -- for instance, Water

Where do we take it from there?

I mean, at some point,
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1

Authority, they don't want to send anything.

2

at with that, you know?

3

MS. VEREECKE:

So where are we

I mean --

4

also findings and conditions in what was drafted that address

5

the status of the discussions about water availability at

6

least as of yesterday, but my understanding is there -- there

7

have been additional discussions that Staff is going to tell

8

you about now.

9

where everything goes, and then after the discussion, if you

So maybe we can proceed with this and see

10

you're interested in going over the findings and conditions

11

in greater detail, then we can -- we can work through those

12

with you, too.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I'm just saying that if an

14

applicant comes and says, "This is my packet.

15

I'm going to submit.

16

do then?

17

This is all

I want it voted up or down," what do we

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, then we can decide if it

18

meets the requirements or if it doesn't, but that's what

19

we've been working towards over the last six -- nine months

20

on this case is that there was an initial submittal, and

21

there have been a series of submittals and discussions with

22

Staff and agencies to try to get it to the point that the

23

plan document and the technical appendices are acceptable to

24

both the applicant and to Staff and that there would be a

25

minimum of conditions of approval that would need to be met
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after, assuming that the plan is approved.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So that's --

So there's a checklist that you

3

give an applicant, and he has to meet those conditions in

4

order for it to be approved; is that --

5

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, yes, and this request has

6

been following the Level B planned communities criteria,

7

which has really helped to structure this request and has set

8

some requirements that need to be addressed, so that that --

9

that has been the guiding document and criteria for this

10
11

request.
And then in addition to that, Staff has also worked with

12

the applicant and the agent related to their particular

13

technical standards, like street standards and drainage

14

standards, conservation standards, zoning in relation to the

15

County Zoning Ordinance.

16

submittal and then the revisions that have been made to this.

17

So we --

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So those also have informed the

One of the biggest issues that we

19

had is, of course, water, you know, and we haven't been able

20

to get the Water Authority to move either way.

21

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, the Water Authority is

22

here today, and my understanding --

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. VEREECKE:

25

I mean --

Yeah, but I'm not --
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Let me finish my question.

Okay.

2

That we've had that.

We have a condition from the County

3

Commission that says that in order for it to be approved, the

4

Level B, that there has to be a Development Agreement or an

5

agreement between the applicant and the Water Authority, and

6

that hasn't happened, and it really puts us in a position

7

where they put a condition with no guidelines to it.

8

Agreement to what?

9

kind of agreement with this.

I mean, we don't even know that, what
The other thing is that this

10

Commission doesn't approve or disapprove a plan.

11

recommend to the County Commission as to what needs to -- you

12

know, to look at.

13

And we've been going through this.

We just

It's going to be a

14

year already, and I know these plans are -- take a long time,

15

but -- and I'm just trying to get to what Staff wants --

16

wants it.

17

need for them to meet, or do we want added things, or do we

18

have some other departments?

19

a moving target everytime -- I don't know how many meetings

20

we've had, and you know, at some point, I'd like to get to a

21

decision where we send it up to the County Commission so that

22

they can work it out, because most of those agreements we

23

can't -- we can't -- we can't agree to anything, because

24

we're just a recommending Commission.

25

Have they met all the check marks that we -- we

MS. VEREECKE:

Because this is like a -- it's
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1

Works would like to respond to your question.

2

have something more specifically for me, it may be

3

appropriate to have Staff let you know what they've been

4

working on.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
Water Authority.

Because I sent a letter to the

Did they ever respond?

7

MS. VEREECKE:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

that I sent.

10
11

MR. chair, they're here today, so -No.

I'm talking about the letter

Did they ever respond to that letter?

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, I'm not aware that we

received any letter.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. VEREECKE:

We never have.
But, again, the -- I think you

14

requested in your letter that representatives from the

15

Utility Authority be here, so they are here today.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.
And there have been discussions

18

taking place.

So our Staff is all ready to let you know what

19

they've been discussing and where they are with everything.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. VEREECKE:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

All right.

Thank you.

Just a minute.

Hold on.

Commissioner.

24
25

Okay.

MS. HERTEL:
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1

Catherine, I have a general question, and that is

2

someplace in the information that we were provided it said

3

that there was a question about whether if there's conflict

4

between Level A language and Level B language, then what

5

prevails.

6

A prevails.

7

Sorry, Mike.

9
10

Is that what the legal opinion is on that?
I know you're --

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

I just heard the last part about the legal opinion.
worried about the sound.

11

MS. HERTEL:

Right.

12

that.

13

Level B, which prevails?

14
15

I was

I should have started with

If there's a conflict between language of Level A and

MR. GARCIA:

Well, the -- if you're -- if you're --

do you have a specific example in mind?

16

MS. HERTEL:

17

open space.

18

I read it first.

19

It was -- I think it was in parks and

I'm not 100 percent sure.

MR. GARCIA:

I think that's where

It's hard to answer the question in a

20

vacuum, but I think the -- probably the shortest answer, at

21

least a precise answer is going to be that the Level A

22

criteria, we cannot override here, because the BCC approved

23

that.

24

a way to reconcile anything that appears to be a conflict

25

between Level B and Level A, and at least -- at the very

That said, I think it's possible that there should be
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least we should try to do that.

2
3

MS. VEREECKE:

She's saying that Level A should

prevail.

4

MR. GARCIA:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

With the Development Agreement?
I think that we can't change it

here, but I think the County Commission can.

7

MR. GARCIA:

Right.

8

MS. HERTEL:

Right.

9

It's just in the language

proposed by the developer, and he's proposing something

10

that's in conflict with Level A.

11

that we're going to change anything from Level A, no.

12

MR. GARCIA:

Yeah, I'm not suggesting

So, Chairman Chavez, Commissioner

13

Hertel, I'm not sure if I answered all of your questions, but

14

I think until the BCC changes something at Level B or Level

15

A, the Level A will control.

16

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Level A regardless of what is

17

-- I mean, typically what is more stringent or things like

18

that, but Level A is what we're going to refer to?

19

MR. GARCIA:

For the -- for the time being, yes.

20

MS. HERTEL:

All right.

21

MS. KELLY:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23
24
25

Fine.

Mr. Chair.
Hold on.

Go ahead, Commissioner.

Do you have a question of
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the --

2

MS. KELLY:

Well, I wasn't going to bring this up

3

right now, but since we're talking about it.

I think the

4

language that you're referencing is in Section I, the very

5

last paragraph of 1.1, where it says, "Nothing in this Level

6

B plan shall be construed to increase any limitation on

7

development established by the Level A plan," and I was going

8

to suggest as an alternative language that instead the plan

9

say that the Level B approval has to match the requirements

10

for a Level B submittal, which includes quite a long list and

11

includes more detail for funding and provision of

12

infrastructure payments, phasing.

13

It's not -- it shouldn't be construed as being in conflict,

14

but I don't -- I would hate to see a situation where the

15

developer says, "Oh, well, that detail wasn't required at

16

Level A," so now it is in conflict.

17

MS. HERTEL:

18

MS. KELLY:

So it's more detailed.

No, I understand what you're saying.
So I think it ought to just reflect the

19

criteria that's required for the Level B submittal.

20

what the language should be instead of, "Is there a

21

conflict."
Okay.

That's

22

MS. HERTEL:

Well, this is -- this is what I

23

was referring to in the example:

24

Space and Planning have expressed concerns about the language

25

level -- about the language Level A plan prevailing over the

It says, "Parks and Open
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1

Level B plan when there's a conflict between the requirements

2

in the two," and it's referencing page 18 of the September

3

30th draft, and that's -- that's where my question

4

originates.
MR. GARCIA:

Okay.

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

6

Commission, I think that what Commissioner Kelly said was

7

very accurate in terms of how you should construe it.

8

of all, the language of -- even of Level B that I believe

9

Commissioner Kelly read, that I have here on the overhead,

First

10

basically states that Level A will control, but more to the

11

point, just because something is any different or more

12

specific doesn't necessarily entail a conflict, and if

13

there's not a conflict, the more specific will generally

14

control, will usually control but supposing that there's not

15

a conflict.

16

MS. HERTEL:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

Okay.

Fine.

Okay.

Thank you.

Water department?

Public

Works.

19

MR. McGREGOR:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioners,

20

thanks for the opportunity today.

21

interesting week.

22

basically, I think, three, maybe four areas of discussion we

23

need to go through to help understand where we're at with the

24

Water Utility Authority, the situation that the applicant may

25

be in with regard to the Development Agreement, and hopefully

It's been an very

So what I like to do is there is
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1

we have a way forward if that is the direction that this

2

Commission would choose to go.
The first thing I'd like to do is in the findings and

4

conditions that were handed out to you earlier, no. 18, those

5

are the ones that Catherine provided.

6

statement of fact of where we're at with the Water Utility

7

and the applicant, and I do want to point out first off with

8

regard to the conditions that we had which were 8, 9, 10, and

9

11, they were conditioned and stylized as required prior to

It basically is a

10

approval of the Level B, and as the applicant has pointed out

11

to me in several discussions, the locus or the point of that

12

approval wasn't spelled out or specified, and further, if we

13

look at the ordinances for the formation of the CPC, my

14

understanding is that the duties of the CPC are to recommend

15

and to study, and it does not specifically say approve;

16

whereas, the duties of the Commission do hinge and are

17

focused on approval.

18

So I think there is a certain legitimacy to the

19

applicant's request that we figure out a way through, and let

20

the BCC make that determination about the Development

21

Agreement.

22

That said, what I will say is the condition no. 8, which

23

is the Development Agreement and condition no. 11, which is

24

resolution of issues between the applicant and the ABCWUA,

25

those have not yet been satisfied.
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1

9 and 10 have been completed or substantially enough complete

2

that I am comfortable moving forward with those.

3

following discussion we're going to have is basically focused

4

on conditions no. 8 and no. 11, and to put it in a quick

5

summary, I think the applicant's in a little bit of a bind

6

not necessarily of their own making, and the problem is we

7

have -- we do have two different governmental entities that

8

have an overlapping responsibility.

9

to make land-use decisions.

The County obviously is

That does entail considering

10

water use.

11

thing.

12

unfortunately with regard to Development Agreement, water

13

availability statements, those two processes are not playing

14

well together.

15

week have been about with the Water Utility Authority.

16

How do we interface with utilities, that sort of

The Water Utility has its own process as well, and

And that's what the discussions this last

So with that said, I believe Christie just handed out a

17

three-page document to you real quick that I'd like to kind

18

of take you through.

19

page as findings, but after discussions with Mike this

20

morning, when we get to talking about findings, we'll

21

condense those down, but I think for purposes of this

22

discussion it may be helpful to you.

23

Originally we had written the first

The first thing I wanted to point out is that when the

24

planned communities criterias were adopted by the County

25

Commission back in 2012, they specifically called out the
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1

formation of the Water Utility as being something that would

2

have to be recognized, and we're at the point where we need

3

to recognize that these processes don't kind of play well

4

together.

5

communities criteria specifically calls out to provide

6

documentation for physical and legal availability of water,

7

and we have satisfied that based upon Mr. Sanchez's letters

8

saying that they had the capacity, but there were certain

9

legal and contractual elements that the applicant was going

10

to have to go through, and that was sufficient for us to get

11

through Level A, and I will stand by that decision.

12

Where we're at right now is there's also a Level B

13

requirement to provide a water availability statement and a

14

facilities plan that addresses water and wastewater phasing,

15

and where we get into conflict is that the Water Utility has

16

certain policies of what has to be in place before they can

17

issue those sort of statements, and the Development Agreement

18

would be on those same -- same criteria.

19

So the second finding, which I use that term loosely

20

here, basically talks about what those Water Utility policies

21

are, and we met with Mr. Stomp on Monday to go through these,

22

and this is just a very quick summary, but specifically it

23

states that, "For extensions of service outside of the

24

existing service area, a Development Agreement shall be

25

required of all expansion," which is where condition 8
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1

originated from.

But the Utility has also established in

2

Policy 20 with regard to service consistency with approved

3

land-use plans that the size, scale of the utilities have to

4

be consistent with an adopted land-use plan, and that's where

5

we're getting hung up between the two processes.

6

discussions with the Utility, they're -- the situation that

7

they're placed in right now is at a minimum, they need the

8

level detail consistent with the Legal B planning effort for

9

them to be able to start and engage in a full technical

10

review, which would eventually lead to a water availability

11

statement and for a Development Agreement.

12

So if the County Planning Commission were to recommend

13

an approval conditioned as you deem warranted, this would at

14

least allow the Water Utility to start but not complete those

15

negotiations, reviews, and studies, but then, again, for the

16

Utility, for them to actually take

17

and get approval from their board, they have to have BCC

18

approval of the Level B Master Plan.

19

and his Staff will be going before their board, and they're

20

going to ask the same question in reverse.

21

if we had made significant progress, even if we continue

22

without a recommendation for approval, the Utility can't

23

engage in the studies they need to engage in, and without

24

some sort of land-use approval from the BCC, the Utility

25

can't take the draft agreement back before their board to get

a Development Agreement

Otherwise, Mr. Stomp

So, again, even
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1

it approved.

2

mean that they can't be working on it, but they're not going

3

to be able to get a fully executed Development Agreement

4

until the BCC has taken some sort of approval action.

Doesn't

And so what that results in -- and I'll just read this

6

specifically into the record, it says, "The timing" -- and

7

which would be one of the findings that we might be

8

discussing later, "The timing of the PCC Level B requirement

9

for water availability statement and an ABCWUA accepted

10

infrastructure phasing plan is incongruent with the timing

11

required to comply with ABCWUA policies and need for level of

12

detail.

13

PCC requirements is needed to facilitate the concurrent

14

County ABCWUA process for this application."

15

An adjustment to the timing/process for meeting the

And then the fourth

finding basically just kind of

16

reiterates where we're at -- reiterates where we are at, and

17

that is that we have the Level A criteria satisfied, but

18

Level B, realistically, we can't move forward without coming

19

up with some sort of concurrent process.

20

So that said, we've spent the -- I've spent the last

21

couple of days with help from Christie and from the Deputy

22

County Manager looking at a series of steps that we could use

23

to move forward, which are presented on the second and third

24

page that you have in front of you.

25

individually if you'd like.
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1

could just submit them into the record, whatever Mr. Garcia

2

would prefer to do.
Basically, what it calls out for is that in the future,

4

what we would need in a good world is some sort of capacity

5

letter to meet the Level A requirement similar to what

6

Mr. Sanchez previously provided.

7

particular case.

8
9

We have that for this

The second step in the process as appropriate would be a
CPC recommendation to the BCC for approval, which would then

10

free the Water Utility to go ahead and start their processes.

11

The third step would be kind of an interim period wherein the

12

Utility and the applicant were able to sit down and come up

13

with a draft agreement, a preliminary draft.

14

documentation would then be presented back to Bernalillo

15

County Staff as part of a packet, then, that would, as a

16

whole, be moved up to the BCC for decision, and the basis of

17

that is we haven't gotten to a Level B approval yet.

18

have a draft agreement, which is a reasonable request to see

19

what the utility is going to be requiring to make sure that

20

everything is consistent, and then that's put before the BCC,

21

which is the Board that does do approvals and land-use

22

approvals.

23

could go back to their board, make any other little

24

adjustments that might be need based on BCC conditions or

25

recommendations, go back before the Utility Board and then

That

We do

Presuming that does go forward, then the Utility
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1

actually then fully execute a document, and then it would

2

have to return back to the BCC for approve -- a final

3

approval and consideration of the County's Development

4

Agreement.

The initial BCC approval, you know, in my mind would be

6

limited to a land-use and zoning approval, so that the

7

Utility has an approved land-use plan in which they can go

8

back before their board.

9

We can talk about findings and conditions now.

So that's kind of it in a summary.
I think it

10

might be more beneficial to wait depending on the action of

11

the Board and discuss how we can distill those down into

12

appropriate finding and conditions.

13

any questions.

14
15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

With that, I'd stand for

So what -- I'm trying to

understand this, because it's been since we began --

16

MR. McGREGOR:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It's a confusing process.
-- a confusing process is this

18

water thing, issue, and it's been kind of complicated,

19

because you know, the Water Board is a different board.

20

mean --

21

MR. McGREGOR:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I

It is.
-- we can't tell them what to do.

23

Just like the County Commission can't tell them what to do,

24

but this condition that the planning -- the County Commission

25

put on Level A -- and it says that there shall be an
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1

agreement before it's approved, the only thing that can be

2

approve it is the County Commission, and what I'm saying is

3

that we can argue here until we turn blue.

4

is not -- and I don't know the intent of that condition or

5

how it was written or what, but what I'd like to know is that

6

what do we do here?

7

to try to give us answers to this thing, and like you said,

8

you explained that it's more complicated than, you know,

9

we're dealing with here, but it's --

11

You know, we've engaged the Water Board

MR. McGREGOR:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioners, and

I do appreciate the quandary.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And what complicates it more is

13

that the County Commission is the Water Authority, you know,

14

so --

15

MR. McGREGOR:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Right.
-- that complicates for me is why

17

can't we get an answer, you know.

18

MR. McGREGOR:

And I will let Mr. Stomp address in

19

details.

20

Utility, with the policies they operate under, can't move

21

forward without some sort of approved land-use plan.

22

can't enter into development agreements without that.

23

have two competing processes that just don't mesh.

24
25

I think the short answer to the question is the

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

They
So we
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1

County, because the County created them and gave them

2

authority to become a Water Board, there is a section there

3

where they say that they shall provide water to any County

4

resident, or I don't know the exact words it says.

5

that mean?

I mean, it says that they have to supply water.
MR. McGREGOR:

Chairman Chavez, again, I'll defer,

7

you know detailed discussion with that to Mr. Stomp.

That is

8

a general statement but then there are operating policies

9

about defining service areas, what to do if they're having to

10

move into new service area, and those policies were

11

established particularly for these sort of situations.

12

don't know that they are saying they won't provide.

13

quite the opposite.

14

So I

I think

I think they're saying the applicant has certain

15

requirements that they have to meet in order for the Utility

16

to provide, and in terms of moving forward, I think the only

17

thing that is available to us at this point, given condition

18

8, is to allow or make a decision if -- again, if that's the

19

appropriate decision to make sufficient for the Utility to

20

engage in that process with the applicant.

21

The best that we're going to be able to do at this point

22

in time with the two processes is to have a draft agreement

23

go forward with the BCC.

24

the fully executed agreement.

25

to the letter?

We're not going to be able to get
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2

given the processes that we have.
The other point that I would make out here is that it

3

was the BCC that imposed that condition.

The CPC and Staff,

4

we can make our best efforts to see those through, and at

5

some point we have to say we've done what we can do and hand

6

it up to the BCC to make the determination whether that was

7

sufficient, and then for the BCC to figure out how they're

8

going to deal with condition no. 8.

9

Again, the locus for the approval, I believe, truly does

10

lie with the BCC, and I hate to say this, but it's probably a

11

reasonable course of action, given the conflict, to hand it

12

back up to the BCC as complete as we can make it.

13

So what the basic proposal here is, is if the Commission

14

today should decide to recommend an approval, that possibly

15

one of the conditions in that approval is that it not -- the

16

applicant not take it before the BCC until such time as a

17

drafted agreement with the Utility is able to be presented.

18
19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I think the condition is in

Level A, and that's a condition that we cannot change.

20

MR. McGREGOR:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

That's my understanding.
And it says on the condition that

22

they have to have approval -- you know, an approval from the

23

people.

24

that mean when they say -- and the condition -- can you read

25

the condition to me that they have on --

So my answer -- my question to the attorney, does
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1

Chairman Chavez, I don't have it in

front of me.

3

MR. McGREGOR:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MR. McGREGOR:

I do, Mike.
He probably has it there, so -And particularly we're talking here

6

about condition 8 from the Level A findings.

It says, "Prior

7

to approval of any Level B or Level C" -- let's see --

8

"planning document, the applicant will provide a fully

9

executed Development Agreement with the ABCWUA.

The

10

Development Agreement should be structured to ensure

11

compliance with the ABCWUA's existing guidelines, policies,

12

and ordinances and as may be amended from time to time.

13

development agreement should at minimum address" -- and

14

there's a list of things that we provided there.

15

those if you would like.

16

at a minimum address those items," and again, it says, you

17

know, those items, "And a phasing plan consistent with ABCWUA

18

policies.

19

ABCWUA from imposing such requirements as it may deem

20

necessary."

21

The

I can read

"The Development Agreement should,

This condition shall in no way constrain the

And I think, for me, the key phrase here is, "Prior to

22

any Level B or Level C approval," and the -- passing an

23

application on up with a draft Development Agreement is, I

24

think, an honest attempt, good-faith attempt to satisfy that

25

condition, and from my perspective -- and, again, I'm playing
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1

legal here, and Mike has cautioned me about that -- I think

2

that is within the jurisdiction and decision of the CPC to

3

do, because it is not the CPC's duty as described in

4

ordinances to approve.

5

I think in good faith a condition requiring that draft

6

agreement would basically be the recommendation essentially

7

saying there is a draft agreement.

8

it.

9

applicant does, it's ready for your review.

You know, we've studied

Given that we have a draft agreement now or that the

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MR. GARCIA:

Okay.

Chairman Chavez, I agree with what Dan

12

McGregor just said, because the condition itself calls for

13

the approval of the water Development Agreement.

14

people -- the only board that can actually grant the approval

15

will be the Board of County Commissioners.

16

Commission can make a recommendation that's subject to their

17

obtaining a water agreement that would then be approved.

18

I think we can -- I think you can do that without doing any

19

violence to the Level A condition 8.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

I'm sorry.

The only

This -- this

What's that, Commissioner?
Are you suggesting that

22

step two of your written proposal here is saying that you

23

would have a draft water agreement prior to CPC

24

recommendation for approval?

25

MR. McGREGOR:

So
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1

Hertel, actually I believe what we would be saying is the

2

condition would come out of step 3.
MS. HERTEL:

4

MR. McGREGOR:

So after CPC recommendation?
Correct.

Basically you would impose

5

that condition on the applicant that before they could go

6

before the BCC, there would have to be a draft agreement to

7

take with them.

8

MS. HERTEL:

Oh, okay.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

So one more time, that condition

10

is already put into Level A.

11

condition, because it was approved by the County Commission.

12

So that condition goes with -- whatever recommendation we

13

make, they still -- that condition's still going to be on

14

there for the Bernalillo County Commission to decide or have

15

an agreement.

16

MR. GARCIA:

We cannot change that

Chairman Chavez, if I understand your

17

question correctly, I think that the answer is that we're

18

sort of doing something in between.

19

that's in between the requirement for a water Development

20

Agreement, and we're sort of making a contingent, provisional

21

approval, recommendation of approval subject to the applicant

22

getting a water Development Agreement.

23

We're creating something

That said, the condition or - yeah, sorry, condition 8

24

of the Level A is not violated, because it's the BCC that

25

will ultimately grant the approval.
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1

subject to if the CPC decides to do that it's not -- it's not

2

overriding or violating condition 8 in Level A.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Now, an agreement between the

4

Water Board and the applicant that's going to be approved by

5

the County Commission, are those agreements complicated?

6

mean, there's been things that -- because see, we don't have

7

no direction as to what kind of agreement they wanted.

8
9

MR. McGREGOR:
quite understand.

Chairman Chavez, I'm not sure I

Are you asking about the agreement between

10

the Utility and the applicant or the County and the

11

applicant?

12
13
14

I

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

The agreement between the Utility

and the applicant that the County Commission has to approve.
MR. McGREGOR:

Okay.

The County Commission -- or,

15

Chairman Chavez, the County Commission will not be approving

16

that Development Agreement.

17

approved and executed by the Water Utility Board.

18

we need to be somewhat constrained in that the Level A

19

Development Agreement with the County specifically limits the

20

County from engaging in the discussions between the applicant

21

and the Utility.

22

That agreement has to be
They're --

Now, there obviously is some level of responsibility to

23

make sure that the subdivision -- or the master plan has

24

water provided.

25

with funding, those sort of things.
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1

hands off but in terms of the contractual agreement between

2

the Utility and the applicant, that's between the Utility and

3

the applicant, and that's the reason condition no. 11 from

4

the Level A is in place.

5

Level A Development Agreement with the County, basically it

6

kind of sets a fence to which we need to be respectful.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So it's not something that the

8

County Commission has to approve?

9

to -- it just has to be an agreement?

10
11

MR. McGREGOR:

The agreement doesn't have

There has to be an agreement yes,

sir.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MR. McGREGOR:

Okay.
And, again, for clarity, I think

14

what can be taken forward in a reasonable amount of time

15

would be a draft agreement so that the County Commission does

16

understand what terms of being requested and has the

17

opportunity to evaluate to make sure that that doesn't have

18

some direct conflict with County policy.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And that agreement can be done

20

between when it leaves here and before it gets to the County

21

Commission?

22

Is that what you're saying?

MR. McGREGOR:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioners, yes,

23

that's my understanding, and with respect, I think that may

24

be the only path forward.

25

to never say there's only one way, but after this last week
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1

and having wrestled with this in multiple ways, I think that

2

is the cleanest way to move forward that honors condition 8

3

and also honors the policies and duties of the Water Utility

4

as well as the County.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I agree that now at least

6

we're getting direction here as to what to do, but we've been

7

going through this for the whole year, no answers either way,

8

you know.

9

things and that you're already -- I guess you met with the

10
11

So I'm glad that you're clarifying some of these

water department, I guess, in the last few days?
MR. McGREGOR:

Chairman Chavez, myself, Christie

12

Tanner, Roger Paul, Enrico, and John stomp and Chris Cadena

13

with the Water Utility met on Monday, and I think Mr. Stomp

14

and I recognize maybe a week or two before that that what we

15

had here was a before that that what we had here was a

16

process problem rather than, strictly speaking with the

17

County, it wasn't a problem.

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. McGREGOR:

It was a colliding process.

I agree.
And we have been maybe perhaps

20

asking the wrong question in terms of how to get through this

21

until we recognize that.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. KELLY:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

Mr. Chairman, can I --
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. KELLY:

Yes.

3

discussions, but it seems to me that there were parties, the

4

Water Utility sending a letter that provoked the approval of

5

Level A, and the applicant being very sophisticated and aware

6

of processes, that everybody went in with their eyes wide

7

open.

8

in your steps is just kicking the can down the road; that

9

we're making a condition of a previous condition.

10

So I guess I'm feeling like your approach as outlined

I think

that's bad policy.

11

But my question is this draft agreement, what I had

12

understood from previous discussions was that that was a very

13

complex issue, that there had to be a water and sewer master

14

plan that looked at infrastructure, service, funding,

15

maintenance, and that some of that was contingent on

16

long-range planning considerations like alternative water

17

supplies.

18

that's contingent on a water and sewer master plan, that

19

could be a long time in coming, why would we be rushing this

20

up to the County Commission without having some of that basic

21

information?

22

So if we're talking about a Development Agreement

MR. McGREGOR:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Kelly,

23

I appreciate your concerns, and I want to make it clear that,

24

first off, the recommendation is entirely -- I'm not

25

recommending approval, denial.
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2

potential path forward if that is the way you want to go.
The issue you raise is correct.

The applicant has

3

provided a facilities plan as part of the Level B whether

4

that plan is acceptable to the Water Utility Authority at

5

this point, we don't have an opinion.

6

Utility Authority needs the time to sit down and work with

7

the applicant to address those very concerns.

8

that recommending an approval is rushing particularly if you

9

condition it by saying that they have to have a draft

That is why the Water

I don't know

10

agreement in place.

11

Could it take another year before they take it up to BCC?

12

Maybe.

13

drawn between the Utility and the applicant.

14

response I have for you.

15

Could they do that in a month?

Maybe.

But, again, we're getting to that fence that's been
That's the best

There's nothing that says that that -- a recommendation

16

for approval means that in three months it's going back to

17

the BCC.

18

applicant and the Water Utility Authority can get to and the

19

time schedule in which they can do it.

It could be a year.

20

MS. KELLY:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. HERTEL:

It really depends on where the

Thank you.
Commissioner.

I guess this is a long the lines of

23

what Commissioner Kelly brought up, but I know in a previous

24

discussion in this room that --

25

SPECTATOR:
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1

MS. HERTEL:

In a previous discussion in here, in

2

one of these meetings, that it was mentioned that this was a

3

six-month, more likely year process to get an agreement in

4

place.

5

if this Board was to recommend approval and yet it's

6

conditioned on this draft being in place before it goes to

7

BCC and that's just kind of on the back burner then for year

8

before it goes to BCC, that seems like an odd process, too,

9

and I get it that you're trying to come up a solution to move

10

this forward.

11

way to go forward having a condition on a process that our --

12

you know, the Water Board -- or I can't recall exactly who

13

said that when I asked that question a while ago, but to know

14

that it's going to be likely a year.

15

We all are, but that just seems like an odd

MR. McGREGOR:

So it's just a comment.

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner

16

Hertel, and I'm going to say something.

I mean it very

17

respectfully.

18

the Atlantic, he was having to make repairs in flight, and

19

actually one of the -- one of the tools is actually in the

20

Smithsonian for that very reason, and we do find ourselves

21

somewhat in that situation, that we are in the middle of an

22

application process.

23

processes don't mesh well, and so we are having to try to

24

find a way to fix it, and I don't disagree with your

25

statement.

Autobiography from Charles Lindbergh crossing

We found -- have found that those two
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I think we're not making the

2

condition.

It's already been made by the County Commission.

3

They put the condition on Level A.

4

figure it out.

5

can't change it, the condition that they put on Level A.

6

says that they're going to have to have an agreement.

7

the only people that can change that agreement is them there,

8

so -- but I don't think that any -- and I think that we're

9

going to leave it.

They're going to have to

I mean -- I mean, it's not -- I mean, we
It

Now

We're not trying to change the condition

10

from Level A.

11

them, and they're the ones that put it in.

12

put by this Commission before it went to them last time.

13

They put it in, so they're going to have to, you know, figure

14

it out.

15

It's going to stay there.

MS. HERTEL:

No.

It's going to go to
Okay.

I understand that.

It wasn't

It's just

16

that the process that he was recommending was that we added a

17

condition.

18

condition.

As Commissioner Kelly said, a condition on a

19

MR. McGREGOR:

And Chairman Chavez, Commissioner

20

Hertel, that's correct.

21

for approval were to go forward, what we would suggest, one,

22

is that we not address condition 8.

23

address, but I think to facilitate their doing that, there

24

may be a need to then condition your recommendation with the

25

item out of step three.

What we're -- if the recommendation

That is for the BCC to
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1

interpretation of what I'm saying is correct.

2

maybe for another condition that's kind of intermediate

3

before they can take it up to the BCC.
MS. HERTEL:

Is there an estimate of how long it

5

would take to do this draft agreement in conjunction with the

6

waste and wastewater issue as well?

7

MR. McGREGOR:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner

8

Hertel, again, I have been trying to honor that fence between

9

the Utility and the applicant.

So, no, I do not have an

10

estimate.

That would be an appropriate question, I think,

11

for the Utility or the applicant.

12

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MR. McGREGOR:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. STOMP:

Thank you.

Any other questions?

Thank you.

Thank you.
Who's next?

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Board,

17

excuse me, my name is John Stomp.

18

officer for the Water Utility Authority, and I'm here to

19

clarify the mud so to speak, I guess.

20

I'm the chief operating

We'll see.

It is at your request, Mr. Chairman, that we are here,

21

and we've had a lot of discussions about this, and I think

22

some of the confusion arises from the fact that the planned

23

communities criteria was developed prior to the Water

24

Authority coming into existence, and when you're developing

25

these planned communities criterias and you have such a large
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1

development and when you're asking somebody to provide

2

service, our Board has clear policies about getting involved

3

with land-use decisions, and that is they do not get involved

4

with land-use decisions.

5

excuse me, and the other governing boards.
So there's a clear separation of powers between the two,

7

and that clear separation of powers, however, becomes

8

confused when the two come together, and I think hopefully we

9

can try to resolve that today.

10

Mr. Sanchez did provide a letter.

In that letter that

11

he talked about the ability for the Water Authority to serve

12

the development as a whole in terms of the Level A.

13

statement of capability.

14

It was a statement outlining those issues that would need to

15

be addressed in the event that a Development Agreement was to

16

be negotiated between the two parties, and there was a lot of

17

steps involved with that, particularly the approved land-use

18

plan, and to put it in perspective, they're asking us to

19

provide service to them.

20

and you need to know what that looks like, too.

21

same situation you are.

22

colors, kind of just a description of what could be served,

23

37,000 homes and some demand number as high as 14,000 acre

24

feet a year, that's not enough specifics for us to say, "Yes,

25

we can provide this level of service, and here's what it

It was a

It was not a statement of service.

We need to know what that means,
We're in the

The Level A agreement, 14,000 acres
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1

means," because the details are where the actual

2

infrastructure requirements are, and as Mr. Sanchez pointed

3

out in his letter, those infrastructure requirements are

4

going to be very detailed and a lot of -- a lot of

5

infrastructure.

6

Our board just approved a hundred year water plan called

7

Water 2120 in terms of securing our water future, and there's

8

62 policies in that document that relate to how we are to

9

provide a water supply to this community for the next hundred

10

years.

11

certainly enough demand to service this development and other

12

population increases in the future or demand increases in the

13

future, but how that water's allocated will be up to our

14

Board and at the discretion of our Board.

15

There's demand projections in there that have

So we're not making a distinction in terms of where that

16

demand could be served.

It could be inside the service area

17

or outside the service area.

18

officials to make that decision.

19

certainty, and our policies dictate very clearly that we need

20

to have an approved land-use plan before we can enter into a

21

discussion about service.

22

Board and know what we're recommending in terms of the actual

23

level of service.

24

that level of detail, but there are still many opportunities

25

for that to change until it gets to the County Commission and

That's up to our elected
As a staff, we need some

We need to be able to go to our

The Level B that's before you provides
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we have some sort of concurrent process.

2

who has the same plans community criteria for the City, we

3

ran into the same problem there, and we did a concurrent

4

process with the Environmental Planning Commission with an

5

approval before the City Council and the Development

6

Agreement to be approved at the -- sort of concurrently with

7

that.

8
9

With Mesa del Sol

That is a process, which I believe Mr. McGregor is
trying to follow, is that concurrent process, but I'm not

10

here before you to make a recommendation.

I'm here to answer

11

questions about you and to try to -- for people to understand

12

that when we're making a recommendation to our Board, our

13

policy is clear that without your land-use decision, we can't

14

get -- we cannot provide service, and that's a clear

15

separation of powers, because we don't want to have people

16

come to us and say, "We're guaranteeing you water/sewer

17

service," before a land-use plan, and that puts you in a bind

18

in terms of your ability to make a decision.

19

already got water and sewer service guaranteed.

20

approve the land use."

21

approach.

22

use.

23

just to put some numbers out there, the Level B is asking for

24

some 2,200 or 2,300 acre feet of water in terms of demand.

25

The Level A was somewhere around 14,000 acre feet of water,

"Well, we've
Go ahead and

So the idea is take a step wise

You guys make the decision in terms of the land

We'll look at what the demand requirements are, and
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1

and you can see, if it was a quarter of that demand, you can

2

see the discrepancy between the two numbers.

3

to use those numbers.

4

believe the demand is going to be based on the actual land

5

use.

6

residential home to meet our 180 gallons per household per

7

day.

8

of households is half the demand that they projected into the

9

future.

We're not going

We're going to calculate what we

That number, if you multiply it times the total number

So there's a lot of questions that we have to ask

10

before we just say, "There's this water that's available, and

11

here it is."

12

There's a lot of requirements.

With the new policy direction by our Board, our Board is

13

looking at alternative water supplies, additional

14

conservation, groundwater management, new infrastructure

15

associated with indirect potable reuse or direct potable

16

reuse.

17

and drinking it.

18

statement that our Board is saying, if we're going to approve

19

a Development Agreement, here's the steps, and here's the

20

policy framework that you're going to have follow before we

21

can even take that to our Board, and that process just ended

22

in September.

23

two-year process just to get to get to that point.

24
25

That is taking our effluent and actually treating it
So there's a lot of issue and policy

So that was about a year-and-a-half or
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1

for the creation of this frustration by the separation of the

2

powers and trying to understand how those two could work

3

together, and I think we had a copycat sort of a way to do it

4

when we did the Mesa del Sol agreement, and I think this is

5

somewhat the same thing, but you weren't involved with that,

6

and it was a very detailed discussion decades ago.

7

a decade ago.

8
9

More than

So -- so I think the parallel process and the concurrent
process is the way to go, but I can't answer the questions

10

about the conditions that have been placed or what issues

11

they might have with respect to the conditions.

12

Mr. Chairman, also I apologize to you personally.

13

that you were frustrated with this process and asked us to be

14

here, and unfortunately we weren't.

We did provide comments.

15

We've been working with your Staff.

The County Staff has

16

been excellent in terms of our ability to communicate and

17

work together.

18

land use.

19

the conditions in which the land use goes forward, and we

20

provide the service, and we think -- we think it's a team

21

effort working together with you.

22

We see this as a team effort.

We take the water/sewer.

And,
I know

You're the

We're a team.

You make

So with that, I'll be glad to answer any questions, and

23

I'm sure there's a lot of questions.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. KELLY:
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1

one question would be, do you think that given the timeframe

2

involved in developing a Development Agreement most likely

3

because of all the considerations, regardless of whether it's

4

this Level A land or something different, is it beneficial to

5

think about doing some work to figure out how to integrate

6

this separation of powers?

7

it's been going on for a long time, even before the Water

8

Utility I think because of the way the water system was

9

structured, the same dynamic existed.

I hear what you're saying, and

Is there a way to

10

integrate it, and is this a chance to take a pause and do

11

that since we've got a long time frame anyway?

12

MR. STOMP:

Well, Mr. Chairman and Commissioners,

13

that's really more of an opinion statement by myself.

14

to follow the policies of our Board, and the policies of our

15

Board are pretty clear.

16

negotiate a Development Agreement, Mr. Chairman?

17

have an answer to that, because I don't know that we'll

18

actually be able to enter into an agreement.

19

what our infrastructure requirements would be compared to

20

what they believe that they're responsible for.

21

be a huge gap between what we think they need to build and

22

what they think they need to build.

23

predict that.

24
25

I have

How long would this take to
I don't

I don't know

So there may

I can't -- I cannot
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1

community the way that they're put together now, but they're

2

not consistent with the policies that our Board adopted and

3

so there's issues that we have those.

4

are capable of serving the community, just as they are today,

5

but with respect to taking a pause, I don't want to step on

6

that.

7

Mr. Chairman, I'd be held for that for a long time I think.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And,

And I understand that, because you

know, the Water Board is created by the County Commission,

10

and you know, you guys have a ten-year agreement, and every

11

ten years it's another negotiations that go on, you know,

12

and that's something that if somebody has questions about

13

that, they should talk to their Commissioner, and -- you know

14

but --

15

MR. STOMP:

Mr. Chairman, I do have an opinion.

16

The only issue I would say is that the Water Authority Board

17

and with the commissioners and with the city councils

18

together have worked very, very well together.

19

in existence now for 12 years.

20

basis.

21

consents and unanimous, and so I believe that the

22

functionality of the Board is good.

We have been

Our Board meets on a monthly

Ninety-nine of all the decisions that are made are

23

Getting pass this planned communities criteria as it

24

relates to trying to fix something after something's been

25

created is just causing a little bit of grief, but I believe
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1

that there's a way forward for that.

2

forward.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, thank you for coming down,

and I think we have some --

5

MS. NELSON:

6

Thank you again for coming down.

We've been going around in

7

circles for while, so that helps.

Would do you expect that

8

the level of specificity in the Level B plan would be

9

sufficient for the Water Authority to make a decision?

10
11

MR. STOMP:

Oh, I do -- I do have a question.

Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, I

believe that if the land use plan was approved or --

12

MS. NELSON:

13

MR. STOMP:

Understanding that.
-- the land-use plan was approved for

14

-- yes, there is enough specifics in that to be able to

15

decide how that Level B process fits into the big picture and

16

the differences and discrepancies between the demand

17

forecast, for example, for the Level B versus the entire

18

development, and I would envision a Development Agreement

19

that would structure -- excuse me, that would be a big

20

picture Development Agreement somewhat like looking at the

21

big picture Level A and then individual infrastructure

22

requirements associated with the Level B, but I can't predict

23

that, because my Board is the one that -- our Board is the

24

one that -- would be the ones that would approve that, but

25

yes, I think there is enough specifics.
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1

forward, at least we could have some concurrent path, but it

2

is clear that we -- our board is not going to approve a

3

Development Agreement without an approved land-use plan.
MS. NELSON:

5

MR. STOMP:

6
7

Oh, I think we do understand that.
I know.

I know.

Okay.

So -- no.

I apologize for

saying that again.
MS. NELSON:

That's all right.

8

You want to make sure you're on the record good and firm.

9

So the part that bothered me was that -- and I don't

10

know what you were referring to, perhaps just in general,

11

that sometimes the master plans can specify service, but it

12

isn't the right kind of service or rather it doesn't conform

13

to your requirement, and so there is going to have to be a

14

redesign period, because conforming to Bernalillo County

15

land-use requirements are obviously different, and so I was

16

wondering if you had found that to be true, and if so,

17

whether it's significant, just in general?

18

state in specific.

19

MR. STOMP:

I know you can't

Mr. Chair and Members of the

20

Commission, I think that the master plan that were developed

21

are in accordance with our policies and our service

22

guidelines in terms of pressures and zones and that.

23

the water comes from and how the sewage is taken care of, no,

24

they don't address those, and I think that's probably where

25

the biggest contention is probably going to be, but I think

Where
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1

they do meet our criteria.

2

working our consultants that have been doing business in this

3

community for a long time.

4

conflict doesn't arise in terms of the levels of service or

5

the criteria in which those systems would be designed would

6

be in accordance with our standards.

7

but I do question how we're going to get the complete service

8

to the entire development.
MS. NELSON:

So I believe there's -- that

Okay.

I don't question that,

But that's not something that

10

you can discuss with the applicant until that part of the

11

process begins?

12

MR. STOMP:

13

MS. NELSON:

14
15

Mr. Chairman -Is that correct?

You can't -- we

can't predetermine that?
MR. STOMP:

That is correct, and without some

16

process and some level of comfort in terms of what you've

17

actually approved so we'll know what we're actually serving,

18

that's -- that's the conundrum here.

19

MS. NELSON:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. KELLY:

22

Okay.

Thank you very much.

Any other questions?

Mr. Chair.

John, is the phasing plan that's presented in the latest

23

draft something that will change depending upon the water

24

master plan?

25

MR. STOMP:
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1

haven't -- I haven't looked at that in great detail, but I

2

think the infrastructure phasing might -- may or may not be

3

consistent with the actual phasing of the development.

4

other words, there may be infrastructure up front that could

5

serve the entire development that would need to be built

6

first before any of these other phases go on.
So I think the infrastructure phasing related to water

8

and sewer might be different than that actual phasing, but

9

clearly, we would not go outside of the boundary of being

10

able to serve Level B only first until we move forward with

11

the next phase of the development.

12

phased approach.

13

approved, that would provide the guidance that we need in

14

terms of what are the next steps in the development, and then

15

how we would phase the infrastructure might be a little bit

16

different than that though.

17

So we would follow your

Whatever that phasing approach was

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you, Mr. Stomp.

Appreciate

18

it.

You know, I also remember the plans that -- that were

19

done through the City, because I was Chairman of the Planning

20

Commission at that time.

21

before so -- and I know it's complicated.

22

development, you know.

23

MR. STOMP:

24

pleasure before you.

25

both with the EPC and CPC.

So I've been through this once
It's a big

Mr. Chairman, it's always been a
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1

you've don and the Commission as whole.

2

decisions.

So I appreciate that that you're -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And my whole goal to getting

4

information was to -- so that the whole Board understands

5

what we're doing.

6

You know, you've got the Water Board.

7

water, and we're in charge of zoning.

And I understand the separation of powers.

8

MR. STOMP:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

you know, on these plans.

They're in charge of

Yes, sir.
Hopefully we can work together,

11

MR. STOMP:

I do believe it's a team effort, sir.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. VEREECKE:

14

Barney from Parks and Recreation.

Thank you.
Mr. Chair, I'd like to invite John

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. BARNEY:

Okay.

Mr. Chairman, Members of the

17

Commission, my name is John Barney.

18

Parks and Open Space with the County.

19

after -- or is it afternoon.

20

I'm planning manager for
Good morning, almost

So good afternoon.

So what I just wanted to -- to pick up on a discussion

21

of that clause -- I'm going to put that back up here briefly.

22

This clause was actually in the community facilities portion

23

of the plan, which is Section II, and I worked closely with

24

the applicant and the applicant's agent, and we eventually

25

asked that to be removed, and it was, and so I -- and it was
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1

only recently that I was told that -- to look at Section I,

2

and there it was again.
Now, the reason why it's of concern to us is because a

4

lot of -- there's a lot of specifics that we negotiated

5

relative to parks and recreation, and so they cut both ways.

6

In some cases we're waiting on some things onto the next

7

Level B, and other things we're wanting to make sure that we

8

-- we get specifically what we're -- what we're needing, and

9

there's been an -- like I said, it's a negotiation.

I don't

10

want to be subjecting somebody in the future in my position

11

to have to renegotiate, because it's pointed out to them by

12

-- you know, by another agent that, "Oh, well, this is --

13

this looks more stringent than the Level A plan is

14

requiring."

15

really needs to be clear that this is the language going

16

forward, and it disturbed me initially when that clause

17

showed up there, because it seemed to sort of -- sort of --

18

because it wasn't in there originally.

19

in there in order to -- it seems to me, in order to make sure

20

to give that, you know, that possibility in the future that

21

that could be renegotiated, and I -- so that's the basis for

22

my concern with that language.

23

I don't want that ambiguity to be there.

It

It actually got put

I think we've spent all this time negotiating these

24

terms in the Level B.

25

than the Level A agreement.
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1

whether it's a conflict or not a conflict in the future or

2

having my successor do that.

3

Okay.

Do we have any questions?

Go ahead.

5

MR. BARNEY:

So -- yes, Commissioner.

6

MS. HERTEL:

So are you good with the way the

7

language is now or not?

8

there was.

9

MR. BARNEY:

I wasn't sure what the conclusion

Commissioner Hertel, Mr. Chairman,

10

I've asked -- I've requested that be stricken from the plan.

11

That's actually my condition.

12

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

13

MR. BARNEY:

Yes.

14

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. BARNEY:

And it's still in there?

Okay.

Thank you very much.

And just part of, you know, in my

17

process, I also wanted to -- there were a couple of other

18

items that I -- in rereviewing the whole section on the

19

phasing, I got very concerned that, again, we're -- and,

20

again, I mean, part of the process has been there's been a

21

lot of, you know, separate discussions between separate

22

groups of Staff.

23

for all of us to get together.

24

Catherine's concern, Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, in terms

25

of recommending that there be, you know, a continuance.

It really hasn't been always the ability
I think that's part of
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So in looking -- so once I saw that this language had

2

been put back into this in a different place in the section

3

that I went back and looked through a lot of the other

4

changes, and I saw something that, again, maybe I missed it

5

the first time.

6

because all of this is happening in -- you know, in multiple

7

places, but there -- I have a concern with this language,

8

which basically suggests -- again, creates this ambiguity

9

where in terms of what's available funding, that they had

I don't know when it was put in there,

10

actually -- that the developer could seek, you know, through

11

this process or through the political process to have the

12

County pay for some of the -- some of the project

13

infrastructure, and again, I would like to see that, you

14

know, changed if not stricken from the plan itself, because

15

project infrastructure, even based on a Level A language is

16

going to be paid for completely by the developer, period.

17

And so I don't know why, again, this language is reintroduced

18

into there except to create ambiguity where -- you know, and

19

the ability to negotiate or use the political process to

20

effectuate something else, and that's again -- and by doing

21

so, then it would also be, again, not at no net expense to

22

the community.

23

So that's my those are my two major concerns.

I have a

24

couple of other conditions that really just clarify, you

25

know, how -- how the dedication process is going to work.
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1

The agent has said that they have the same language in there.

2

I haven't been able to find it.

3

again, probably need to be meet one more time with them, and

4

I think we can iron a lot of these things out.

5

those are my concerns, Mr. Chairman.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MR. BARNEY:

Stand for questions.

8

MS. HERTEL:

One question.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
MS. HERTEL:

Those are --

Okay.

Yeah.

Go ahead.

Those two major concerns, are they now

11

conditions of approval that have been submitted to Catherine

12

and included in her recent list?

13

MR. BARNEY:

14

Mr. Chairman and Commissioner Hertel,

yes, they have been.

15

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

So striking the language

16

regarding Level A, B language and striking the language

17

regarding how things are paid for.

18

MR. BARNEY:

Yes, I -- Mr. Chairman, Commissioner,

19

I actually provided other language that just creates --

20

makes it really clear it's at the discretion of the various

21

governing entities.

22
23

MS. HERTEL:
condition.

All right.

it

As long as it's covered in the
Thank you.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. BARNEY:
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Commissioners.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Catherine, is that it?

3

move this a long.

4

Commissioners here real quick.

5

Otherwise I'm going to lose some

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, I'd just like to make

6

sure that APS is not here.

7

is here from APS.

8

would be it.

9

11

There's Alvira

Mr. Chair, APS has stated that

they're here just to answer questions.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
not, don't matter.

Okay.

Okay.

Are there questions?

MS. VEREECKE:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. KELLY:

That's it.
Okay.

The applicant.

Could I ask a couple of questions of

Staff before we get the applicant?

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Sure.

Let me swear everybody in

19

here.

20

this case, please stand up so I can swear you in.

21

(Note:

22
23

If

Who's -- is that it?

14

17

Okay.

Do they want to speak.

MS. VEREECKE:

12
13

You are.

I didn't see them, from APS, and then that

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

We need to

The applicant and anybody that's going to speak on

Witnesses sworn.)
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Thank you.

Commissioner here is going to ask a question, and I'm

24

going to -- I'm going to -- you know, applicant, you're going

25

to have 15 minutes, and we're going to keep it to that, and
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1

everybody that's going to speak is going to have their two

2

minutes, and we're not going to go over that, because we have

3

the time that -- some of my Commissioners need to leave, too.
MS. KELLY:

I thought Christie was going to speak.

5

So my question's for her.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MS. KELLY:

Christie who?

Jenner (sic).

But I guess my question,

8

and maybe Richard can answer it, that transportation is okay

9

with the condition of approval that says that -- I think it's

10

condition 2 that says that, "The applicant will provide a

11

list of 2025 and 2040 transportation projects identifying

12

Level B, 1 improvements to be built and the share of private,

13

local, and regional public funding for each project within 30

14

days of BCC approval."

15

been in the works since presumably June of 2015.

16

information that would be really helpful now?

17

is the -- what's with the 30 days of approval?

18

seems like we should have it now, and then putting 30 days

19

after BCC approval is not a significant amount of time.

20

MR. MEADOWS:

And I guess my question is, this has
Isn't this

And why -- why
I mean, it

Mr. Chairman and Commissioner Kelly,

21

this -- this is an item that has been brought up, I think,

22

since we got Level B transportation plan and also the site

23

impacts, the on-site and off-site impacts, which of those

24

transportation projects would be paid for as system

25

infrastructure and which would be more of the project
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1

infrastructure, and so our understanding from the applicant

2

and the agent is that that is something that they could --

3

that they would have to provide after the plan is approved.

4

So it's always been a condition in there, and so we've --

5

we've been fine with that to leave that as a condition as

6

long as we, you know, have that -- that information at some

7

point so that we can begin to prepare for funding those

8

projects as they come forward.

9

MS. KELLY:

My point is just that if they could

10

have it within 30 days of BCC approval, they could have it

11

now, and it would be important information towards phasing

12

and the no net cost requirements.

13

MR. MEADOWS:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

Okay.

Thank you.

Any other questions?

Applicant.

16

MR. STROZIER:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you, Mr. Chair, Commissioners.
Fifteen minutes.
Got it.

So I had a -- I had a

19

little presentation that I'm going to forego, because I want

20

to get into the meat of the discussion, and that presentation

21

-- so once again, my name's Jim Strozier, principal with

22

Consensus Planning, 302 8th Street.

23

So what I would like to do is just very quickly, I

24

think, acknowledge the work that's gone on from the last

25

hearing until now.
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1

different agencies and with Staff very diligently to come to

2

resolution on all of the outstanding issues that were -- were

3

there, and we've resolved -- I'm happy to say, I think we've

4

resolved almost all of them.
Now, the 85 percent, I think, that came up before, a lot

6

of those -- those comments that we were trying to address

7

that were still pending, many of them were related to the

8

condition and the Water Authority agreement.

9

So that took -- if you take that off the table, we've

10

really addressed almost all of the comments and issues that

11

have been provided.

12

agree-to-disagree items, and I'm going to try and focus on

13

those as we move forward, and some of this we just got this

14

-- the draft findings and conditions last evening.

15

been looking at those and addressing those, and I'll go

16

through those with you.

17

Not to say that there aren't a couple of

We've

I did also have a couple of comments on the -- and maybe

18

just start with the Water Authority comments, and we're also

19

very appreciative that everybody is talking, and the

20

communication is happening.

21

step towards getting these resolved.

22

I think that's a very positive

In terms of the findings that Mr. McGregor read, I had a

23

couple of comments on those, and one, I think it's kind of

24

fundamental, and he started off in his -- in his

25

presentation, and Mr. Stomp also mentioned it, is
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acknowledging the fact that when the County readopted the

2

PCC, the planned communities criteria, they acknowledged that

3

adjustments to the PCC process may be appropriate since --

4

and one of the items that they specifically called out was

5

that the Water Authority was not in existence when the

6

planned communities criteria were developed, and if you look

7

at the planned communities criteria and read them as they

8

were prepared in the late '90s, it was all predicated on the

9

fact that these -- these areas would be annexed into the

10

City.

11

annexation agreement.

12

Well, we know that that's not the world we're living it now,

13

and so I think it would be appropriate to have a finding that

14

at least acknowledges that the County Commission acknowledged

15

that when they readopted the planned communities criteria.

16

The other -- on process, I think we're also very

17

appreciative of the process information that has been

18

provided that tries to put the County's process and the Water

19

Authority's processes together in a way that makes sense.

20

And I think that the -- I wasn't sure where Mr. McGregor was

21

going with the Lindbergh flight, but I get it, and I think

22

it's actually very apropos to this discussion.

23

The City provided the water.

There would be an

That would been part of the process.

We knew that there was going to be an issue.

We've been

24

trying to figure out a way to work through that issue in a

25

manner that the Board of County Commissioners can address it
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1

and the Water Authority Board can address it and figure out

2

how those two systems can work together, and I think that

3

this process that we've been provided makes a really good

4

start to get -- to get that really put together in a way that

5

I think is very workable for both sides.

6

I think -- and it's the fundamental issue, and I think

7

we raised this at the time of Level A.

I think it's very

8

difficult to have conditions for a County approval where

9

there's another outside entity that neither the County nor

10

the applicant have control over.

11

think this is a good step to get those two entities working

12

together along with us to try and come up with a solution for

13

that.

14

We all -- we're -- and I

Also, then, I want to talk about the -- the statement at

15

the very beginning of the document, and this is -- some

16

discussion has been in -- and this is in Section 1.1.

17

a couple things, just to relate to.

18

We had -- we had an area where we had some language similar

19

to this in the parks section that we removed, and then we had

20

this in the initial section.

21

purposes, and so -- and it's up to you all how you would like

22

us to respond to this, but I wanted to explain our thoughts

23

on this.

24
25

So do

So there were two parts.

They're similar but different
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1

expressed about how we were going to relate our density caps,

2

the Comprehensive Plan, how that gets translated from Level A

3

down to Level B when we have these very specific zoning

4

districts, and how are we going to be assured that we don't

5

exceed basically -- the Level B plan doesn't exceed what was

6

authorized at Level A from some of those -- with some of

7

those very critical aspects.

8
9

And specifically in the planned communities criteria,
under the Development Agreement this is talking, but it

10

includes -- under C it includes a statement that says, "Any

11

limitations on development established at Level A cannot be

12

increased at Level B."

13

certain density at Level A, and then come back with Level B

14

and do one-and-a-half times that, or we can't have agreed to

15

a jobs-housing balance and change it at this point in terms

16

of those limitations that were put in place, and so that was

17

the purpose of this paragraph that we added.

18

have to read if with the first sentence which says, "Nothing

19

within this Level B plan shall be construed to increase any

20

limitation on development established in the Level A Master

21

Plan entitlements and Development Agreement."

22

things that related to the density and the overall number of

23

dwelling units, and then also related to the jobs-housing

24

balance.

25

So we can't be allowed to have a

And I think you

So that's two
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1

between the Level B entitlements or Development Agreement for

2

Santolina and the Level A Master Plan entitlements or

3

Development Agreements for Santolina, the Level A Master Plan

4

entitlements or Development Agreement shall control."

5

That's second sentence builds on the first, but it's talking

6

about those limitations.

7

So we added that in there specifically to address that

8

concern, and it's something that can be addressed in the

9

Development Agreement obviously.

That's why we put that in

10

there in this location as an overall statement, and it really

11

directly related to that statement in the PCC criteria, and

12

so it's your pleasure as to whether you want that to stay.

13

There's a condition, proposed condition that that be removed,

14

but I thought it was appropriate for me to explain what we

15

were trying to -- why we put that in there in the first

16

place.

17

I then want to go through the draft conditions.

18

and do you all have these?

19

findings and conditions.

20

MS. NELSON:

21

MR. STROZIER:

So --

I speak directly to the draft

Which version exactly?
Well, I have one that's dated

22

November 2nd, and it has 22 findings and 15 conditions.

23

that the same one?

24

MS. NELSON:

25

MR. STROZIER:

Is
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1

same version?

Yes?

Yes.

So just real quickly,

I'm going

2

to go through these quickly.

3

markups for you as well.

4

appropriate to add, "And the Level A Development Agreement,"

5

to finding no. 3.

6

appropriate to add the word "gross acre" at the very end of

7

that finding.

I also have a copy of these

So finding no. 3, we think it would

8

Skipping ahead to 17, I think it's appropriate to just

9

expand a little bit on that, because not only has a request

10

for the overall boundary plat been submitted, it's actually

11

been submitted, reviewed, and approved by the CDRA subject to

12

-- final signature has been delegated to the manager.

13

it's been through the process up until the final signature on

14

that.

15

really close to getting that done, and I thought that was

16

appropriate to be clear about that.

So it's not -- it hasn't just been submitted.

17

MS. KELLY:

18

MR. STROZIER:

19

MS. KELLY:

20
21

So

We're

Jim.
Yes.

Would you show me what you're talking

about, the boundary plat?
MR. STROZIER:

It is -- it says Santolina Level A

22

condition 19 related to the platting of the Level A property.

23

It's your finding 17 at the top the third page.

24

MS. KELLY:

25

MR. STROZIER:
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2

MS. KELLY:

Right, of -- approval of Level A made

that A condition of approval that Level B --

3

MR. STROZIER:

4

MS. KELLY:

Yes.

Does the boundary plat show access to

5

all tracts within Santolina?

6

wording in the Development Agreement.

7

MR. STROZIER:

Because I think that was the

I believe that it does.

I haven't

8

been intimately involved in the plat itself.

I know that has

9

gone through -- once again, I think my comment was to clarify

10

that it's not just -- hasn't just been applied for.

11

been through that process and reviewed by the CDRA and that

12

body which is similar to the City's DRB.

13

And let's see.

It's

So findings 19 and 21 relate to the

14

specific -- that specific paragraph that's in 1.1 that I just

15

reviewed our thoughts on.

16

if you -- if it's your choice to leave that language in 1.1,

17

then those would need to go away.

18

delete that, then those would -- those would need to remain.

19

So we would suggest that those --

If your choice is to

I have a little wordsmithing getting into the conditions

20

of approval.

For condition 1, I think it should state that,

21

"A Level B.1 Development Agreement shall be executed between

22

the landowner," not developer.

23

property owner and Bernalillo County in accordance with the

24

planned communities criteria, and you can strike, "Submittal

25

criteria at the time of the adoption of the Santolina B.1

It's really between the
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2

Master Plan."

I think we have -- that is what it is.

With regard to condition no. 4 regarding changes to the

3

zoning.

4

into the document.

5

no. 4 related to lighting and streetscapes as those have been

6

-- made those changes into the documents.

7

We have made those changes.

Those are incorporated

So if they stay or are deleted, condition

Once again, condition no. 6 relates directly to that

8

paragraph in section 1.1.

9

-- let's see.

I believe that conditions 7 and 8

Conditions 7 and 8, yes, regard -- with

10

regards to the language on phasing and implementation

11

specifically as it relates to the Parks and Recreation

12

facilities, I'm not really sure.

13

complicated conditions, and we've gone through that language.

14

It's in the document.

15

document is clear, and I'm not sure the purpose of this.

16

And specifically condition no. 8, which deals with

17

mechanisms for funding, that that's probably more

18

appropriately refined in the Development Agreement as opposed

19

to in the -- in the document, and this is on -- these don't

20

have page numbers but --

We feel that the language in the

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

23

These are really

Hold on, Jim.

She has a question.

Sorry, Jim.

You are moving

pretty fast up there.

24

MR. STROZIER:

Okay.

25

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:
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1

up a little bit.

You said in condition no.

2

already taken care of that.

3

right?

4 that you had

These were issued last night,

So when did you take care of it?
MR. STROZIER:

Oh, well, we had -- that comment, we

5

had had that comment for quite a while.

6

you look at the -- at the document, it is -- let's see.

7

There's two places on there.

8
9

Okay.

Condition no.

4, if

So let's see -- so on page 48, number -- item B.3

it says, "Sites," and "shall" is crossed out and "should" is

10

in its place, consistent with the word on B, "lighting,"

11

three, the word "shall" is to be replaced with "should."

12

that's done.

13

-- so just in part of this whole process, as we've been

14

trying to -- and Mr. Barney alluded to this.

15

from all these different people, and we meet, and we make

16

changes, and things move page numbers, and we're adding,

17

especially in terms of keeping track of all the changes.

18

it gets somewhat difficult sometimes to keep track of every

19

one of these little changes, but I just wanted to -- so that

20

one is on page 48.

21

and that is number 2 that adds, "By no less than four feet."

22

It requested a limitation on the meandering of the sidewalk,

23

so we have a minimum that it can be separated from the wall,

24

and then we have a maximum deviation that that sidewalk in

25

terms of meandering walkway can do, and you may have seen

So

We had gotten that comment before, and somewhat

We get comments

So

The other one is specifically on page 50,
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1

some that are -- have a nice and gentle curve and look very

2

pleasant are very nice to walk on, and some that are more --

3

they just wiggle or they go too far one way or the other.

4

They're not that pleasant to actually walk on.

5

the -- that was the intent of that, and I just wanted to make

6

that point.

7

I have

a -- I have a couple more if I might just try

8

and get through these very quickly.

So condition no. 9, so

9

this is -- this is related to a connection that we have been

10

working with Parks on, and we expressed a willingness to work

11

with them on this.

12

this document as a condition, because it's really making --

13

if my understanding is correct, it's making reference to a

14

connection that would actually be outside of the Level B plan

15

area.

16

may be part of Santolina.

17

I just don't know that it's appropriate to have a condition

18

in the Level B document that makes reference to something

19

that's happening outside of the plan area.

20

between Santolina Level B and a County -- what the County's

21

trying to do off site.

22

I don't think it's appropriate within

It's a connection through part of the open space that

Let's see.

We're willing to work with them.

It's a connection

So with regard to archeology, and

23

Commissioner Hertel you had -- you had raised some of these

24

questions.

25

take just a second if I can.
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1

question at the last hearing, we went back to the SHPO, and

2

we followed up on the Class II Archeological Survey that was

3

complete, and they have reviewed it, and they have approved

4

it.

5

us with process language as to how we move forward from what

6

we have for Level B to getting to where we have a Level C, a

7

subdivision or a site plan approved, and there's really a

8

distinction.

9

basically directly from the email that we got from the SHPO

We added a bunch of language, which is

10

as to how that would work, and that is added in green on page

11

79 under Archeology.

12

One of things that we've talked about, we don't put site

13

specific information into the Level B plan.

14

the archeological reports and everything separated from this

15

-- this document, so we speak somewhat in generalities, but

16

the County and the State have that information on file, and

17

so I think we've addressed that, and some of the language

18

concerned me in this proposed condition, because it talks

19

about site specific --

20

MS. HERTEL:

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

What number are you on.
I am on condition no. -- proposed

condition no. 10.

23

MS. HERTEL:

24

MR. STROZIER:

25

We try and keep

Okay.
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1

the Level B plan is directly what we got from the SHPO in

2

terms of how they advised us the process should work moving

3

forward.
I -- I'm not an archeology expert.

We rely on them.

5

have our consultants, which was SWCA that provided the

6

report.

7

parameters that for those areas that have had a class III

8

full pedestrian survey that are part of the class II, that

9

that work is complete.

We

I think what it tries to do is put in place

We know where those sites are.

For

10

Level C plans that come forward on areas that were not done,

11

we have to come back and do that class III pedestrian level

12

survey for those properties prior to anything happening, and

13

that's what we tried to express in the -- in the language

14

that was added to page 79, and once again, that's not my

15

language.

16

email.

17

because I kept asking for more clarification as to how that

18

fits in, but that's -- that was the intent of what we did.

19

We basically incorporated the language from the

It was actually a back and forth -- several emails,

And I just wanted to make sure that you were clear what

20

we -- what we've incorporated into the document and how I'm a

21

little concerned with the language expressed in that

22

condition.

23

language, I'm not sure what we need to do to get there,

24

because we -- once again, we rely on them to kind of guide us

25

as to how things should go forward from Level B prior to

If we don't think we've met it with this
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1

Level C and any construction.

2

specific -- and if you have specific questions, that's great.

3

I may or may not be able to answer them, but I will try.
MS. HERTEL:

Let me just that a comment, and that

5

is that, you know, there's the author of this condition no.

6

10, and you ought to be communicating and sharing any of the

7

emails that you might have gotten from Andrew -- and I can't

8

think of his last name, SHPO guy, so that everybody does

9

agree that that's appropriate.

10
11

MR. STROZIER:

We have shared that with Staff, but

we can -- we can make sure that it's clear.

12

MS. HERTEL:

13

MR. STROZIER:

14

MS. KELLY:

15

Okay.
Okay.

Thank you.

Mr. Chair, I have a question about

finding 16.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. KELLY:

Go ahead.

It says that, "In order to map the

18

Santolina B planned communities zoning districts, legally

19

platted parcels are required."

20

So the zoning districts are Exhibit 3.

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

MS. KELLY:

23

MR. STROZIER:

24

MS. KELLY:

25

Yes.

You're intending to plat those?
That's correct.
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1

So that would not come back to CPC?

2

to --

3

MR. STROZIER:

4

MS. KELLY:

5

MR. STROZIER:

That would go directly

CD --

-- subdivision?
I'll take a stab at

6

it, and Staff can jump in, but my understanding is the

7

concern is that the County wants to be able to map those

8

specific districts, and in order to do that, we need to do a

9

plat.

It's not a development plan, per se.

We can't build

10

anything based on that, but it defines those zoning

11

districts, and they're basically centerlines of roads and

12

differences between, like, the open space and the residential

13

area, and so -- and these are the big picture district.

14

you look at the land-use plan, you see many -- a higher level

15

of -- higher grain, but once again, this is really just to

16

map the zoning, and then once development comes forward with

17

Level C plans, there will be subsequent platting that

18

actually would enable something to get built.

19

build anything with this yet.

20
21

MS. KELLY:

When

You can't

Well, I'm just trying to understand the

process.

22

MR. STROZIER:

23

MS. KELLY:

24

MR. STROZIER:

25

MS. KELLY:

Yeah.

So this would go to subdivision --
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1

I guess

if it's a major subdivision, it might.

3
4

I don't believe it would.

MS. KELLY:

Presumably those parcels could be

conveyed at that point, because they'd be platted parcels.

5

MR. STROZIER:

6

MS. KELLY:

7

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

Thank you.
Yes.

I agree with that.

Let me get back to my place.

Okay.

8

right.

I'm almost done.

9

appreciate your -- so, okay, condition -- the previous

All

And I

10

condition no. 12 I think is superceded by our conversation on

11

the Water Authority stuff.

12

as it was written.

13

I'm not sure that condition stays

I will leave that to -- to Staff.

And then just the only -- the last one, condition no.

14

15, and I just want to be clear, it's not necessarily that we

15

don't agree with it, it says, "The Santolina Level B.1

16

development shall comply with all applicable Bernalillo

17

County ordinances and standards."

18

done things that are above and beyond or different from the

19

standard Bernalillo County -- so we have our own custom

20

zoning districts with setbacks and uses, and we've really

21

tailored those through discussions with the Staff, and so you

22

can't -- so I just want to make sure that we're all clear

23

that as we move forward, that some of the places within the

24

Level B document, we have criteria and rules that may differ

25

from the standard County ordinance, and I'll let Mr. Garcia

We have with this Level B
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1

maybe speak to that, but that's -- I just wanted you all to

2

be clear that that exists.

3

County's Zoning Code and find the zones -- the zoned

4

districts that we have in this Level B document with all the

5

rules and regulations, because they only exist here.

6

customize all of those.

7

archeological process that's in here is not anywhere else in

8

the County process, so that's -- we just want to be clear

9

that we have place where we differ from the standard County

10

ordinances, rules, and regulations, if you will, because we

11

needed to have them, and it was appropriate to have them

12

embedded in this document.

We have processes.

this time, and thank you very much.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Any questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

17

MR. STROZIER:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

20

The

So with that, I'd be happy to answer any questions at

14

16

We

Thank you.
Do you have the list?
Okay.

Starting off with Rod

Mahoney, Zoe Economou, Renee Horvath.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

The names that were called, if you

22

would please come to the front seats there, so you'll be

23

ready to testify as soon as your name comes up.

24
25

MR. MAHONEY:
Mahoney.

Good afternoon.
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1

current president of the South Valley Coalition of

2

Neighborhood Associations.
One thing that hasn't been talked about here is the due

4

process that we're interested in today.

5

findings and conditions are -- I mean, I got a copy of those

6

last night, sent those to a few people, have not had a chance

7

to really review those adequately or adapt to these on the

8

fly.

9

associated with that.

10

I mean, clearly the

I think that there is some issue with due process

Also, there was another document that was handed out

11

today relative to the discussions about the water Development

12

Agreement.

13

has not had a chance to look at and review, so I think that

14

portends essentially a continuance of this particular case to

15

allow us to actually you review and comment.

16

So that's another one that certainly the public

One of the things that also is missing, I believe, in

17

the conditions is this announcement that actually came out in

18

the Journal on Sunday is about the upcoming hearing for the

19

TIDs issue for this particular case.

20

So based upon that then, I believe, that my

21

recommendation or my suggestion would be that when I started

22

taking a quick look at this, we have a number of conditions

23

that were in Level A, and we've talked about a few of those

24

earlier today, actually 8 through 11 actually pertain to the

25

water Development Agreement, not just 8 alone.
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1

there's conditions associated with no net expense that do not

2

include any wording associated with forthcoming tax incentive

3

district numbers that come out of this forthcoming hearing

4

for gross receipts taxes and property taxes.
Also, what's missing ultimately is conditions associated

6

with the specifics for the jobs-to-housing ratio.

That

7

actually is pertinent to Level B.

8

needs to be a review of the Level A conditions that were

9

actually approved by BCC, and those need to be included in

So I believe that there

10

the Level A so that they don't get lost in transfer, so those

11

are more explicit.

12

that comes off of page 112 that actually talks about the

13

sequencing of development that actually has the numbers and

14

so forth associated with the number of houses and jobs

15

associated with each one of those sequences.

16

advantageous, I believe, to carry that table through so it

17

actually does not get lost.

18

Specifically there is a table, table 10

It would be

These documents, as you know, are miles deep, and

19

there's lots of things that have been talked about about

20

these various changes that occur.

21

continuance from my perspective.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. KELLY:

24
25

Yes.

So that would support a
Thank you very much.

Thank you.

Andy questions?

I have a question.
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1

with by a separate board, but finding no. 6 says that, "We

2

find that the plan is consistent with Reserve Area policies

3

that call for substantial self-sufficient economic

4

sensitivity and development at no net cost to Bernalillo

5

County."

6

having some knowledge of what's being financed through the

7

TIDs and even if we're not in the approval loop.

9

And I guess I also wanted to say that on several
occasions I've asked for a summary of the -- of what the TIDs

10

are requesting so that we could at least have some idea of

11

phasing, and I have never received anything, and I have been

12

told by the applicant in these meetings that that would be

13

forthcoming, and it hasn't been.

14

about the TIDs, and that seems to me a big disconnect with

15

our review process.

16

having any relevance to the discussion of TIDs.

17

So I don't know anything

I don't feel like our review process is

MR. MAHONEY:

Well, one of the things that I was

18

going to do after the hearing today was actually try to get

19

the economic analysis, which was supposed to be available on

20

the 15th of October that's going to be presented at the TIDs

21

hearing.

22

actually take a review of the economic analysis as far as --

23
24
25

I would like to see what that looks like so we can

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

That what looks like?

What are
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1
so --

3

MR. MAHONEY:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

Well, we don't hear the TIDs here

I understand, but -You're going to have to go to the

County Commission meeting.

6

MR. MAHONEY:

Okay.

That's -- one of other points

7

I want to make and I'll sit down.

8

changing the PCC process here.

9

believe, and if we change that process, don't we have to go

We talked about actually

It's actually an ordinance, I

10

through a legal process to be able to modify that in some

11

way?

12

because of various things that are missing or not and the PCC

13

criteria associated with this disconnect that occurs.

14

that process seems to be something that clearly needs to be

15

reconsidered with the appropriate legal process.

16

very much.

We're trying to kind of weave our way around this

17
18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So

Thank you

Excuse me, what process are you

talking about?

19

MR. MAHONEY:

The planned communities criteria

20

process.

We talked -- the testimony preceding me was talking

21

about a number of issues that are the lack of linkage between

22

these things and also trying to sort of fold this in somehow

23

and mesh it into this -- a square peg in a round hole sort of

24

situation, and I think that really -- certainly would be

25

grounds for some significant legal questioning ultimately if
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that is not addressed properly.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you very much.

Okay.

3

choice here.

4

and come back, or go just straight through it?

5

take lunch.

6
7

Lunch is in.

Commissioners, we have a

Do you want to break for lunch

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

You want to

Can we hear Zoe first.

She's --

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MS. ECONOMOU:

Okay.

Go ahead.

I've been here all day.

My name is

10

Zoe Economou.

11

prepared a recorded statement.

12

that you would be wired for sound.

13

bring my own laptop or player to do that.

14

prepared statement.

15

been at so many of these meetings, it's hard to think of a

16

new thing to say.

17

water the ordinance that are still there.

18

questions still need to be addressed after how many years,

19

two years, three years, three years of meetings.

20

leave you with that.

21

I live at 214 Riverside, Southwest.

It's actually music, thinking
I hear here I have to

I don't have anything.

So I don't have a
Seems like we've

It's the same old question, the water, the
All these

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

At this time we're

going to break for a few minutes.

23

and we'll be back as quick as we can.

24

patience, and I know we all been here all day.
SPECTATOR:

So I'll

Have a good lunch.

22

25

I had

We're going to have lunch,
I appreciate you, your
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1

statement if someone has to go to work, a brief statement?

2

mean, when you come back from lunch.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

SPECTATOR:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

SPECTATOR:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

SPECTATOR:
(Note:

Uh?

When you come back from lunch.
When we come back from lunch?

Yeah.
Yes.

Thank you.

Deposition in recess at 12:50 p.m.

10

and reconvened at 1:30 p.m.)

11

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

12

Zoe Economou.

13

(sic) and Jennifer McCabe.

14

Let's see.

So we finished with

Renee Horvath, Jan Esparza, Sarah Nimas Daye

MS. HORVATH:

Okay.

My name is Renee Horvath, and

15

I'm with the Westside Coalition as their land-use director,

16

and I'm here just to speak on the Level B Master Plan.

17

Mainly I talked with the president yesterday, and he agreed

18

that it is important that this water Development Agreement

19

should be part of the agreement before this plan moves over,

20

because it is a concern of our members, mainly because the --

21

not so much about the infrastructure that's going to go in

22

but making sure that there's a -- water supply will meet the

23

demand for future customers along with existing customers so

24

there's not crisis in the future and that we're going to be

25

mandated to conserve even more water and to also meet our
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1

Texas, New Mexico water compact, which we hear is a big

2

issue, and we don't want the state to be fined.
So we always thought that this water Development

4

Agreement would help address that issue, the making sure we

5

have the water supply to meet the demand.

6

Secondly, the other thing I wanted to comment on

7

regarding to open space and design, I've talked about this

8

with the Westland Master Plan of using single-loaded streets

9

to outline open space areas, so you have the Ceja, a whole

10

length of Ceja, and I live in the Taylor Ranch area, and we

11

have found that single-loaded streets, where you put

12

development on one side of the street and the open space on

13

the other solves a lot of problems, and I don't see it

14

mentioned here in the plan unless I just missed it, but I

15

think you want to have it on top of the Ceja along with the

16

bottom.

17

preserve the views, but it's also soil erosion and drainage

18

issue down below, which has affected many of our residence

19

built up against the escarpment.

20

addressed the single-loaded streets.

21

It does show off your open space a lot better and

MS. ESPARZA:

So I wanted to make sure we

Thank you.

So thank you.
My name is Jan Esparza.

22

I'm a New Mexico native, a valley girl myself, and I

23

appreciate the Chairman and fellow Committee Members.

24
25
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1

developer, and one of the first things I'd like to cover --

2

and I have some extra copies of this as well.

3

as many as I wanted.

5
6

I have four copies if you --

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Just go ahead and make your

presentation.
MS. ESPARZA:

Okay.

So what I want to clarify is

7

really the water right existence pertinent to the property

8

for which was originally the Westland Development Company.

9

And so on record, and this is a document from the Office

10

of the State Engineer.

11

-- the surface water rights have been declared since 2000.

12

So I want to just say I leafed through this real quickly.

13

Now, this is the 27 acre feet of groundwater rights, and I'm

14

getting to a point here.

15

5,500 acre feet, and these are pre 1907 senior rights.

16

these records are on the record of the Office of the State

17

Engineer as well as the County clerk records right in this

18

very building.

19

There's lots of laptops here that can go over this.

20

These -- their water rights have been

The surface water rights are about
All

So what I'm telling you can be validated.

Now, when Mr. Harwood testified, who is a water attorney

21

for WALH, testified earlier last year in 2015, he only spoke

22

about the 27 acre feet of groundwater rights.

23

to say anything about the valuable surface rights that is now

24

in WALH's name on record with the Office of State Engineer.

25

And this document here is a compilation, and it's a letter to

He neglected
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1

Nancy Cunningham, who is -- who was an office -- OSE

2

employee, and he documented that he had put those surface

3

rights on record, and it was on record with the County Clerk.

4

So, and when this -- and all these change of ownerships,

5

by that the way, were signed by Mr. Garrett, and this is just

6

a sample of that as well.

7

So they're quite aware of these.

Now, it came up in the Commission hearing when Maggie

8

Hart Stebbins asked specifically the developer about the

9

water rights.

She specifically said and I quote, "Does the

10

Santolina property already have any existing water rights?"

11

Mr. Hardwood said, "There are groundwater declarations

12

that have been filed with the Office of the State Engineer,

13

WALH property throughout the West Side including Santolina."

14

He never clarified --

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. ESPARZA:

Ma'am, would you wrap this up.

I will go ahead and wrap this up.

So

17

I think there's some inconsistencies, and I would call on the

18

Commission to -- and the attorneys here to investigate the

19

reality and what's really on record with the County Clerk as

20

well as the Office of State Engineer.

21

Appreciate your time.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. ESPARZA:

24

MS. KELLY:

25

MS. ESPARZA:

Thank you very much.

Thank you.

Did you want any copies or not.
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1

water rights attorney, Tessa Davidson, as far as the value of

2

those rights, and I've only included the last -- the last

3

page of those, but that's where the bulk of that discussion

4

is.

Thank you very much.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

7

Okay.

Sarah, Sarah followed by

Jennifer McCabe, and Juan Reynosa.

8
9

Okay.

MS. NIMAS DAYE:
Commissioners.

Good afternoon, Chairman and

My name is Sarah Nimas Daye.

I work in the

10

South Valley at 2047 Tapia, Southwest.

11

because I'm urging you not to approve the Santolina Level B

12

Master Plan.

13

I work with, which are small-scale farmers in the South

14

Valley.

15

community and for the Albuquerque Public School, and we

16

really concerned about the issue of water.

17

I'm here today

I really think it's going to impact the people

We've been growing food in Bernalillo County for the

I'm also concerned as someone that's been attending

18

these hearings both at this level and the Bernalillo

19

County Commission level in the process.

20

Kelly asked about if the public had seen the documents, that

21

she only received them yet yesterday at 4:00.

22

thought that the hearing had been moved from July to today,

23

so you would get the information that you needed to be able

24

to discuss this.

25

was new information presented again by the applicant.

I know Commissioner

We haven't.

I
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1

something I've witnessed over the last few years is this new

2

information, last minute information and sort of rushing you

3

without having accurate information.

4

you will not rush, that you will take the time to do

5

diligence on this, and I hope that you will not recommend

6

moving forward to the BCC.

7

questions that you had, and I appreciate listening to the

8

questions, a lot of, now, things that aren't clear even with

9

the attorneys and in your own role and what you can do on

Seems like there's a lot of

10

this master plan Level B, and we heard inconsistencies from

11

John Barney from Parks and Rec.

12

questions from the public and from your Staff about what's

13

happening.

14

forward with this.

15

So lots and lots of

So I hope that you will -- you will not move

I also want to share that I was supposed to be at work

16

at 9:00 today, but I was here, and I know a lot of people

17

can't do that, but I'm able to do that and work with my

18

co-workers to spend the day here, but I know a lot of people

19

have left that wanted to give public comment, and one of

20

those folks left a statement with me to read.

21

possible when you get to her name, she asked if I would read

22

her statement in her place because she had to go to work.

23

Thank you.

24
25

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:
okay.

Jennifer.

So if it's
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MS. McCABE:

Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman Chavez

2

and Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission.

3

represent Jan and David Esparza.

4

comment on item no. 12 -- on the condition no. 12, and it

5

does deal specifically with the Level A and the condition

6

that the Commission, the Bernalillo Commission put on it

7

about the Development Agreement.

8

I

I am going to just make a

The letter that was sent by Mr. Salazar in 2015

9

authorizing -- saying that they had the capacity to serve --

10

to take care of this proposed development was conditioned on

11

two things.

12

water rights to the table for their application or that they

13

put up a bond so that the Water Utility Authority could

14

acquire the requisite amount of rights to service this new

15

proposed development, and neither one of those actions have

16

been done yet.

17

perspective that to go forward on a Level B action is too

18

early, because if, in fact, the developer brings water rights

19

to the table and they're not appurtenant to the land in

20

question, which Jan just referred to, then they're just going

21

to have to go through another jurisdictional process, and

22

that's the Office of the State Engineer and approving a

23

transfer of water rights for a different purpose, place of

24

use, point of diversion.

25

Number one, that the developer either bring wet

So it seems on behalf of my clients from our
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1

has jurisdiction.

2

superintending jurisdiction over rights on this.

3

were to go ahead with any Level B sort of action but we don't

4

know whether or not the Utility has requisite water rights,

5

we don't know -- as far as I'm aware of, there's been no bond

6

put forward as action number B from Mr. Salazar's letter, and

7

we certainly have not seen any water right application

8

provided by the -- to the State Engineer.

9

questions.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So if we

I'll stand for

I have a question for the

11

attorney.

You know, she's saying something about conditions

12

that the County Commission put?

13

MS. McCABE:

The condition is if you've been going

14

back and forth about the Level A condition about the

15

Development Agreement --

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

No, no, no.

But you said that the

17

-- somebody from the County Commission required that they

18

have water rights and.

19

MS. McCABE:

Oh, I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman.

Let me

20

clarify.

The letter that was written by Mr. Salazar, and I

21

think it was in March of 2015, that said the Water Utility

22

Authority has the capability to -- to service Santolina but

23

that was based on two conditions.

24

bring water rights and actual wet water in with the

25

application, or they needed to provide a bond.

They needed to either, A,
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. McCABE:

Who wrote those conditions?

Those are part of the ordinances of

3

the Water Utility Authority for new uses.

4

have a new development, then you either have to bring --

5

because there's two factors that play here.

6

over --

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

We're already

Where do they need to bring them,

to the Water Utility Authority or to --

9

MS. McCABE:

To the Water Authority, sir, so --

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MS. McCABE:

Not us.

No, but until they do that, anything

12

subsequent -- if, in fact, it goes before the State Engineer,

13

they want to transfer rights in, then everybody has an

14

opportunity to protest a transfer, and typically

15

administrative protests take anywhere between a year and

16

three years at the State Engineer's level.

17
18
19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

But those protests aren't brought

to us.
MS. McCABE:

No, they're not brought to you, but my

20

point being that -- that until the water is secure and

21

assured, to do anything down the line seems to be preemptive

22

because there's a second opportunity for an aggrieved party

23

at the State Engineer's level to appeal to district court.

24

So we're not talking about a quick solution unless the

25

applicant has brought water rights, available water rights,
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1

or put up the bond for the Water Utility Authority to acquire

2

the water rights.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. HERTEL:
that was written?

6
7

MS. McCABE:

10
11
12

It said subject -- I can't get a copy

of the letter for you, Mr. Chairman, Commissioner.

8
9

Were those conditions in the letter

MS. HERTEL:
past.

Okay?

I've seen the letter or -- in the

But I'm just trying to go back.

The

conditions were not explicitly stated in the letter to -MS. McCABE:

No.

You had to go to the Water

Utility Authority ordinance to find out what those are.

13

MS. HERTEL:

Better reference those ordinances?

14

MS. McCABE:

Correct.

15

MS. HERTEL:

The letter references those

16

specifically.

17

listed in some --

18

It said, in accordance with all the conditions

MS. McCABE:

Per our ordinances, and I'm sorry.

I

19

don't have a copy of it right in front of me, but it

20

referenced the specific requirements that are already in the

21

Water Utility Authority's ordinance for new hookups.

22

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. McCABE:

25

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Any other questions?

Thank you.
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1

McKenzie, Ramon Rivera.

2

MR. McKENZIE:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MR. McKENZIE:

5

Thaxton Avenue, Southeast, 87108.

6

take my minute-and-a-half or two minutes, whatever it is, to

7

I guess express my frustration of also -- been in numerous

8

these meetings with this Board and as well as with the BCC,

9

and just a little disheartened on the democratic process and

I don't believe Juan Reynosa's here.
Name and address for the record.
My name is Travis McKenzie, 4015

10

hearing public comment and really listening to the

11

constituents and the community.

12

predecessors, it's hard to think of what else to say.

13

farm in Atrisco at a 300-year-old family farm named Cornelio

14

Candelaria Organics.

15

crops, and water is one of my major concerns with this whole

16

development plan, but specifically to the Level B, I just

17

think with the way this whole process has happened this

18

morning that I want to recommend a continuance, and that I

19

don't know if I feel comfortable everybody having the right

20

information to be able to approve something like this, and

21

it's a little scary, because these big decisions effect our

22

future generations, effect our children, effects farmers

23

effects a lot of people that aren't able to be here on a

24

weekday from 9:00 a.m. to now, almost 2:00.

25

to also honor all the people that can't be here during that

So I, kind of like some of
I do

We use water every day to grow those
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time.

I've said that in numerous testimonies in these spaces

2

that it's very inconvenient for community to come testify

3

during the work week, and thank you to everybody who has

4

come, and I would just encourage you guys to be as diligent

5

as you can to see if you really feel comfortable approving

6

something like this, or if, in my perspective, you might not

7

have all the information.

8

being submitted the day before or even today, that we don't

9

have time to go over those documents, and it's very

And, again, when documents are

10

disconcerting for us as the community.

11

you know, I feel the community's been very outspoken against

12

this development plan, and we're just, you know, here to

13

continue that struggle against resisting this development

14

plan and trying to do smarter development for our city and

15

for our future generations.

So thank you for the time today.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

20
21

And just to end that,

Thank you.
Thank you.

Any questions?

Thank you.

Ramon Rivera followed by E.

Ward.
MR. RIVERA:

Thank you, Chairman Chavez and

22

Commissioners.

23

de las Lomas, Bernalillo, New Mexico, 87004.

24
25

My name's Ramon Rivera.

I live at 1314 Calle
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1

native born New Mexican, a father and currently a student of

2

behavior in the Bacherlors Environmental Design department at

3

University of New Mexico, minoring in sustainability.

4

the reason I was concerned, and I've been getting more

5

involved in the community engagement on many levels,

6

including working at Candelario Organics farm, and why I'm

7

attending this meeting is Santolina development has is

8

currently been discussed in the school of planning as

9

speculative development, and that's lands on -- I agree, from

10

what I've seen today, that's the development that's being

11

pushed forth.

12

interests of a few at the expense of the community.

13

serving the interests of a few being able to make a profit,

14

and it's not considered any -- the full impacts on the

15

community, and it's not considering big entities trying to

16

reach out and grab cheap land in the whole process fronting

17

it as efforts to increase community services.

18

create a big strain on the community, and I just wanted to

19

articulate my opposition to approving anymore plans regarding

20

Santolina.

21
22
23
24
25

It's a development that's serving the
It's

It's going to

Thank you for your time.
MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

E. Ward, after

Virginia Necochea.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Go ahead.

Name and address for
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1

Northwest, R191, and I think I need to be sworn in, 'cause I

2

had to move my car when you did the group swearing in.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
hand.

5

(Note:

Witness sworn.)

6

MR. WARD:

I'm just -- I'm going to open briefly as

7

someone who recently presided over community meeting that

8

completely bolted out of control, I can appreciate this

9

desire and need for orderliness.

I know for only that

10

sometimes the wiser course of action is to simply let it go

11

and acknowledge that it is a judgment call, so I hope we're

12

good.

13

We have heard today a variety of issues regarding the

14

Santolina Level B Master Plan including land use and water

15

service, school funding, historical and natural preservation,

16

the County's financial commitment, and the changing of

17

unenforce -- of enforceable "shalls" to unenforceable

18

"shoulds."

19

These remain unresolved.

More troubling is that this plan is being presented with

20

a request for approval with no public notice.

21

was only available this morning just before the hearing.

22

would be wholly unwise to move forward at this time.

23

I am a West Side resident.

New material
It

We have overcrowded schools,

24

poor jobs-housing ratio, and inadequate public transportation

25

service.
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1

well-considered and defensible approach to further

2

development in the western County.

3

plan that fails to protect the plan, fails to protect the

4

water, fails to protect the skies, and the futures of our

5

children and fails to protect and wisely use our tax dollars.

6

Thank you very much for your time and for your public

7

service.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

10

Thank you.
Dr. Virginia?

Is she here?

she gone?

11

SPECTATOR:

12

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

She had to leave.
Okay.

Christine Suazo, Suaz,

13

Jaime Chavez, followed by Barbara and I'm not sure if it's

14

Brother, Susan Sherman and Elaine Hebard.

15

MR. CHAVEZ

I'd say good morning, but it's good

16

afternoon.

17

represent Jaime Chavez.

18

It's J-a-i-m-e, every time you send it to me, please.

19

Is

My name is Jaime Chavez.

I'm not here to

You have been getting my name wrong.

I'm here to represent the Atrisco Grant today.

I have

20

before you -- I have already passed out a number of items

21

that are for your -- not for your consideration, just for

22

your information.

23

is a letter dated October 21st from -- to Mr. Dewey E. Cave,

24

the executive director of the Mid Rio Grande Council of

25

Governments, and in this letter to Mr. Cave -- and this is in

And basically the most critical one here
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your --

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. CHAVEZ:

For the record, your address.

I'm going to give the land grant

4

address of our offices of the Atrisco Grant, and we're on

5

Rosendo Garcia in the South Valley, and we're located at 2708

6

Rosendo Garcia.

7
8
9

It's been on the records --

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Restart the clock again.

you have

two minutes.
MR. CHAVEZ:

No.

I don't have two minutes.

I have

10

agency status.

11

right now it'll tell you that, in fact, we are organized as a

12

political public body.

13

we have acquired political subdivision status in 2012.

14

It's here before you if you read this letter

Atrisco is fairly young entity, but

I've also brought you -- this is regarding the state,

15

and this is a book of -- on land grant law just for your

16

understanding.

17
18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
record if you want to.

19

MR. CHAVEZ:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. CHAVEZ:

22

So that way you can -You've got two minutes.

-- update yourself and begin to

understand the land grant law.

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MR. CHAVEZ:

25

Give it to the Staff there for the

No.

You've got two minutes.
I don't have two minutes.
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State Legislature.

I'd appreciate it, okay, if you would --

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. CHAVEZ:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

You don't care?
No.

It's what we decide up here.

Staff doesn't --

6
7

It doesn't matter, the status.

MR. CHAVEZ:
decision.

Well, you're making the wrong

Okay?

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. CHAVEZ:

Uh?

You're making a very wrong decision by

10

not approving the agency -- you don't have to approve the

11

agency status.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MR. CHAVEZ:

You can call it whatever you want.

We have the same type of organization

14

as the County, okay, and also as the City.

15

that --

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

here and speak as long as you want.

18

MR. CHAVEZ:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MR. CHAVEZ:

21

the Atrisco Grant.

22
23

But you're not going to sit up

What?

No.

Okay.

You can -- you're not --

I just want the agency status of

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I mean, Staff don't have status

here.

24
25

The letter

MR. CHAVEZ:
minutes.

Okay.
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1

here, Atrisco land, common lands of Atrisco Grant.

2

Let's get that straight as well.

3

if you violate the treaty, okay, you're going to have to

4

watch out for that as well.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
or what?

MR. CHAVEZ:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. CHAVEZ:
Body.

Article II, Section 5 is a public --

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MR. CHAVEZ:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MR. CHAVEZ:
it here in my hand.

19

21
22
23
24
25

I said the

So do your two minutes, and you're

done.
MR. CHAVEZ:

20

Are you threatening me?

I'm not threatening you.

13

18

Are you threatening me

Okay?

11
12

Oh, yeah.

Are you threatening me?

7

10

This is under Treaty, and

Really.
Yes.

What are you going to do?
We'll call security.

Okay.

I have agency status.

I have

I won't tell you again.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

That's fine.

I mean, it doesn't

matter.
MR. CHAVEZ:

So what -- what is agency status?

Why

don't you clarify.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Nothing here.

I mean -- I decide
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with you right now.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. CHAVEZ:

Uh?

The Town of Atrisco Grant is talking

4

with you right now.

5

Happy day of the dead to you.

6

ancestors here and for our additional lands.

7

Anyhow, I'm not going to say anything.
Okay?

I am doing this for my
Okay?

Just for your information, everything is in here in this

8

package.

This comes from Mr. Jerome Padilla, the president

9

of the Atrisco Grant, a letter to Mr. Mark Sanchez, executive

10

director, Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority, also, to

11

Tom Blain of New Mexico State Engineer's Office, because I

12

was going to read these into the record, and Mr. Jess Ward, I

13

guess, who is retired now.

14

New Mexico Office of the State Engineer.

15

packet right there.

16

much.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MS. CONNIE
Bonham?

20

That's in your

You've done it again.

17

19

I don't know if he is or not, but

MS. HEBARD:

Thank you.

CHAVEZ:

Susan Schuurman.

Thank you very

Barbara, and I think is it

Elaine Hebard.

Good afternoon.

My name is Elaine

21

Hebard.

I live at 1513 Escalante, Southwest, 87104.

I'd

22

like to address two points today.

23

sorry, the CPC has a lot of responsibility in terms of

24

reviewing all of this material and making a recommendation to

25

the BCC, and with that responsibility there are some things

Obviously the BCC --
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1

that you have as tools.

2

community criteria.
In Level A for the planned community criteria it is true

4

that the BCC is the approval body for going forward.

5

However, in the planned community criteria, if you'll notice

6

for Level B, the B -- you are the approval body.

7

talk about the fact that you need to approve or the BCC needs

8

to approve the documents with the ABCWUA, you need -- you

9

guys are the approval body.

So when we

The locus of approval is clear,

10

and it was clear in the PCC and in the Development Agreement

11

that the County signed with the applicant.

12

So I would suggest that -- respectfully that

13

Mr. McGregor and Mr. Stomp need to work together to bring

14

forward at least some documents showing the necessary

15

criteria for you to make the recommendations for the BCC to

16

act.

17

The second point that I want to make is that the TIDs, I

18

know, are not before you, but the request is for 45 percent

19

gross receipts taxes and 45 percent of the property taxes be

20

kept within the TIDs for Santolina.

21

difference for the rest of the County and the City, and it

22

hasn't been evaluated, and I don't see how you can recommend

23

that this go forward without looking at those -- those

24

values.

25

That will make a
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1

County that is not being covered with any type of funding for

2

infrastructure needs, unmet infrastructure needs.

3

million bond on the -- on the ballot for next week is

4

one-twentieth of that unmet need.

5

continue to grow, and if we don't have everybody contributing

6

their fair share but keeping it for green field development

7

will make us have bigger needs as we go into the future.

8

I would respectfully request that you do not recommend

9

approval of this proposal at this time but get the documents
that you need to do your duty.

11
12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

SPECTATOR:

Thank you.

Thank you.

Any questions?

That's

You had said earlier that you would

allow a statement to be read from people that had to --

15
16

So

it.

13
14

Those needs are going to

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Do we have a letter from somebody

that --

17

SPECTATOR:

Yeah, she sent it to me.

You read her

18

name, but she had to go to work, so she sent it and she gave

19

her address.

20
21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
can --

22

SPECTATOR:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

SPECTATOR:

25

Do you feel a letter that we

It's on my phone.

Okay.

Okay.

She texted it to me.

Go ahead and read it.

Her name is Sue Schuurman.
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1

and she had to go to work.

2

to share with you:
"My name is Susan Schuurman, and I'm the coordinator of

4

the Albuquerque Center for Peace and Justice.

Commissioners

5

derive their power, authority, and legitimacy from the

6

consent of the people.

7

interests of their Chair constituents.

8

consistent and widespread opposition to the Santolina

9

development proposal.

They promise to represent the
There has been

If this Commission approves the

10

project, it will be abrogating it's solemn and sacred

11

responsibility to represent the interests of the community,

12

and if it is approved, it will have represented the interest

13

of a corporate entity financed by a foreign bank, Barclays of

14

London.

15

the overwhelming opposition of your constituents who are

16

trying to protect our limited water resources much like the

17

water protectors trying to stop the Dakota access pipeline.

18

Thank you."

19

I urge you to vote against this proposal based on

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Is that it?

20

applicant, do you have any closing comments?

21

short.

22

The

Keep them

Okay?
MR. STROZIER:

I will.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

23

Just -- I just wanted to reiterate that I do have copies of

24

the changes that I had kind of gone through with you all to

25

the draft findings and conditions.
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1

those to you all if you -- if you think it would be helpful,

2

and otherwise we are -- we are here to answer any additional

3

questions that you might have.
I -- I guess I should clarify the -- in terms of the --

5

what came up in one the last commenter's about the authority,

6

and I think it is correct that the planned communities

7

criteria says that Level B plans are approved by the County

8

Planning Commission or by the City Planning Commission.

9

this case, the County also adopted the PC zone, which is very

10

clear that the authority rests with the County Commission for

11

this approval.

12

planned communities criteria and that's why this is a

13

recommendation.

14

any other questions you have at this time, and I do have

15

copies.

So I believe that's the -- that overrides the

So I just thought I would clarify that and

Thank you very much.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. KELLY:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. KELLY:

20

In

Okay.

Give those to Enrico.

Mr. Chair.
Yes.

I know everyone's tired, but we haven't

talked at all about sequencing and --

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. KELLY:

About what?

The sequencing plan that they presented

23

in this draft, which I think is an important thing, and we've

24

all been asking to see it.

25

questions about it?
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1

Sure.

Jim, one of the

Commissioners has some questions.

3

MS. KELLY:

So just, first of all, I appreciate

4

your reinsertion of the trails and bikeways plan in this

5

version and also that you presented the phasing plan.

6

MR. STROZIER: Yes.

7

MS. KELLY:

8

MR. STROZIER:

9

MS. KELLY:

I think that's a welcomed addition.
Thank you.

I just -- is the plan consistent with

10

the text where the text talks about the phase -- first phase

11

residential area is located in an area with existing urban

12

development and services capacity, and I don't have the page

13

number.

14
15

MR. STROZIER:

So, yes.

So let me see if I can get

to the phasing map myself, sequencing.

16

MS. KELLY:

It's like a page 113.

17

MR. STROZIER:

18

MS. KELLY:

19

MR. STROZIER:

One thirteen?

Something like that.
So there are existing services and

20

development just to the north of -- of that area, which is

21

the existing Tierra West Mobile Home Park.

22

utilities and infrastructure along Atrisco Terrace, and so

23

that's -- that's kind of the core.

24

with Staff about the first -- where the first phase should

25

be; wanted to make sure it was in an area that was

There are

We did talk at length
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1

developable, had -- that we had parks and schools and those

2

trail and open space corridors through there in terms of the

3

first residential phase, and it was large enough to

4

accommodate that, and then between that area and the mobile

5

home park and the Interstate and the development along

6

Central Avenue is primarily the town center and

7

non-residential at that point.

8

consistent with that in the sequencing plan.

9
10
11

MS. KELLY:

So I believe we are

Do the phases relate to the zoning

districts that are in a different exhibit?
MR. STROZIER:

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Kelly,

12

they do, and what we -- so we tried to look at, number one,

13

the residential sequences and looked at the residential

14

village areas and the portions of those.

15

them separately, the non-residential sequences, and those

16

were looked at distinctly, and then within those residential

17

villages we looked at the -- those are obviously in our Level

18

B land-use plan.

19

different types of residential.

20

sure that we had low density, medium density, high density

21

and some of those services.

22

We also looked at

They're broken down into more precise
So we also tried to make

So you'll notice in the table that goes along with that,

23

there are some jobs associated with the residential

24

sequencing, and that's primary related to schools and other

25

types of facilities that would be within the residential
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1

village but aren't necessarily 100 percent residential.

2

we did tie those -- so we looked at the -- at the sequence

3

related to infrastructure and those types of issues.

4

looked at it in terms of the zoning and then also the

5

land-use characteristics.

6

those together.
MS. KELLY:

We also

So we tried to put all three of

So that phasing plan becomes the basis

8

of your agreements that are being reached with the DOT and

9

APS?

10

MR. STROZIER:

11

MS. KELLY:

12

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

And do they relate to the TIDs?
So they -- we have also made sure

13

that they don't contradict that they are -- so the PID

14

districts that were just -- that are approved by the County,

15

these are consistent with those districts, and they're also

16

consistent with the proposed TID districts as well.

17

aren't approved yet, and so we will need to look at if -- if

18

and what gets actually approved by the -- by the Commission

19

on that, but so far we've tried to make sure that there isn't

20

any contradiction between those various district boundaries,

21

and we are -- and this is very much -- and actually, when you

22

talk about schools -- so when we initially laid this out, the

23

school that we had shown was just to the west of that

24

sequence.

25

Albuquerque Public Schools planning group, we actually

Those
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1

shifted that.

2

changes that we made to the land-use plan is to make sure

3

that that school was in the first phase of the residential

4

village.

5

to make sure that that phase was a complete -- a complete

6

phase, if you will.

One of the few

So we did adjust -- we did try to make adjustments

MS. KELLY:

So is there a mechanism that the phases

8

will be complete and not incomplete?

9

continuing concerns is that we have portions of subdivisions

10

that don't have all the services that they need, like police

11

and fire.

12

community is complete before the next one is initiated?

13

That's been one of the

Is there a mechanism to be sure that each

MR. STROZIER:

I don't believe that there is a

14

mechanism that -- it might -- that might be something that

15

the Development Agreement addresses.

16

Although I will say that the -- there is a logic behind the

17

sequencing of the different phases, and they are adjoining,

18

adjacent to each other, and there is a logic behind those,

19

and then there's a practical side of that, which is obviously

20

that if we're extending infrastructure, building roads and

21

waterlines and storm drainage systems, that we don't want --

22

we don't want to be doing that for one little group of houses

23

over here and then spend a whole bunch of more money on the

24

other side of the road and jump into phase two before we have

25

a substantial amount of completion on -- on that first phase.

The plan does not.
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1

So there's a practical side of that, but that's something

2

that could be addressed in the Development Agreement.

3

haven't really talked about that, per se, other than the

4

logic behind how those sequencing areas work and how they

5

make sense from a first, second, third.

7

MS. KELLY:

I think that would go a long way

towards addressing the planned communities criteria.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. STROZIER:

Any other questions?

Thank you.

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MS. VEREECKE:

Thank you very much.
Staff, closing comments.
Mr. Chair, just a couple of comments

12

and just depending upon the direction that the Commission

13

decides to take on this, there could be more discussion about

14

findings and conditions that were drafted by Staff, and then

15

the agent has responded, but I did want to respond to one

16

comment, and it was something that came up.

17

in a possible finding and then possible condition related to

18

archeological study, and again, this is something that it may

19

not be that critical to this plan moving forward, but I did

20

read the language that was added in the plan, and it really

21

didn't say anything about the content or the substance or

22

anything that was revealed through the archeological study,

23

and it just -- it said that, "Due to the sensitive nature,

24

that it can't be discussed," and I don't agree with that.

25

think there are some things that can be discussed that at

I believe it was
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1

least give some indication about what the study revealed and

2

is specific to Santolina.

3

And then, likewise, for the mitigation study, the

4

language that was provided was very generic, but it didn't

5

relate to the -- the findings of the archeological study.

6

that's where I was -- I was suggesting that more information

7

be added in the plan, not the sensitive information, but at

8

least something that gives a nature of what type of remains

9

exist in the Level B plan area, and we have talked about some

10

of those in previous hearings, and there's no reason why

11

there can't be a mention that, well, there is an aviation

12

arrow.

13

sites, and then the mitigation strategy would tie into how

14

those -- specifically those might be addressed.

15

where that came from.

16

insufficient that wouldn't provide any guidance as we proceed

17

through the development of this -- of this community.

18

There are so many prehistoric sites or historic

So that's

I just felt the language was

On the other hand, the condition does request that there

19

be -- and I guess there's a request to remove all the

20

language, that there will need to be additional surveys as

21

Level C plans or subdivision plans come in.

22

just -- you know, you read something, and it's not any

23

substance to it.

24

the survey that was done.

25

So -- but it's

I thought it really didn't do justice to

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

So

So that is my only comment except to say that, again, we

TR-169
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2777

1

-- the recommendation at the time the Staff Report was done

2

was -- and earlier today was for a continuance to allow the

3

documentation that has come in to be adequately compiled and

4

circulated and reviewed and in addition to the outstanding

5

conditions related to water and archeology -- I'm sorry.

6

It's been a long day, and the platting of the property, and

7

then some of the language that has been brought up today, but

8

again, that's -- that's up to you, and with that, I stand for

9

questions.

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MS. HERTEL:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. HERTEL:

Questions?

I have a question.
Go ahead.

So I'm going to go back to how all the

14

data was collected and whatnot and put into the matrix, and

15

can I -- can I assume that what is in the findings and

16

conditions reflects the un -- the items left open in the

17

matrix right now so that there's no other loose ends in the

18

matrix that haven't been captured by the findings and

19

conditions?

20

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, it

21

does reflect some of some of the -- a majority of the items

22

in the matrix, but also, as we've been discussing that

23

particular language, in Section 1.1 that we've gone back and

24

forth about, and based on that, some additional language was

25

added in the findings and conditions from -- particularly
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1

from John, and so that hasn't been decided on, but it -- it

2

sounds like the applicant still wants to keep that language

3

and then, to remove the conditions that John Barney had

4

proposed that were related to that language.

5

that there needed to be some clarification about the process

6

for Parks and Open Space.
MS. HERTEL:

No.

I'm not suggesting that we remove

8

any of the language.

I just wanted to make sure that all the

9

loose ends were gathered up and were reflected someway that

10

there's not something that's missing from here, that all your

11

agency comments and -- your agency comments are included in

12

your findings and conditions.

13

MS. VEREECKE:

We're not missing anything?

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, I

14

did go through the matrix and tried to pull out all the

15

information that was outstanding whether it was for findings

16

or conditions.

17

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Great.

So essentially this

18

captures -- that last sentence we were talking about earlier,

19

this captures the last 15 percent, approximately 15 percent

20

of loose ends that had -- that were left in the matrix.

21

That's great, and you've done a great job.

22

MS. VEREECKE:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24
25

Thanks.

Thank you.
Any other questions?

If not,
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1

MS. KELLY:

Well, in my opinion it should be

2

continued.

3

issues.

4

conditions -- I don't even know if they saw them today other

5

than probably were discussed by this group.

The public only saw the draft findings and

I still have continuing concerns about the water

7

agreement condition.

I'd like to see this have as a

8

condition that they reach an agreement with APS and the DOT,

9

and I really think we should take the finding out that

10

they're able to develop with no net expense.

I just

11

absolutely don't have any knowledge about that based on the

12

materials we've been given.

13

MS. HERTEL:

14

MS. KELLY:

15

MS. HERTEL:

What number finding are you referring

MS. KELLY:

Oh, it's 6, that it's, "Consistent with

16
17

What number is that?
Pardon me?

to?

18

reserve area policies that call for substantial

19

self-sufficiency."

20

is being made.

21

mean, personally, and I've expressed this before, I think

22

really if the size was more in keeping with what was expected

23

of Level B, which is a much smaller area, I think a lot of

24

this would be so much more manageable, but I don't think it's

25

ready for approval today in my opinion.

So I'm just saying, I think that progress

I think that the phasing plan is good.

I
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MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

I would agree.

I don't think

2

it's ready for approval today either, and I would like to see

3

a continuance, but I'd like to see some really clean

4

documents so that we can really know what we're looking at

5

ahead of time, findings and conditions that are presented,

6

and if the applicant has changes to those findings and

7

conditions, that we get those ahead of time as well.

8

it at the last minute with insertion, you know, it's

9

complicated.

Doing

This is a complicated thing, and in order for

10

me to make a reasonable decision about moving this plan

11

forward or not, I need to have the information that is --

12

that I can digest in a way that I can understand in order to

13

make a good decision.

14

60-day continuance, 60 days because of the holidays coming

15

up.

16

So I would make a recommendation for a

You know, everybody has stuff to do.
MS. HERTEL:

I agree generally that we are not

17

ready to act to this today.

I don't have a problem with the

18

way the findings and conditions were written by Staff, but I

19

am bothered by the fact that they weren't available to the

20

public in a timely manner so the public could address and

21

make comments on that.

22

the public have ample time, I would -- I would suggest a

23

30-days continuance, because I think -- you know, so much

24

information is -- they have accomplished a great deal in the

25

last 60 days or whatever it was since we last heard this, but

So given that's my only concern that
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1

I'm bothered that the -- once again, that the public didn't

2

have time to see the findings and conditions.

3

continuance would be my recommendation.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MS. HERTEL:

Is that a motion?

In the matter of SPR2016-0001, I make

a motion for a continuance for 30 days.

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

right.

9

a second.

Do we have a second to that?

As the Chairman, I don't make motions, but I can make
So I'll second that for the purpose of having a

10

vote on it.

11

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

Okay.

Motion's been made.

12

MS. HERTEL:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MR. COLLIE:

15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. SERNA:

No.

17

MS. KELLY:

No.

18

MS. HERTEL:

19
20

All

It's been second.

Aye.
Aye.

Opposed?

No.
No.

All right.

So if we don't pass that,

what are we -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, you know, we just wait for

21

another motion, because any action that we take here, the

22

applicant can appeal.

So it doesn't matter what we do.

23

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

So I'll make a motion.
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for a 60-day continuance.

2

MS. SERNA:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

Second.

COMMISSION:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8
9

All those in

favor signify by saying aye.

5

7

Moved and second.

Aye.
Opposed?

Okay.

Sixty days is

what November -- January, the January meeting.
MR. COLLIE:

Mr. Chairman, can I make a request?

Since we have 60 days, it would help me -- and this, I guess,

10

is a request to Staff.

It would help me if -- if someone

11

spent a little time maybe the classic matrix and picked out

12

those areas where there's continuing to be substantive

13

difference between Staff comments and what the applicant

14

wants, so that it's very clear to this Commission what it is

15

we need to decide and give direction on.

16

just kind of wander from one topic to another and wait until

17

somebody brings it up, and it would be very helpful to know

18

what are the critical issues the Commission really needs to

19

put its foot on and to work through.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It seems to me we

And I agree with that.

And any

21

Commissioner feels free to call Staff at any time and, you

22

know, discuss that.

23

Any other business, Enrico?

24
25

MR. GRADI:

So -- but I agree with you.

Thank you.
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questions.

2
3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Questions of Staff?

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

5

MS. SERNA:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So moved.

So moved.

Second.

Second.

All those in favor,

signify by saying aye.

8
9

We're

ready for a motion to adjourn.

4

7

No?
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COMMISSION:
(Note:

Aye.

Hearing adjourned at 2:22 p.m.)
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1

STATE OF NEW MEXICO

2

COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

ss

I, B. JULIAN SERNA, Certified Court Reporter in the

4

State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I reported, to the

5

best of my ability, the above Bernalillo County Planning

6

Commission hearing; that the pages numbered 3 through 176,

7

inclusive, are a true and correct transcript of my

8

stenographic notes, and were reduced to typewritten

9

transcript through Computer-Aided Transcription; and that on

10

the date I reported these proceedings, I was a New Mexico

11

Certified Court Reporter.

12
13

Dated at Albuquerque, New Mexico, this 28th day of
November, 2016.

14
15
16
17
18

B. JULIAN SERNA
New Mexico CCR No. 206
Expires: December 31, 2016

19
20
21
22
23
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1

BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

2

4
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1
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(Note:

2

Hearing in session at 9:06 a.m.)
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

Planning Staff.

4

MR. GRADI:

Let's get this meeting started.

Good morning.

Can you hear me?

Good

5

morning, Chairman Chavez, Members of The county Planning

6

Commission.

7

hear the Level B Santolina Master Plan request.

8

case number SPR2016-0001.

This is a one of several special hearings to
We have

9

As you all know, this case is being divided up into

10

various sections pertaining to the different elements of the

11

Level B Planned Communities criteria.

12

involve primarily around the issue of transportation, and we

13

have a number of speakers here today.

14

hearing this morning with Catherine VerEecke, who will give

15

an introduction.

16

and any else that's interested with a format for the hearing

17

today.

18

Public Works Staff taking approximately 30 minutes.

19

time for agencies such as Mid-Region Council of Governments

20

and New Mexico Department of Transportation.

21

move into the applicant's and agent's presentation, and no.

22

5, we have half an hour allocated for public comment.

23
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We will begin the

Staff has provided the Planning Commission

We will begin with the Staff introduction, County
We have

Then we'll

If there's any questions regarding the format or any

24

other items, I stand for questions.

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

No.

With that --

That's fine.
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1

MS. VEREECKE:

Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members

2

of the Commission.

3

with the Planning Department, and I have been coordinating

4

the Santolina case since it first began in 2013.
And just as a review, the CPC considered this case in

6

2000 -- the Level A plan, 2014, recommended approval to the

7

County Commission of the Level A plan, and the County

8

Commission approved the Level A plan in June of 2015.

9

So what is transpiring now is the review of a Level B

10

plan, which is for a portion of the entire 13,700 acre site,

11

and this request is for about 4,200 acres.

12

specific portion of the site and, then, for more specific

13

details of this specific portion of the Santolina area.

14

just to keep in mind that the general concept of Santolina

15

has been approved, and now, we're focusing on how Santolina

16

will build out.

17
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5

My name is Catherine VerEecke, and I'm

So it is for a

So

So as Enrico said and as you recall, the Commission has

18

elected to have a series of four hearings for Santolina

19

Level B plan.

20

the series of hearings.

21

The next hearing will be in May will be on land use and

22

zoning, and what has happened with this -- this Level B

23

request is the general plan has been submitted back in

24

January.

25

within the plan on transportation, which is one of the key

So this is the second -- this is the first in
The focus is on transportation.

That's been under review.

There is a section
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1

elements that really determines the network and the

2

functioning of the Santolina development as it builds out.

3

It also relates to land use, and they -- land use and

4

transportation go together.

5

adequate to service the proposed land uses.
So since the last hearing in March where the Commission

7

decided to have the series of hearings, there have been

8

discussions between Staff and agencies and the applicant

9

focusing on transportation.
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The transportation needs to be

At the end of March, there was

10

a matrix that was submitted focusing on transportation and

11

how the transportation plan addresses any of the issues that

12

have been raised by Staff about transportation and how the

13

applicant and the agents will be addressing those, whether

14

it is within this process, like by revising their plan or by

15

some other action such as submitting additional plans.

16

this has been available since March.

So

17

There has also been another document that has been

18

submitted about the mitigation of impacts of the development

19

on different areas near by Santolina.

20

been under review to for the last few weeks.

21

been available on the website, bernco.gov/santolina, and my

22

understanding is there has been a number of discussions

23

between our Staff and of the applicant in trying to work

24

through the issues.

25

today is on transportation, and with that, I will hand over

So those have all
They've also

So, again, the focus of the discussion
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1

to my associate, Richard Meadows from Public Works, and he's

2

going to go into greater detail about where we are with the

3

review of the transportation element.

5

MR. MEADOWS:

Thank you, Catherine.

My name's Richard Meadows, and I'm the technical

6

planning manager with the infrastructure planning department

7

within Public Works, and good morning to Mr. Chair and

8

Commission.

9

So I want to start out with just going over the Planned

10

Communities Criteria for a Level B master plan such as

11

Santolina for transportation.

12

that are listed in the criteria, and I'm going to be going

13

through each one, and I have the various comments that have

14

been brought up from -- from Public Works and from various

15

agencies for -- listed under each of the criteria.

16

So -- so there's seven items

So there's the -- there's the overall build-out of

17

Santolina estimated to build out by 2065.

18

A that was approved last year.

19

presenting at Level B must tie back to Level -- Level A.

20
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This is the Level

So everything that we're

So -- so the first thing is back when Level A was

21

approved, there was a number of conditions that were

22

approved with it by the BCC, and so I've listed those here,

23

and so I wanted to report today that all of the conditions

24

have been met; that the consultant did submit a revised

25

Level A transportation plan, and the main thing in that plan
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was that it used the new 2040 forecast.

So the Mid-Region

2

Council of Governments adopted a Metropolitan Transportation

3

Plan last year, and it has new population forecasts through

4

2040, and so one of the conditions of approval was to redo

5

the transportation plan based on that new forecast as well

6

as there were a number of things that we asked be modified

7

in the road networks, such things as that there be more of a

8

grid pattern to the road network, that in the proposed urban

9

center that the arterials go around the arterial of the

10

urban center rather than through the middle of the arterial

11

center, that there be a new parallel road to I-40, that

12

there be better connectivity to the south and the north from

13

the development.

14

And one of the new things in the -- in the plan is that

15

Paseo Del Norte is actually shown as a freeway with the

16

right-of-way for a freeway like is being proposed north of

17

I-40.

18

that into account.

19

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

1

So the -- so the transportation analysis takes all of

Okay.

So then we get Level B, which we're going to

20

discuss today, and so we have to evaluate it according to

21

the criteria, and there's a number of things that we ask

22

that the consultant look at, and down halfway on the page,

23

one the main things is the Planned Communities Criteria asks

24

that there be an air quality study prepared, and so one of

25

the things that's happening this year is that Bernalillo
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1

County, as of June, will no longer be a non-attainment with

2

the EPA for carbon monoxide.

3

Board for the City and the County would model a large master

4

plan like Santolina, like they also did with the

5

Metropolitan Transportation Plan, to see if there were air

6

quality impacts.

7

will be in effect, they will no longer do that, but we're

8

still -- because it is a criteria, a required criteria in

9

our Planned Communities Criteria, we have asked that the

So previously the Air Quality

10

consultant still prepare an air quality study.

11

hiring a subconsultant to do that, and we ask that it be

12

presented to this Body at the June environmental meeting on

13

the master plan.

14

Okay.

They will be

So one thing we're very pleased about in Level B

15

is that it's -- we have more phasing to it.

16

2025 phase as well as a 2040 phase, and that just gives us

17

more information that we can look at and consider.

18

So we have a

So this is what the 2025 layout of the road network

19

will look like.

20

Vista is a main -- it's an existing roadway, but it will

21

became a main spine and as well as Dennis Chavez serving on

22

the southern end of the development.

23
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So I've kind of circled or highlighted some information

24

that's presented with the 25 -- 2025 plan.

For instance, in

25

terms of development, we have 6,200 new housing units being
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1

proposed, and we have 8,677 jobs being proposed.

2

jobs-to-housing ratio of 1.47.

3

number for this discussion today.

4

around that jobs-to-housing ratio.

And that's a really key
Everything revolves

And then I've also circled some other information about

6

the road network.

7

roads reach capacity, and we're going to talk about the

8

impacts of traffic from those roads exceeding capacity, and

9

you can kind of just see that -- you know, that there are

10
11

For instance, some of the -- some of the

some roads that we really need to focus on.
I sort of wish I had a pointer.

Okay.

So here's the

12

2040 network, and you can see it's much more built out.

13

Again, you've got Atrisco Vista.

14

got Paseo Del Volcan on the -- sort of the west end of the

15

development.

16

MS. KELLY:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MS. KELLY:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. KELLY:

21
22
23
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So a

You've got -- now, you've

Mr. Chair.
Hold on just a minute.

I'm sorry.
Go ahead.

So, Richard, can you just point us to

what you're looking at so we can see it on this graphic?
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Let's see.

2
3

Okay.

Do you see it now?

MS. SERNA:

Is it -- what we wanted is on our

screen.

4

MR. MEADOWS:

5

MS. SERNA:

6

MR. MEADOWS:

7

That helps.

Okay.

8

Commissioner.

9

So okay.

Yes.
You're not getting it?
See anything?

Okay.

Okay.
All right.

So 20 -- thank you for that,

Now, this is Paseo Del Volcan.

In 2040 that

10

becomes a major arterial north and south.

11

Vista.

12

circle the development, and now, you've got -- the Gibson

13

west extension comes up the escarpment, and that's serving

14

kind of the middle part of the development, and this is, of

15

course, Dennis Chavez, but you've also got this -- this is

16

the industrial park over here off of Shelly Road as part of

17

Level B as well, and you can see this is the parallel road

18

that we asked to be added to the network so that the traffic

19

is not all on the I-40 frontage road.

20

important piece of the network.

21

This is Atrisco

This is the beginning of the loop road that will

So that's a real

So now you can see in 2040, total units, 10,500

22

approximately housing units and then the jobs, about 12,800,

23

and you can also see the breakdown by the types of jobs.

24

You've got basic retail and service.

25

know it's assumed that there'll be a lot of basic industrial
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1

kinds of jobs created as well as service-type jobs that are

2

being proposed.

3

Over here on this chart you can begin to see that

4

there's -- well, here, you can see that the network, again,

5

in some places is exceeding capacity.

6

are the roadways that we need to be concerned about.

7

So --

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Can I ask you a question before

you move on?

10

MR. MEADOWS:

Yes, sir, Mr. Chair.

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

When you're doing the roads, do

12

you have communications or -- like, with Albuquerque Public

13

Schools or the Albuquerque bus network, where bus stops

14

should be in here and where school buses should have

15

parking?

16

especially with the schools, is the children are out there

17

on the street waiting for the bus, and if we're planning for

18

roads and streets around here, we have a high school up

19

there that I assume a lot of the kids go on the bus.

20

those things considered into your plan when you're figuring

21

these roads out, where bus stops are and where school bus

22

stops are?

23

You know, one of the things that I see everywhere,

MR. MEADOWS:

Are

Mr. Chair and Commission, that's a

24

great question, and I didn't -- I didn't see that

25

considered.
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2

present, because I didn't see that in the report.
Now, I do know that they're looking at school sites,

3

and they are considering enrollment in terms of the traffic

4

that's generated.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. MEADOWS:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I understand that --

Right.
-- but I think your department

8

should be looking at these kids when they're getting picked

9

up, that they're being picked up in a safe place, and if

10

we're designing almost a city --

11

MR. MEADOWS:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Right.
-- you know, it just doesn't make

13

sense to me that we're not taking this into consideration as

14

to where, you know, putting -- you know, if we're putting --

15

we're requiring bus stops and requiring school bus stops.

16

think that's very important, because right now, in our

17

transportation in the City and the County, I don't think

18

there's such a thing, and the school buses are parking in

19

the middle of the street to pick up kids, which, you know,

20

they have their signs and everything else, but it's still

21

dangerous for our kids, and I think that's something that we

22

should start considering into our road systems.

23

MR. MEADOWS:

Okay.

Yeah.

I

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

24

That's -- that's a great suggestion, and we'll take another

25

look at it.
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1

kind of the major roads, the arterials, and the collectors,

2

and generally those bus stops are on more of the residential

3

roads, but we will certainly make sure that that is part of

4

the report.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. MEADOWS:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Go ahead.

Thank you.
Oh, wait.

My other question is,

8

does the department communicate or get together with the

9

school system, APS, or somebody about those roads when

10

you're -- is it MRCOG involved to -- who is -- would get

11

these people involved, you know, in here as far as you know?

12

MR. MEADOWS:

Right.

In fact, Christie just --

13

Mr. Chair, just came up and reminded that we do -- the

14

County does sit on the blues team, and that's a committee

15

that APS has to look at traffic issues related to school

16

locations.

17

So we are pretty involved with APS.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So we do have comments in here

18

somewhere about -- from APS about comments of road

19

department or whatever's being done?

20

MR. MEADOWS:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

I'll let Catherine answer that.
Okay.

We'll get to that later.

I just kind of wanted to bring that into the discussion.

23

MR. MEADOWS:

Okay.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. MEADOWS:

Thank you.
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1

about the traffic circulation system have to do with

2

functional classification, that there be consistent language

3

in how those -- those roadways are being referred to.

4

asked that some design techniques be added related to green

5

infrastructure and things like adaptive signals that the

6

County is using on some of our major arterials.
And then both the City and MRCOG and DOT had a number

8

of comments related to the circulation system.

9

reminded us, for instance, that Gibson Boulevard is a city

10

roadway, and it needs to be built to their standards, that

11

as it goes through the escarp- -- up the escarpment, enough

12

right-of-way needs to be considered for that.

13

up the point that we really need to look at how roadways

14

will be built out and widened as the build-out and the

15

phasing of the development occurs.

16

They

MRCOG brought

They asked us to look at something called "last mile

17

connections."

So that, for instance, is if somebody rides

18

the bus -- and there is some information in here about a

19

public transportation system -- that there be trail and

20

bikeway and sidewalk connections for those people to get

21

from the bus stop to their homes, and that would apply as

22

well to school buses, to look at the Route 54 transit

23

corridor as it ties into the development, things like that,

24

better -- more clarity as far as how the document refers to

25

the Metropolitan Transportation Plan scenarios.
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And then DOT wanted to remind us that we need to be

2

acquiring right-of-way early and up front of the

3

development, especially for quarters like PDV, that we look

4

at the cost-sharing for how we're going to build those

5

facilities, especially those new interchanges that are being

6

proposed with the development.

7

So overall, based on the jobs-to-housing ratio

8

assumptions, the network performs pretty well.

So, again,

9

if they reach that 1.7 jobs-per-housing unit, the network

10

performs pretty well, and so we look at things like are

11

there acceptable level of services.

12

where it doesn't quite do as well as we'd like, and I'm

13

going to talk about that.

14

miles traveled?

15

there's a slight increase in vehicle miles traveled, and

16

that usually -- that portends that people are having to

17

drive farther, and maybe it's causing some air-quality

18

issues when we see an increase in VMT.

19

reasons why we're asking for that air-quality study.

20

There's some exceptions

Does it reduce the VMT or vehicle

It does do that by 2025, but by 2040,

So that's one of the

And then they do in the report talk about something

21

called "transportation demand management," and that's very

22

important to us at the County, that we work with the major

23

employers that locate in these industrial parks and business

24

centers, that they do provide things like flex time, that

25

they do provide incentives for their employees to carpool or
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take the bus, so forth.

So there's a number of things that

2

can be done in the -- in the private sector with the

3

County's encouragement to -- to bring down the number of

4

single-occupancy vehicles.

5

So, again, I kind of summarized some of the findings in

6

the 2025 phase and the 2040 phase, and I will, if this works

7

-- so, for instance, you'll see by 2025, vehicle miles

8

traveled, that goes down a bit.

9

the amount of time you're spending in your vehicle, that

Vehicle hours traveled, so

10

goes down significantly, and then vehicle hours of delay,

11

that goes down significantly, and so those are all good

12

things, and this is compared to the trend scenario that's in

13

the Metropolitan Transportation Plan.

14

with creating jobs in this area, fewer people will have to

15

cross the river.

16

so that would generally improve the transportation

17

experience or the motorist's or the commuter's experience on

18

the -- on the network.

19

generally talking about congestion, so the congestion would

20

come down.

21

So with Santolina,

More people can stay on the West Side, and

Vehicle hours of delay, that's

So by 2040 though, again, some of the indicators look

22

better.

The one we were concerned about is vehicle miles

23

traveled goes up by 2 percent approximately over what's

24

being projected in the trend scenario of the Metropolitan

25

Transportation Plan.
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1

information, this -- this is the Mid-Region Council of

2

Government's Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2040.

3

was adopted last year by Bernalillo County as well as all

4

the other jurisdictions in the region.
And just like for land-use planning, the County Staff

6

uses the Comprehensive Plan.

7

this is our Bible.

8

everything in Santolina is being compared to how it performs

9

against what's in the Long-Range Transportation Plan.

10

Transportation Planning Staff,

This is what we -- we follow.

So a little bit more about the MTP.

So

So there's two

11

scenarios in it.

12

basically if things build out like they have in the past, it

13

will continue, and that's what the population forecast is

14

based on.

15

There's a trend scenario, which this is

But then there was also what they called a preferred

16

scenario, and the preferred scenario tries to encourage more

17

in-fill, more development around employment centers and

18

activity centers and along the major transit corridors, and

19

so I wanted you to see while Santolina does very well

20

against the trend scenario, it doesn't do quite as well

21

against this preferred scenario of the MTP.

22

So other things that are in the Metropolitan

23

Transportation Plan is that we try to improve our existing

24

network over building a lot of new roads, and we try to have

25

more transit projects to deal with -- with the traffic
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1

conditions in the region, and then the preferred scenario,

2

like I said, encourages more development to happen around

3

these activity centers, and I do have to say, Santolina does

4

provide a number of activity centers, employments centers,

5

and so they are using this kind of centers and corridors

6

type of strategy as well.

7

But you can kind of see that -- if I can get my mouse

8

to work -- in the Long-Range Transportation Plan, a number

9

of the proposed new roadways to be built that are publicly

10

funded are shown in blue, and then the purple roadways are

11

proposed to be privately funded.

12

Transportation Plan really encourages us to use our public

13

transportation dollars to build more of our infrastructure

14

where it already exists, and it encourages private funding

15

for the -- for infrastructure that's located farther out in

16

new developments.

17

So -- so the Long-Range

So in terms of how it confers -- compares to the

18

preferred scenario, you can -- you can see it still does

19

very well in terms of creating jobs for Santolina, and .73

20

is a number for the whole West Side that you would see with

21

Santolina.

22

better than the preferred on other things.

23

preferred scenario of the MTP does much better.

24

miles traveled decreases by 5 percent.

25

traveled, 17 percent.

It still does better than the trend, and it does
However, the
Vehicle
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1

for river crossings, with Santolina it kind of breaks even.

2

It's -- doesn't increase, doesn't decrease.

3

preferred scenario you get a decrease in the river

4

crossings.
In the MTP they also have emissions.

So we'll see when

6

we get the air-quality study how it kind of stacks up, but

7

with the preferred scenario, there would be an 8 percent

8

decrease in the greenhouse gasses, like CO2.

9

So other -- other comments had to do with roadway

10

cross-sections, and we like the roadway cross-sections in

11

general.

They conform to the design guidelines that are in

12

the MTP.

There's one that County Development Review Staff

13

is a little concerned about that would have very narrow

14

roadways for residential areas.

15

that's used, that it either be for private streets or there

16

be a variance request.

17

So we're recommending if

We also ask that there be an addition of a -- of

18

another category of roadway, a major local that would have a

19

60-foot right-of-way.

20

Okay.

So this -- this criteria on this page refers

21

back to what I mentioned earlier, transportation demand

22

management.

23

are driving in single-occupancy vehicles, so -- and

24

Santolina will do a lot of these things.

25

pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

It's a way to reduce the number of people that
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transit lanes and future roadways.

There's good

2

connectivity to employment centers and commercial centers,

3

and they're located along these transit routes, and then it

4

recommends, like I mentioned earlier, that there be

5

coordination between the County, Rio Metro, MRCOG, ABQ Ride,

6

with employers to encourage more people to carpool or use

7

transit.

8

And I have some comments that I added in terms of

9

transit -- adding more transit information to the plan and

10

adding more connectivity to the trail network that's in the

11

plan.

12

So I'll show you on these slides.
This shows the proposed -- and this probably wouldn't

13

happened until 2040, but it shows the proposed transit

14

network on the north part of the development would connect

15

to Central, and Central's where the new rapid transit

16

project is being proposed.

17

to the transit center that's at Unser and Central, and then

18

on the south, there would be a major transit line along

19

Dennis Chavez, and that would connect to the Rail Runner

20

station, and then I just asked that they add some of the

21

other transit networks that exist in the area around

22

Santolina.

23

where we're asking for better connectivity of the trail

24

network that's being proposed in Santolina to better connect

25

these -- where people live and where they work.

So there would be a connection

And then on this map, I've identified some areas
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Okay.

So this criteria talks about maintaining level

2

of service.

So we evaluate all transportation projects in

3

terms of how well do they perform for level of service, and

4

so for the most part, the roadways do well, again because

5

there's going to be lots of jobs on the West Side.

6

So I'm just going to go straight to the list.

7

is a list of about 22 intersections where the level of

8

service doesn't perform as well as we'd like, and we usually

9

refer to that level of service D, and these would be inter

So this

10

-- interchanges or intersections where the capacity would be

11

exceeded, and there would need to be some improvements made

12

to those facilities.

13

So, for instance, if it's an interchange, it might

14

require that you add some lanes to the ramps, or it may

15

require that you install traffic signals there.

16

interchanges, it may require that you have more through

17

lanes, or you have more -- add more turn lanes to them to

18

move traffic better.

19

Some of the

So those are -- those are all the intersections that

20

were identified, and so the consultant did provide us a

21

report, a mitigation report that in detail looks at all

22

those intersections, tells us what do we need to do to bring

23

them up to acceptable performance and how much will it cost.

24

So, again, on a map, you can kind of see where -- where

25

these intersections and interchanges are located, and you

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

1

TR- 21
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2807

6.A.e

1

know -- for instance, this would be Paseo Del Volcan

2

interchange, which it doesn't exist yet, needs to -- needs

3

to be constructed.

4

Street interchange, 98th Street interchange and the

5

approaches to it on the Interstate.

6

and 100 -- I'm sorry.

7

Street.

8

Coors and Isleta.

9

effected.

This would be Gibson and 118th

This is Dennis Chavez.

So you've got Unser and

All of those links are going to be

Over here you can see sections of the Dennis Chavez

11

across the river are effected.

12

Central Avenue that are effected.

13

This would be Gun Club

There's some sections of

So we asked the consultant, "Well, how -- how would we

14

mitigate the impacts from -- from Santolina on these

15

intersections?"

16

kind of listed some of the things that are proposed to

17

improve them.

18

improvements of these locations by 2040.

19

And they did provide that report.

So I've

The cost, about $65 million to make the

So we also asked what are the costs for building all of

20

these new roads and the interchanges, improvements,

21

transportation improvements to the area, and this is

22

provided in that mitigation report for your information.

23

Now, in this -- in this transportation section, we

24

don't deal with how that's going to be paid for.

25

consultant had said -- has said that's going to be in the
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1

Development Agreement, but those are -- those are things to

2

consider.

3

financing, TIDs, impact fees, federal local bonds?

4

know, how much public funding?

5

Is it a mix of the two?

6

but here's the cost.

7

improvements.

8

are things to consider.

How -- how will it be paid for, private
So, you

How much private funding?

So by 2025, about $100 million in

2040, almost another $100 million.

So those

9

So finally, we asked for some conditions of approval,

10

and so we asked by -- within 30 days of the BCC's approval

11

of Level B that we receive a revised Level B transportation

12

master plan with all the technical documents that addresses

13

all the comments that have been brought up by the agencies

14

and by us, and that those things be added to the text or to

15

the maps, and we asked that by -- also by that time that the

16

Development Agreement also addresses how are these things

17

going to be paid for?

18

County.

How will that be a no net cost to the

We'd like to see that.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MR. MEADOWS:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Hold on just a --

Yes, sir.
You know, we get into the no net

22

cost.

23

Now, that's not something that we're going to decide here.

24

That's something that the County Commission has to --

25

As far as we're concerned we have to follow that.

MR. MEADOWS:
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. MEADOWS:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

-- decide.

Right.

4

comes to approving something with those agreements in it,

5

it's not what we're going to approve.

6

MR. MEADOWS:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

Right.
It's something that the County

Commission only has the authority to approve.

9

MR. MEADOWS:

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

And that's

10

why I have it after the BCC approval that that be spelled

11

out.

12

And then -- so then the second part is what are the

13

things that we would like approved by the time this -- this

14

Body approves Level B, and so we'd like to receive an

15

addendum to -- to the Level B document that has all the

16

comments addressed, and they -- and the consultant has

17

provided us with a spreadsheet, as Catherine mentions, that

18

tells how they're going to address the comments.

19

like that to be an addendum to Level B, and then we'd like

20

that air-quality study to be completed and presented to this

21

Body by June 2015.

22
23
24
25

So we'd

So that basically concludes my presentation, and I'll
stand for any comments and/or questions.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I have a comment.
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1

where you addressed transportation with the -- with the City

2

and the buses and all these things.

3

we're not doing the same thing with the public schools.

4

Public schools probably have, I don't know, probably more

5

buses than the City of Albuquerque has, because I think the

6

Albuquerque Public School is handling their own bus system

7

now, and you know, you drive -- you drive down a road, like

8

in the South Valley, and school buses stop in the middle of

9

the street with no intersection.

When the kids get off,

10

they have to cross right there in the middle, and here we

11

are actually building like a new city out there, and we're

12

not even taking those into consideration.

13

One of the things -- and you were talking about

14

right-of-ways, and that's why this is important.

I think

15

those right-of-ways and everything else should be negotiated

16

with the developer as to where those school buses and every

17

-- and I'm sure the -- I don't know how APS handles their

18

routes or whatever, but I'm sure they do have a system, and

19

I know one thing right now is they don't have nowhere to

20

park their buses when they're picking up kids.

21

to park in the middle of the street, and I think if we're

22

planning a new area or new city or whatever this is going to

23

be here, that we should be taking in -- transportation

24

should be taking that into consideration, because the

25

schools are there.

So they have

The kids are going to be there.
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1

not something that's going to come.

2

built, those things are going to happen immediately, and

3

probably before the jobs come the kids are going to be going

4

to school.
So, you know, I'm really -- I'm really concerned about

6

that, because like I said, I can see it where we're doing

7

something in the Valley or somewhere where the roads are

8

already in there, but here we have an opportunity that the

9

roads are going to be built, and I think that we should

10

think of everything that we can to make this thing work

11

better, not only for jobs and everything else, but the

12

schools, too, because I've noticed that that's one of the

13

things.

14

and everything is coming into play every time we build

15

something, and we usually take the schools after it's built,

16

and then we start figuring what we're going to do there.

17

There's overcrowding, transportation of schools,

And I think we, as planners, need to start thinking of

18

those things before.

19

everything right, but we should at least be planning for it

20

in the future, and I think this is an opportunity for us to

21

include -- and I'm talking about bus -- bus stops for -- for

22

the school system and where they can park on the side of the

23

road and load the kids and get them off.

24
25

I know we're not going to get
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1

they stop in the middle of the block, and kids are running

2

across the street there, and it's -- that's very dangerous.

3

So I think that's just planning that we need to do, and I

4

haven't heard anything in that area -MR. MEADOWS:

Right.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

-- as far as planning, and I

7

don't know if the County is talking or the developer is

8

talking to the schools about this, because I know the

9

schools have their system for transportation, and this

10

should be included in this plan.

11

MR. MALRY:

Mr. Chairman.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MR. MALRY:

Go ahead.

Mr. Chairman, maybe I can shed a

14

little bit of light on this question since I worked for APS

15

for a number of years.

What we normally try to do is locate

16

the school site first.

Then we consider the roads, et

17

cetera, et cetera.

18

chicken or the egg here.

So that's what we used to do is

19

locate the school site.

Then we worry about the roads and

20

so forth and so on, Mr. Chairman.

21

do.

22

you, Mr. Chairman.

23

So it's a matter of what come first, the

That's what we used to

I don't know whether that's changed now or not.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank

And I don't know if any new

24

schools are going to be added on the West Side, or if it's

25

going to take some more added schools.

Maybe we can ask.
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think I saw a school board member in here.

2

MR. QUEZADA:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

Yeah, I'm here.
And I think -- is that your

district --

5

MR. QUEZADA:

Yes.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It is my district.

-- up here?

I wasn't sure, but

7

maybe we can ask him that question, but I think it's

8

something that we need to discuss before anything is

9

approved here.

Thank you.

10

MR. MEADOWS:

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12
13
14

Thank you.
Any other questions of Staff?

Commissioner.
MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chairman.

Richard, so were there changes made -- or how was the

15

forecasting model modified in order to meet the vehicle

16

miles traveled, et cetera, that you articulated?

17

MR. MEADOWS:

Thank you, Mr. Chair and

18

Commissioner Kelly.

And I'll let the consultant explain it

19

in more detail, but basically they used the forecast

20

prepared for -- by MRCOG and those totals, so -- and I have

21

a sheet here.

22

another 300,000 people in Bernalillo County by 2040 and

23

another 130,000 jobs.

24

those numbers, those control numbers constant, and whereas

25

in the trends scenario and the preferred scenario of the

So for Bernalillo County, the projection is

So they keep -- they have to keep

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

1

TR- 28
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2814

6.A.e

1

Long-Range Plan, that -- those people and those jobs are

2

spread out throughout the County or in different locations,

3

and they're more concentrated in Santolina.

4

those people would, you know, live in Santolina rather than

5

elsewhere in the County, and more of those jobs would be

6

concentrated in Santolina rather than elsewhere in the

7

County.

8

just moved people around, and then they divided Santolina up

9

into what they call data analysis zones, and with that, they

So -- so they stayed within those totals, but they

10

were able to analyze where those future people would live

11

within Santolina and how they would -- how they would

12

interface with the transportation system and possibly impact

13

the transportation system.

14

MS. KELLY:

The information that you presented

15

today wasn't available to us before, right?

16

that right?

17

and can we get a copy of that from you at some point?

18

Is that -- is

Because I don't remember seeing the circles,

MR. MEADOWS:

Sure.

Mr. Chair and Commissioner,

19

so it should all be in the Level B report that's online, but

20

I just -- I arranged it a little bit differently in my

21

presentation and circled it and all that.

22

certainly share that with you.

23

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

So I can -- I can

The -- how did the -- how

24

does the location of this proposed street network relate to

25

terrain management?
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1

discussion, but it seems to me that the locations of the

2

major arterials, et cetera, that there needs to be some

3

definition of how they're going to respect terrain in order

4

to have the terrain management component work.

5

see those relating to each other?

6

MR. MEADOWS:

Mr. Chair and Commissioner,

7

fortunately a lot of where Santolina is going to develop is

8

flat land, but there's exceptions to that.

9

escarpment, the ceja on the west mesa, and a lot of that is

There's an

10

being proposed as open space, not -- not developed, and

11

there's examples of where roads would need to cut through

12

that escarpment such as Gibson Boulevard.

13

Chavez already goes up the escarpment, but for the most part

14

I would say that the network is in areas that's fairly flat

15

terrain, and that's where the development is going to be.

16

MS. KELLY:

Of course, Dennis

But they're talking about adding a

17

green infrastructure component to the roadway network, and

18

so is that going to effect right-of-way widths?

19

you know --

20

MR. MEADOWS:

21

MS. KELLY:

How are --

Right, Mr. Chair and Commissioner -I guess what I'm concerned about is

22

there enough information at the Level B transportation

23

network that can allow a plat to be reviewed?

24

essentially that would be the next stage of this process.

25

MR. MEADOWS:

Because
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1

understanding is that we won't see that until Level C when

2

actual subdivision plats start to come in.

3

a pretty general master plan level, but I believe that there

4

could be some additions to the Level B text, the report that

5

would show how -- how the rights-of-way would be able to

6

provide for green infrastructure, other kinds of amenities,

7

or improvements that we might look past.
MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

before we get into the other Staff?

11

MR. MEADOWS:

12

MS. VEREECKE:

Is that it?

Okay.

Any other questions

Thank you very much.

Thank you very much.

I --

Mr. Chair, I just wanted to respond

13

to one of the questions that you were asking about the

14

involvement of APS in this process.

15

all the documents that have been submitted by the applicant

16

so far, and they have provided general comments related to

17

the development of schools, and those are in the Staff

18

Report.

19

we're looking at this time, but they did not provide any

20

comments, but I do know that they are very involved in this.

21

They did provide lengthy comments about what their

So they have reviewed

They did receive the transportation section that

22

requirements will be for siting of schools and for

23

development of schools, and my understanding is that they

24

are working with the developer to come up with specific

25

plans, but just to say that in the third public -- special
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1

public hearing that there will be -- part of the discussion

2

will be about schools and in terms of the plans for schools,

3

funding of schools, and infrastructure related to schools.

4

So that will be -- that will be part of the discussion in

5

June, and we'll make sure that the APS Staff is here at that

6

time to address those questions, but I think that's a good

7

issue that you're raising about provision of bus stops and

8

services along the roads.

9
10

So we'll keep that in mind as we're proceeding through
this process, and potentially that's something that --

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I understand that.

You know,

12

my concern was not where the schools are going to go or

13

whatever, but we're talking about transportation.

14

buses are transportation, and I think it's appropriate that

15

we discuss this when we're talking about roads and what --

16

you know, they talked about city buses, where they're going

17

to go, where the connection's going to be, all these things,

18

but we don't talk about school buses, where they're going to

19

go.

20

right-of-ways for a lot of these things from the developer,

21

I guess, and I think that discussion should be when we're

22

talking about transportation, and I agree with you.

23

you know, the schools are very important.

24

to talk more about them, but right now, we're talking about

25

transportation.

School

We're talking about right-of-ways, about getting

We --

We probably need
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at, and nobody was mentioning them now.

2

I don't -- I don't want to build this thing or tell

3

them what to do and then later on they come back with,

4

"Well, we didn't include this, or the kids -- where the

5

buses park."

6

-- because I know the Albuquerque Public Schools now -- and

7

I saw it on the news where they're handling their own bus

8

system now.

9

buses right now and -- on Osuna or somewhere.

And I think when we're talking transportation

I think they -- they got their own facility for
They bought a

10

piece of property where they're going to handle all their

11

transportation, just like the City does, and I think it's

12

appropriate that now, before we get into -- or away from the

13

transportation part, that we try to figure those things out,

14

too.

15

And that's why I brought it up.
And I understand about there's a lot of issues about

16

schools and where they should be and population and what --

17

you know, those things, but I'd appreciate it if we can keep

18

our comments to the transportation of the schools, and

19

nothing was brought up with that as far as transportation

20

goes so -- and people saying that they talked, but I'd like

21

to see it on the -- in the plan, and that's what we're --

22

that's what we're going to approve is a plan, not something

23

that they're going to say, "Well, later on we're going to

24

talk to them."

25
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1

we have a school board member from that district here, and

2

we can ask him, too, as to -- I don't know what the schools

3

are planning or what they do up there, but I'm glad that

4

somebody from the school system is here in our hearings and

5

hearing what we're doing, because usually education and

6

schools are the last thing we talk about once we build

7

something, and we have a lot of overcrowding on the West

8

Side.

9

So I think it's kind of important.
And when we bring up the Staff here -- and I'm going to

10

ask the school board member if he wants to talk for the

11

Albuquerque Public Schools.

12

district as to -- I don't -- what they're planning, I don't

13

know what the schools are planning over there or if our

14

agent has talked to them.

15

just trying to find out information.
MS. VEREECKE:

17

MS. KELLY:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. KELLY:

I don't know, you know.

16

20

He is a member from that

Okay.

So I'm

Okay?

Thank you.

Mr. Chairman.
Yes.

I'm sorry, Mr. Chair.

I had another

question I forgot to ask Richard before we --

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. KELLY:

Yeah.

Go ahead.

Richard.

I was interested in what you said

23

about the air quality being in non-attainment status in June

24

of 2016 and that the air quality report won't be modeling.

25

I didn't know that we were going to be out of attainment
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status.

2

What are the implications of that?
MR. MEADOWS:

Mr. Chair and Commissioner, my

3

understanding is, like, the last 30 years we were out of

4

attainment with the EPA, and there were a new number of

5

things we had to do as a region, and one of them was

6

whenever there was a large master plan, like Santolina, the

7

air quality would model it and tell us what those impacts

8

are.

9

they told me that because as of June we'll be in attainment

And in this case, I contacted them and they were --

10

again with the EPA, that they'll no longer be providing that

11

service to us, but because it is a requirement of the

12

Planned Communities Criteria, I still wanted to acquire

13

that, and so instead the consultant is going to hire a

14

specialist, specialist consultant to do that kind of a

15

study, and we'll have that available in June to look at.

16

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

17

MR. MEADOWS:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.
Okay.

Next, we're going to have

19

the County -- the agencies, MRCOG and New Mexico DOT, and I

20

don't know if the school board member from the school board,

21

if you would like to say a few words as far as

22

transportation goes, because that's all we're discussing

23

today when we get to the schools, and I don't know if you

24

have any information for transportation.

25

involved with the schools in that district but --
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1

Commission, I actually came here this morning --

3
4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

Name and address for the record,

please.

5
6

Mr. Chair, Members of the

MR. QUEZADA:

This is -- I'm Steven Michael

Quezada, APS School Board Member for District 5.
I did come this morning, because my concern was

8

transportation and was transportation -- we're talking about

9

Santolina.

We have identified where we are going to put

10

schools, but I -- but I wanted to come today to talk about

11

how we're -- how I'm trying to convince the developers to do

12

more school choice, and with school choice, means there's

13

going to be more transportation issues.

14

against fighting -- building the big giant high schools and

15

get more magnet schools -- I guess you could call them

16

charters schools, more school choice, more focused education

17

for our children here in this community.

18

biggest issue that is facing not only our graduation rates

19

but our success as educators.

20

I'm trying to go

I believe it's the

So what our concern is, is that now you have an

21

opportunity to put a type of transportation in a community

22

that, you know, we were hoping that we could eliminate

23

school buses, to be honest with you, and go into public

24

transportation like a lot of communities throughout the

25

country are focusing on.
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1

school budget and to be adding transportation.

2

Mr. Chair, that we have had to go into the school bus

3

system.

4

have to talk to the Commission on the insufficient funding

5

for education and Albuquerque Public Schools and throughout

6

the State of New Mexico, but we still have to start looking

7

at ways where we could start trying to get out of the busing

8

system and have proper transportation for our children to

9

get to all schools and not just public schools, but we're

10

really fighting for an UNM campus and a CNM campus on the

11

Southwest Mesa.

I don't think I

So I'd like to really thank you for considering this

13

and bringing this up.

14

to have to look at moving forward.

15

be a huge strain on the Albuquerque Public School budget,

16

and we need to start figuring out now.

17

feet to the fire of these developers that they do this

18

properly and that you, as a Commission, make sure that that

19

happens.

20

It's a major issue that we are going
This project's going to

We need to hold the

And I think a lot of people here are only here to make

21

sure that you are focusing on what's the most important

22

thing in New Mexico, and the only real natural resource we

23

have in New Mexico is our children and how we're going to

24

provide -- moving into the future, how we make sure that we

25

have ways to save on the budget, spend the money properly,
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so that we're using the money for the right things.

2

So that's really what I wanted to come and say today,

3

and thank you for letting me sneak in and do it right now

4

that you're using this as, you know, a platform as you move

5

forward to holding the developers accountable and when it

6

comes to transportation.

7
8

I'm open for questions if you have any questions for
me.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

not, thank you very much.

11

MR. QUEZADA:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Anybody have any questions?

If

I appreciate it --

Thank you.
-- coming down, and I hope APS --

13

and that's the other issue that charters schools -- does

14

charters schools have buses, too?

15

MR. QUEZADA:

No.

And that's the problem.

So

16

we're going to offer magnet schools and schools of choice.

17

That becomes a transportation issue.

18

development of this, you have an opportunity, again, like I

19

say, to have really great public transportation so

20

Albuquerque Public Schools doesn't have to continue in the

21

transportation business, which we really don't want to be a

22

part of.

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MR. QUEZADA:

25

MS. HAINES:

Okay.

So with the

Thank you.
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1

the Commission.

2

NMDOT.

My name is Margaret Haines.

I work with

I'm the assistant traffic engineer.
MS. PEREA:

Hello.

4

also with NMDOT District 3.

5

area.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MS. HAINES:

My name is Nancy Perea.

I'm

I'm a traffic engineer for this

Thank you.

At this time we wanted to reiterate

8

our comments to CPC and were also part of the Staff Report,

9

so I'll read through those comments, and then we have

10

another comment.

11

to begin acquiring right-of-way for Paseo Del Volcan.

12

final alignment has not been identified, and spacing between

13

the interchanges shall be determined by NMDOT and federal

14

highways.

15

The NMDOT has program funding in this step
The

NMDOT has not identified any funding for the

16

construction of the proposed roadway extensions or proposed

17

interchanges or underpasses shown in the 2040 MTP.

18

of these improvements do become funded, there's no guarantee

19

that the design or construction would coincide with the

20

timeframe of the planned phasing.

21

commit cost-sharing or matching a portion of the

22

construction costs associated with any future roadway

23

extensions and infrastructure outside and in the vicinity of

24

the Santolina area.

25

If any

The developer shall
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1

funding becoming available for the proposed MTP

2

improvements, then those improvements must be installed at

3

the cost of the developer.
Based to the transportation analysis prepared in the

5

Level B report, increased congestion is projected as early

6

as 2025 at several existing interchanges, including but not

7

limited to Atrisco Vista Boulevard, 98th Street, and Unser

8

Boulevard.

9

alternatives for each of these -- of the impacted locations

The developer shall identify mitigation

10

at each development phase for review by NMDOT and federal

11

highways prior to finalization of these measures.

12

We also wanted to note that -- we wanted to revise a

13

note from the Notice of Decision dated December 12th, 2014,

14

to state this:

15

obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of state

16

roads identified in the Level A and Level B submittal.

17

NMDOT and FHWA review and approval will be required for any

18

Level C plan defining any required modifications and

19

improvements to I-40 and other state facilities as a result

20

of the development of Santolina and its roadway network.

21

The approvals shall itemize financial obligations with

22

participation and commitments spelled out.

23

of the timeframes for the off-site roadway improvements and

24

the planned phasing will also need to be identified.

25

Where any approval from NMDOT will be

The coordination
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1

that Catherine mentioned.

2

off-site locations of interests traffic analysis, we just

3

received it few weeks ago.

4

reviewing it.

6

MS. PEREA:

So we're currently still

Thank you, Margaret.

So to sum up what Margaret has brought to the attention

7

of the Commission from the DOT is there is extreme concern

8

from the DOT on the funding for the infrastructure off site

9

of this development.

We feel that the analysis identifies

10

some of the issues but still the tie to how the funding is

11

going to be taken care of is a big concern to this state.

12

It should be -- if it's identified as impacted from the

13

development, we feel that the development should be part of

14

the funding process.

15

The state has not seen the Development Agreement that

16

has been put in place with the Commission.

17

that is an agreement between the Commission and the

18

development -- I mean, between the County and the developer.

19

So the state will have to come up with -- maybe need some

20

additional understanding and agreement between the developer

21

on how the infra- -- the off-site infrastructure would need

22

to be -- would be covered.

23

We understand

One of the items -- oh, there's several items that we

24

have comments on.

25

analysis, so we'll have more comments in the future, but one
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1

of the items in the document of On-Site and Off-Site

2

Locations of Interest Traffic Analysis, it does have a page

3

at the beginning that talks about the purpose of the report,

4

and it does identify, and I'm going to quote, "Nothing

5

herein shall be construed to bind or require Western

6

Albuquerque Land Holding, LLC, to construct and/or pay for

7

infrastructure, nor shall be considered as a proposal for

8

funding mechanisms."

9

This is a big concern to the DOT.

We need for this to

10

be identified.

We -- our fear is the infrastructure will

11

not be able to accommodate any influx based on this

12

development, and the phasing, as Margaret had spoken of

13

earlier, the phasing -- I mean, the phasing of the

14

development may not be in line with the improvements that

15

the state has identified for the I-40 interchange system.

16

So those are the comments that the state had at this

17

time.

18

comments coming in in reference to this.

19

Staff that's reviewing this document.

20

questions.

21

Right like we had mentioned, there will be more

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

We still have

We are open for

Thank you.

You know, the

22

Development Agreement is done between the state, I guess --

23

or I mean, the developer and the County Commission.

24

have your people involved when -- once it leaves here,

25

because we don't -- we don't -- we don't get into the

So you
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1

Development Agreement, because we don't have authority to --

2

either way to approve it or disapprove it.

3

that the County Commission does.
MR. PEREZ:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

The County Commission --

Okay.
You know, once we get past this

6

-- and I'm sure Staff has taken into consideration

7

everything that you brought up, and anything that we can act

8

on, we will, and I'm -- thank you for being here and being,

9

you know, involved in this thing.

10

It's a big project, and

we understand that everybody's strapped for money.

11

MR. PEREZ:

Right.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It's not that easy to get things

13

done, and people want to know who's going to pay for what,

14

and -- and I agree with that.

15

being here.

16

Commissioner.

17
18
19
20
21

So I want to thank you for

Do we have any other questions from Staff?

MS. KELLY:

Yes.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

The note that you referenced at the beginning, that is
an addendum to a previous note -MR. PEREZ:

It is -- it is right after the title

page of the document.

22

And I assume, Catherine, that that's been submitted.

23

It's called Off-Site -- On-Site and Off-Site Locations

24
25

of Interest Traffic Study.
MS. KELLY:
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the other gal read.

2

Where can we get a copy of that?

MS. HAINES:

It was -- it was on the Notice of

3

Decision dated December 12th, 2014, and then our last

4

comment was -- we forwarded it to CPC for revision with our

5

Level B comments.

6

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

7

MS. VEREECKE:

8

MS. PEREA:

9

MS. VEREECKE:

Thank you.

So you didn't add anything here?

To?
Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I was

10

just asking the DOT Staff, we do have the comments that you

11

submitted, and I guess that would have been for the March

12

hearing?

13

that?

14

submitted in the record?

15

So you haven't submitted anything in addition to

Are you adding more comments now that would be

MS. HAINES:

No, not at this time.

I was just

16

reiterating the note that we revised with this -- with that

17

hearing with March, but we -- we do not have more comments

18

now, because we haven't had time to review this document

19

fully.

20

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, just to

21

say to the DOT Staff that the Development Agreement is in

22

the Staff Report, but we can make sure that you get a copy

23

of it.

24
25

MR. PEREZ:

Okay.

Thank you.
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1

the state's facility are brought into the picture or how

2

that will be addressed.

Thank you.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. KELLY:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

Thank you.

So I have one more question.

So it sounds like there's a difference

7

of opinion in terms of off-site impacts at three

8

interchanges that you named; is that true?

9

MR. PEREZ:

Based on the quick review of this new

10

document, it sounds like there will be more locations,

11

intersections that we would have comments about, not just

12

the three that were identified originally.

13

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

not, thank you very much.

16

MR. PEREZ:

17

MS. HAINES:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. GINGRICH:

Okay.

Any other questions?

If

Thank you.
Thank you.
Next is MRCOG.
Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members

20

of the Commission.

21

at the Mid-Region Council of Governments.

I'm dressed like

22

Richard, but I don't work for the County.

I work for the

23

Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning Organization, which is

24

within the Council of Governments.

25

My name is Andy Gingrich.

I'm a planner
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1

schedule here, we submitted a pretty lengthy round of

2

comments regarding this Level B plan.

Also, the Level A

3

transportation plan was also revised.

And then there was

4

also the Level B transportation plan that was submitted.
So we had comments for all three of those documents,

6

and so those comments were really the consolidation of what

7

I heard from my colleagues at the MPO.

8

to present those.

9

answer I'm happy to bring those back to my colleagues and

10

So I'll do my best

If there are questions that I can't

get them, those more technical answers to you.

11

So today I'd like to do -- just do an overview of those

12

comments that are kind of general that apply to all topics

13

and then those specifically of transportation.

14

several comments regarding land use, but we could probably

15

save those for the next hearing.

16

We also had

And before I get started, I think maybe it would be of

17

benefit to, especially to Commissioners that are new, to

18

just say a little bit about the MPO, who we are and what we

19

do.

20

we're responsible for the Longe-Range Transportation Plan in

21

the region.

22

Government's region, which is four counties and a little bit

23

of Santa Fe County here, and then the red line here is the

24

boundary for the Albuquerque metropolitan planning area, and

25

that's the area that the MPO focuses on.

The Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning Organization is --

This is a map here of the Council of
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There's a -- there's a little bit more detailed map

2

there that kind of shows that, you know, we coordinate lots

3

of cities, counties, villages, pueblos, and other agencies,

4

as well as the Department of Transportation to look out into

5

the long range and evaluate plans going forward for our

6

transportation system regionally.

7

out stuff.

8
9

So we bring people together.
goals and policies.

So big picture is zoomed

We put together regional

We prioritize and program projects that

10

-- especially those that have federal dollars associated

11

with them, and then we also have a -- kind of a short-range

12

plan of projects called the TIP.

13

state's STIP, statewide program.

14

That coordinates with the

So some of those key documents that we produced which

15

Richard mentioned are our Long-Range Plan.

16

Our future is 2040.

17

it.

18

document is the Long-Range Transportation System Guide and

19

that was passed along with the Long-Range Plan, and both of

20

these documents are important to Santolina, and the

21

applicant has referenced them and used them.

22

any questions about generally what the MPO does, I'm happy

23

to answer those.

24
25

This is it here.

I'm sure you've all read every word of

It's pretty large.

And then another really important

So if you have
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1

character, the general concept, and then also the procedure

2

of the development and how it -- how it comes along, how

3

it's built.

4

think I was at every hearing.

5

good back and forth with the applicant, and they responded

6

to many of our concerns.

7

redoing the roadway system so it's much better grid system

8

with -- we're a big fan of grids at the COG.

9

lot of redundancy, a lot of resiliency and options for

So we participated in the Level A plans, and I

Richard mentioned some of them,

They provide a

10

changing environments.

11

land-use areas, and so we appreciate that work on their part

12

and that response on their part.

13

They changed around some of their

Oh, also, before I go further, I -- the February 8th

14

comments, it didn't look to me that they were all loaded

15

onto Accela, so I brought copies of those documents in case

16

you didn't get the full length.

17

that was --

18
19
20

MS. VEREECKE:

So I'm not sure.

Maybe

They were added as a separate

attachment.
MR. GINGRICH:

Oh, you did?

Okay.

Well, just in

21

case -- yeah, just so you have the full thing.

22

won't go over everything in these -- in those documents.

23

Where was I?

All right.

So, yeah.

Okay.

I

So we were happy

24

to participate in Level A, and there were some concerns that

25

we had even at the end of the CPC meetings, as some of you

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

And the -- we had a lot of

TR- 48
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2834

6.A.e

2

might remember, and also the County Commission hearings.
And one of the larger concerns that we have was about

3

the phasing strategy that was a part -- put in as part of

4

the plan, and those concerns continue into the Level B

5

submittal.

6

We still have the same basic concern there.

This Level B plan is very large.

It's -- 4,000 acres

7

is almost a third of the total Level A area, and in terms of

8

acreage, that's about the size of Taos, and the Planned

9

Communities Criteria, it's kind of unclear to us what an

10

appropriate size is for a Level B submittal.

11

there 650 to 1,200 acres, but that's also describing

12

villages and urban centers, and so it's just kind of unclear

13

to us what appropriate size is for Level B.

14

comparison we have to proposed Santolina development is Mesa

15

del Sol.

16

first phase, Level B phase was large.

17

acres.

18

It says in

The closest

It's a comparable sized master plan, and their
It was about 3,000

However, and I think this is one of the attachments in

19

the -- in the comments that I passed out.

This is -- it's

20

kind of hard to see here.

21

their Level B plan, in Mesa del Sol, and obviously they

22

anticipated development sooner than what has occurred out

23

there, but what has occurred is within that first phase, so

24

we knew where that growth was going to be first before the

25

next phase would start to build.

They had four phases outlined in

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

1

So everything that's kind

TR- 49
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2835

6.A.e

1

of a color here is -- is the area for Mesa del Sol is Level

2

B.

3

Yellow is the third.

The green is the first phase.

The blue is the second.

4

There's a couple reasons why, not just for knowing the

5

locations of the phase, that we're concerned about phasing,

6

and that's -- I think that are unique to Santolina, and that

7

is that the way that the phases were described in the master

8

plan were really tied to the Level B submittals, and so

9

those -- those Level B submittals are supposed to be areas

10

where opportunities to evaluate certain benchmarks for how

11

the development is coming along, and so if you have a really

12

large Level B phase, then you don't have these smaller

13

opportunities to evaluate some of those -- those benchmarks.

14

So currently all that exists is a 2025 and a 2040 phase.

15

having a more detailed phasing strategy I think would

16

alleviate a lot of our concerns at the -- at the MPO about

17

evaluating this development as it comes along.

18

So

And that's no net cost or jobs to housing, those kinds

19

of things that are really critical for the health of the

20

transportation system, and that phasing has lots to do with

21

land use and schools and other issues, but I could talk a

22

little bit about how that's really critical for

23

transportation planning.

24
25
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1

to the public to take care of, and so if there are roads

2

built and the phasing is unclear or doesn't -- the

3

development doesn't occur, then you may end up with these

4

roadways out there that don't have the development to

5

sustain it that then the public is responsible for

6

maintaining.

7

And then there's also issues that we're concerned about

8

related to this, and that's kind of the interim stages of

9

the roadway development.

The Development Agreement, I

10

believe, and the Transportation Plan, Santolina

11

Transportation Plan say that the developer is responsible

12

for the first two lanes and then is eligible for funding,

13

public funding for the rest of the roadway to be built.

14

so that's a concern to us because, you know, obviously

15

you're not going to build a giant roadway at the initial

16

phases of the development.

17

until there's appropriate level of development before you do

18

the next stage of building the road, and so who pays for

19

that expansion is a question I think we've heard from other

20

Staff, too.

21

And

You're going to have to wait

And also those -- in the interim, because the interim

22

period could be, you know, decades long, will this -- the

23

first stage of roadway development have the other -- the

24

infrastructure support, other modes, like bike lanes and

25

sidewalks and trees and stuff like that.

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

6.A.e

If you're going to

TR- 51
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2837

6.A.e

1

eventually have a very large roadway, how are you going to

2

accommodate these other uses in the interim with a very long

3

interim period?

Oh, I want to back up and say that in response to our

5

comments, there was a matrix that was put out that -- where

6

the applicant responded to comments from -- from other

7

agencies.

8

ours, because ours were kind of long, and we really

9

appreciate the work that they've -- that they've put into

They did like almost a whole separate section for

10

responding to those.

11

-- there's -- they'll -- there's -- the plan is to have a

12

reasonable portion of these other alternative elements --

13

not alternative, the other non-auto elements in each stage

14

of roadway development, and we appreciate that.

15

On this note, they've said that they

Maybe we have questions about more specifically what

16

that is, but we appreciate the attention -- the intention is

17

to have not just an auto-oriented, two-lane road during the

18

interim stages.

19

But, yeah, the following -- the concern that follows

20

this is, again, who pays for the construction of these roads

21

after the first two lanes, and in that matrix, the applicant

22

has responded that -- that the -- that they're eligible to

23

apply for other ways of funding those -- those -- that

24

roadway expansion, and that's true that they're eligible,

25

but there's not a guarantee of any of those things.
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1

And they had pointed to the Level A Development

2

Agreement that says that they -- you know, they'll pay --

3

they'll pay their proportionate share of what's referred to

4

as "system infrastructure."

5

will be classified as "system infrastructure" or not, but in

6

terms of the Council of Governments and the MPO and what is

7

in our Long-Range Plan, we kind of keep track of both

8

private and public records that are proposed into the future

9

so we can model the performance of the transportation system
in the future.

11

There are only two roads right now that are listed for

12

public funding in -- in the Santolina area, and that is the

13

Dennis Chavez expansion, and then also the Paseo Del Volcan

14

interchange on I-40.

15

a private -- privately funded roadway, and in the

16

applicant's response during -- in their matrix, they said

17

because there could be some public dollars going into the

18

system infrastructure in Santolina, then we should start to

19

consider those as a public, private kind of partnership

20

funding for those system roadways within Santolina.

21

There -- everything else is listed as

We're not sure if that's the County's understanding,

22

but we need to say that if that is the County's

23

understanding, that -- that those are County public dollars

24

then or at least not federal dollars.

25

funding for roadways through our process takes -- takes the

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

10

I'm not entirely clear on what

To get federal

TR- 53
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2839

1

whole Metropolitan Planning Organization's coordination of

2

other agencies to determine how we're going to spend this

3

federal money, and that includes a prioritization process

4

with specific criteria whether or not you're eligible for

5

those funds or not.

6

So public -- I mean, if the County's willing to do --

7

pay for part of that system infrastructure, then, yes.

8

could be technically a public investment on their part, and

9

we could list that as public infrastructure in an MTP

10

listing, but it won't be the federal dollars going into

11

that.

12

That

And we would stress that federal dollars are getting

13

smaller and smaller and more and more competitive, and as a

14

region, we've prioritized trying to maintain existing

15

infrastructure, existing roadway infrastructure, and also

16

alternative modes of transportation.

17

hard to acquire those federal dollars for -- well, eligible

18

to apply, but there will be other priorities in the region

19

competing for those federal dollars.

20

speak to their ability to fund these roads.

21

needs to be clarified.

22

So it's -- it will be

I will let the state
So that just

And the other part of this is the transportation

23

analysis that was done for the Santolina area even for Level

24

B did incorporate some of those roadways being widened, and

25

that means, then, that this analysis kind of assumes going
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beyond those two lanes to the wider roadways, and so does

2

that mean that this analysis kind of assumes that public

3

funding kicking in is one of our questions, or is that

4

something that the developers plan on paying for.
But the performance of the network does seem to

6

incorporate some of these expansion projects, and we're not

7

sure.

8

dependent on the public funding based on the study?

9

Does that mean that the performance of the network is

Okay.

So moving on, there's -- we just want to say

10

that here's kind of the -- this is actually the land-use

11

plan for Level B, but it does kind of do a good job of

12

showing the grid system.

13

let me zoom in a little bit.

14

have this grid system, and we like that a lot.

15

that's really nice.

16

from the applicant listening to our concerns about the

17

roadway design or the system design, and that actually --

18

the small grids network in terms of transportation by public

19

transportation and perhaps even, Chair Chavez, the schools

20

drop-off situation, I mean, I think -- I think your concern

21

is a good one, but a grid is a resilient and adaptable kind

22

of system infrastructure.

23

routes and plan alternative routes.

24

dependant on one giant street to deal with all of your

25

problems and be everything to everybody.

Well, maybe you can see it very -The roadways in these areas
We think

We think that that's a direct response

So it allows you to kind of plan
You don't -- you're not
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1

multiple streets that you can kind of choose better routes,

2

more appropriate routes, but so -- and that's true for

3

public transit, too.

4

transit planning in the future is to have a well-connected

5

roadway system that's grided, because then pedestrians can

6

find many different ways to get to where they need to go,

7

and you can put stops in different kinds of locations and

8

really adapt.
So that grid system is -- is good, and it's -- and it's

10

something that is a benefit to the development going

11

forward.

12

that is uncertain.

13

It allows it to be a lot more flexible to a future

Same thing with the bike roadway system.

We liked

14

Richard comments where maybe some extra connections -- but

15

generally, the applicant's done a really good job of

16

referring to our Long-Range Transportation Systems Guide for

17

-- for how we'd -- how we'd like to see the region develop

18

in terms of especially our bike network and pedestrian

19

network and trail system.

20

In terms -- there are some -- some comments we have

21

about the -- the roadway design, itself.

So these are -- so

22

these are some of the sections for the largest roads that

23

are within the transportation section of the Level B plan.

24

These -- I mean, we appreciate that I think the intention

25

was for the applicant to really incorporate everything that
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1

everybody wants into a roadway and to use -- you know, these

2

little graphics are actually kind of based on our own

3

long-range transportation systems guide, and we appreciate

4

that detail, and -- but these are very, very wide roadways,

5

and I don't know if they specifically need to be changed,

6

but to point out that a really wide roadway is a big barrier

7

for pedestrians to cross and move -- move through.

8

This is -- I think this is 186 feet, this roadway, and

9

that's -- if you would picture one of your City blocks here

10

downtown, that's almost halfway.

11

the street of one of those blocks.

12

for a pedestrian to cross.

13

possibilities with a median to provide a refuge, but it's --

14

generally, the more smaller arterials you have that are

15

well-connected, the better it is for pedestrians, and you

16

can still move quite a lot of traffic on more -- more and

17

smaller roads than one giant large road.

18

That's about halfway down
That's a long distance

Maybe you have a lot of

That's not to say this is entirely inappropriate, but

19

we'll be engaged when the specific proposals of the roadway

20

designs come through and where they are, but this next to

21

anything that the pedestrian might want to get to is -- is

22

-- could be a problem.

23

try and incorporate medians and bike lanes and sidewalks and

24

that kind of thing.

25

Let's see.

But we appreciate the intention to

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

6.A.e

Oh, and also, the applicant responded -- we

TR- 57
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2843

6.A.e

1

had suggested kind of giving a little bit more detailed

2

thought to how you would put these principal arterials that

3

are next to activity centers or urban centers, and they said

4

that they would take a look at that.

5

response, too.
Okay.

One last thing, and I don't know if you can see

7

this.

This is from the -- this is page 22 in the Level A

8

transportation plan, which was redone, is that I want to

9

just mention -- I think it's for the benefit of everyone,

10

because we get a lot of questions about this -- how exactly

11

our socioeconomic forecasts were -- are included as a part

12

of this planning process.

13

just describe a little bit about our forecast in general,

14

what it is.

15

So maybe I should back up and

During our MTP, our Long-Range Transportation Plan, one

16

of the biggest things we do there is we try to model the

17

future roadway network and see how it performs, and a

18

necessary step to doing that is to model where the people

19

are and where their jobs are, and so how are they going to

20

go from where they live to where they work or services they

21

need.

22

figure that out, and that is a model that runs, and it's --

23

also incorporates interviews we do with -- with County Staff

24

about developments that are happening in certain areas and

25

what's building and maybe what's -- what could be build or

So we have to do a land-use forecast to be able to
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2

where there's interest.
So that is what we call in our Long-Range Plan the

3

"trend scenario."

4

we did the models.

5

with a base year of 2012 based on the policies that

6

currently exist, what are -- what is the zone -- what would

7

the zoning currently allow?

8

are approved or which ones have started?

9

plans and policies, where are we headed?

10

That's based on at the time which -- that
So this was passed in April of last year

What are the master plans that
Based on current

Then there was mention also of the preferred scenario,

11

which I could touch on.

12

which looked at what if we changed a little bit about where

13

we are going.

14

areas, for example, and have the model run and see what the

15

benefits are, and we could then quantify that, you know, by

16

investing, by doing more in-fill, by investing in existing

17

infrastructure.

18

could have meaningful improvements, but that would entail,

19

then, that changes would have to be made by our member

20

agencies to implement some of the principles there, so that

21

the trend is kind of where we're going.

22

scenario is kind of if we chose to take these actions,

23

there's demonstrated benefits to that.

24
25

We did an alternative scenario,

What if we allowed some density in certain

By changing around some of our zoning, we

A preferred
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1

model it, you had -- you had to build the whole thing out to

2

see how it performs.

3

the trend scenario, and this scenario, to run our model, we

4

have to take the growth forecast that -- we call them

5

control totals, which is the total number of people in the

6

region and make sure that that's the number we end up with

7

in terms of people.

8

places, but we have to end up with the same number.

9

numbers come from the GO spatial population studies

We can move them around different
Those

10

department at UNM.

11

to grow."

12

going to grow, and we try to figure out where those people

13

are going to be.

14

So people say, "The COG says we're going

We don't say we're going to grow.

GPS says we're

So this transportation plan had to stick with those

15

same control totals, which meant that you had to -- because

16

there's a difference between the trend scenario and the --

17

and the -- what's expected development by the applicant, we

18

had to take areas in the region that were developed that

19

were kind of similar, like the other master plans on the

20

West Side, Mesa del Sol, and reallocate that growth and put

21

it in Santolina to be able to evaluate their full build-out,

22

because we had to end up with the same number of people.

23

So the -- and the -- this is something that is really

24

clear.

There's nothing that's not being said here.

25

clear in the Level A Transportation Plan.
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1

that, "The 2040 trend forecast developed by MRCOG does not

2

include the level of development anticipated by WALH."

3

there's very -- there's just an expectation of development

4

by the applicant that is not the same as the trend scenario

5

for MRCOG.

6

But that is an appropriate way to perform, if that's

7

your underlying assumption, that this area is going to be

8

built by 2025 and 2040.

9

use for this kind of analysis, and they work closely with us

10

to do that analysis, but I want to be clear about what those

11

underlying assumptions are, because we get that question a

12

lot.

13

questions I can answer --

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

That's the appropriate method to

So I guess that's it.

If -- if there are any

Any questions of -I have one.

Go ahead.
Well, I have a couple of

18

comments and then a question.

19

we're doing it all over again when we're talking about

20

phasing and that that's a major issue for you all, and I

21

also want to know, you mentioned that you had to reallocate

22

in your trend analysis reallocation for Mesa del Sol.

23

del Sol is not built out the way it was anticipated.

24

that what you're saying?

25

MR. GINGRICH:

I'm sad that this feels like

Mesa
Is
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Chavez.

So Mesa del Sol does build out in our trend

2

scenario, so because we have in our -- we have anticipated

3

growth coming into the region, and so by 2040, our model

4

kind of takes this big growth and places it in areas that

5

can grow, and Mesa del Sol is one of those areas in our

6

model, but in order to kind of populate Santolina without --

7

you know, we wouldn't want to depopulate existing areas to

8

put into Santolina.

9

wanted to make sure that -- that we're putting growth into

That wouldn't be appropriate.

We

10

Santolina that -- that would be accommodated other places in

11

our trend scenario.

12

only use the word "competition," but if Santolina is kind of

13

competing for development with other areas in the region, we

14

wanted to make sure that this scenario was using growth in

15

those kinds of similar areas than just anywhere in the

16

region.

17

region and move them to Santolina.

So we wanted similar -- you know, I can

We didn't want to take people randomly out of the

18

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20
21
22

Yeah.

Does that make sense?
Thank you.

Any other questions?

Commissioner.
MS. KELLY:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I'm probably not going to phrase this very well,

23

because I'm not sure exactly what I want to ask, but if

24

you're reallocating growth in order to develop a Santolina

25

scenario, is there a way to show what impact that has on the
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transportation system and other projects that are already in

2

the pipeline for funding for other areas of the region?

3

you know what I'm asking?
MR. GINGRICH:

Can you translate -I think so.

I'm just wondering if

5

I know how to answer that with appropriate -- I mean, I

6

don't know if I have the technical capacity to answer that.

7

So I may have to get back to you on that.

8

the Santolina scenario would include the building of roads

9

inside Santolina.

I'm not sure --

Richard might be able to answer this.

10

I'm not sure about -- because we also, as a part of our

11

trends scenario, model the future roadway networks.

12

like, if there was an expansion project elsewhere in the

13

region in 2040, was that still built -- and that area

14

doesn't grow as much, does that -- is that still built in

15

the Santolina scenario?

So,

I don't know.

16

Richard, do you know if the entire trends -- trends

17

network was built in the Santolina transportation model?

18
19

I can get that answer to you for -MR. MEADOWS:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, you

20

know, I -- you know, I -- we talked about the areas, the

21

roadways that are impacted by Santolina, but it also

22

benefits a lot of roadways.

23

didn't make this kind of analysis, but it may be that

24

there's some roadways that would have needed improvements,

25

but because they benefit from more jobs on the West Side,

So there may be -- and we

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

4

Do

TR- 63
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2849

6.A.e

1

they benefit from Santolina, they no longer need those

2

improvements.

3

presented that, you know, there may be some roadways that

4

actually need fewer improvements, because there's more jobs

5

on the West Side.

7

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

complicated question.

I just needed an answer.

8

MR. MEADOWS:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

Thank you.
Any other questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

11
12

I realize it's a

MR. GINGRICH:

Thank you.

Oh, Commissioner, I'm sorry.

I wanted to mention

13

quick, it's not entirely Santolina specific, but the Council

14

of Governments is currently undergoing a big study for

15

trying to figure out how to improve planning for schools and

16

transportation across the region and how to do better

17

coordination with the school system and long-range

18

transportation planning.

19

can forward you information about that study that's

20

currently going on.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So if you're interested in that, I

22

Is that it, Staff?

23

MS. VEREECKE:

24

agencies.

25

agent.

Appreciate that.

Thank you.

Mr. Chair, that is it for Staff and
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Why don't we take a couple

2

minute's break, and we'll be right back.

3

(Note:

Hearing in recess at 10:53 a.m.
and reconvened at 11:02 p.m.)

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Let's go ahead.

6

how much time do you need?

7

you?

Mr. Strozier,

You don't need 45 minutes, do

8

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. STROZIER:

How about ten?

Mr. Chair and -- we were just

10

actually talking about some of the stuff that's in our

11

presentation has been covered by Staff.

12

to move quickly through that.

So I should be able

13

I also have full-sized copies of the matrix that goes

14

through, and I'm not going to go through -- just so you --

15

don't worry.

16

in the presentation, but I brought them if anyone would like

17

them.

18

me to sometimes look at paper, so --

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

Don't panic.

I know it's a little bit -- certainly it's easier for

You can get Staff to give us that

document.

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. MALRY:

24
25

I'm not going to go through it

Okay.
But you can go ahead.

I'm glad you reminded, Mr. Chair, that
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1

You know I love talking to you

guys.

3

MS. NELSON:

Thank you.

4

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you.

Okay.

Go -- go ahead.

All right.

Thank you,

7

Mr. Chairman, Commissioners.

8

principal with Consensus Planning, and I'm here today

9

representing Western Albuquerque Land Holdings.

10

My name is Jim Strozier,

Before I get started on my presentation, I wanted -- a

11

number of issues came up in the discussion earlier in the

12

hearing, and I wanted to just kind of hit on a couple of

13

those things, because I think they were -- there were some

14

important items that came up.

15

this?

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MR. STROZIER:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19
20

Do I need to swear in for

No.
We're not -- we're not -This is just a hearing.

We're

not going to decide anything.
MR. STROZIER:

Okay.

Got it.

So in terms of --

21

Mr. Chairman, you brought up the school transportation

22

issue, and -- and I think that -- it hadn't occurred to me.

23

We have -- we have had meetings with -- with APS with the

24

facilities planning group, but we have not talked -- we

25

talked more about locations and where the schools should be
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1

and their -- their criteria in terms of what types of

2

streets.

3

to making sure that all the way down to the neighborhood

4

level, local streets, all the way up to the bigger streets,

5

that there are opportunities for other modes of

6

transportation to be included in those streets, specifically

7

pedestrian and bicycle, and then we also have an off-street

8

open space network that will have trails, and I know that

9

there are a lot of different techniques that we're seeing

10

being used with those neighborhood schools and walking,

11

school buses, those types of things that are trying to get

12

kids not to have to use -- not to have to use a school bus,

13

and so -- so we have given thought to that.

14

But I would -- I would make the offer that we will

15

coordinate with County Staff and try and set up a meeting

16

specifically with APS.

17

at APS to talk about those issues, but I -- but I think it's

18

important that we do have a follow-up conversation

19

specifically about transportation and APS's needs relative

20

to transportation, and I hadn't thought of that specifically

21

in that context, and I appreciate you bringing that up, and

22

we will try and follow up on that after this hearing.

23

so I think that covers that.

24
25

I'm not sure who the right person is

And
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1

addressed with the idea of that -- the term today is

2

"complete streets," and that's incorporating the different

3

modes of transportation into street design.

4

street design was primarily about moving automobiles only,

5

and everything else was kind of secondary to that.

6

of "complete streets" is bringing all those other modes into

7

the equation at that -- at that level and same thing with

8

the trails.

9

looking at some of the suggestions relative to connectivity

11

The idea

We want to make sure that -- and I'm -- we are

that we've gotten and trying to make some changes.
And so the other comment I guess I would make, and this

12

gets to some of MRCOG's comments, we focused our matrix and

13

our responses primarily on the transportation aspects, but

14

transportation and land use is very much intermingled in a

15

plan like this, and certainly that's where MRCOG lives.

16

They live in that junction between land use and

17

transportation.

18

between the comments and how we're addressing them today

19

with this matrix versus our next hearing, which is going to

20

focus on land use.

21

kind of close some of those connections -- connect some of

22

those dots between those -- between those issues.

23

So there's going to be some cross-over

So hopefully at the next hearing we'll

We are very cognizant of the centers and corridors.

24

have been working with the Staff on the update to the

25

Comprehensive Plan that's currently underway, primarily

We
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1

being led by the City, but we are working with that.

2

coordinating with Catherine and Enrico on our comments and

3

concerns relative to that process.

4

at the residential street sections and the comments that

5

Richard Meadows made regarding that.

And then we'll also look

Commissioner Kelly, you brought up the green

7

infrastructure and incorporating that.

We have tried to

8

make sure that that is just like -- I would say that that's

9

also part of my definition of "complete streets" that those

10

-- that those streets not only include the mobility aspects

11

but how you deal with storm water, drainage facilities, how

12

you deal with landscaping and creating shade and minimizing

13

the impact of those roadways on the natural side of the

14

environment, and so that is also part of that -- of that

15

equation, and if -- we'll look back at it and make sure --

16

if we haven't expressed that clearly enough, we will make

17

sure that we -- that we do, because that is a part of our

18

thinking relative to these streets.

19

I also appreciate the comments about TDM,

20

transportation demand management, and transit.

21

working on those issues as well.

22

We are

Some of those things, especially on the transportation

23

demand management side, are really -- I think we can set the

24

stage for those with this level of planning, but really when

25

we get a large employer, that's when you really get into the
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1

nuts and bolts about preferred parking spaces, for carpool,

2

ride-share programs, those kinds of things, and that's

3

really integrated directly with the operation and management

4

of the facility, itself.

5

factor into that and making sure that we have -- are then

6

circling back to -- with transit to make sure if it's

7

appropriate even to have a special stop or rethink where we

8

thought a route might be in order to make sure that we're

9

providing that level of service.

10

So that's all part of that level of discussion that

11

happens a little bit later in the process, but we do want to

12

make sure and agree with setting the framework for that at

13

this time.

14

It was brought up about the size, I guess, and we

15

recognize that, and I think we've made some comments

16

directly to that, but in terms of -- one thing I would point

17

out with Mesa del Sol is that the Level B plan that we all

18

think of as Mesa del Sol's Level B plan is actually the

19

second Level B plan.

20

100 percent on recreation and open space, and that was

21

actually done by the County, and so that's where the

22

amphitheater and the soccer fields -- and that's almost -- I

23

think it's about 700 acres, maybe even 1,000 of -- of land

24

that was focused.

25

The initial Level B plan was focused
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1

initial Level B, because we wanted to commit to the

2

preservation and dealing with the ceja escarpment as part of

3

our initial phase of development.

4

those comments before I get started, and I will try and go

5

through this quickly, because once again, I think a lot of

6

this was covered by the Staff.
The project team, it hasn't changed.

Matt Looke is

8

here today from Garrett Development Company.

9

here from Bohannon Huston.

Eric Wrage is

Malika Keem (sic) is here from

10

my office, and so we've got a great team that's working on

11

this project, and I think you heard a number of times that

12

the responsiveness and the level of attentiveness that we,

13

as a team, have tried to pay to our responses in terms of

14

when we've gotten comments, we've taken those comments

15

seriously.

16

tried to respond to every one of those, and that's really

17

the purpose of that matrix, and we plan to do that style of

18

matrix for each of the upcoming hearings as well, so we show

19

you how we're addressing those comments.

20

We've sat down.

We've had meetings.

I don't need to spend any time on that.

We've

I think that

21

Mr. Meadows actually went through pretty good detail of the

22

Level A conditions of approval.

23

have the Level A plan that went through.

24

conditions.

25

to transportation, and so we have dealt with those, and we

So, once again, we -- we
It had certain
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2

have addressed those, and I think you heard that.
This graphic really, I think, it gets to some of the

3

conversation and -- that we had earlier about responding to

4

comments, and one of the significant comments, and you heard

5

it from MRCOG today, was about the grid, and this just shows

6

you the Level B plan kind of superimposed into the overall

7

grid network for the entire Level A.

8

challenge.

9

think of the first phase in the context of the whole.

So it's always a

We think about the first phase, but we have to
So

10

this just shows you how we -- how we're doing that relative

11

to the transportation side of things, and you can see the

12

different land uses associated with the project.

13

Then, of course, this is the Level B plan.

We are --

14

at the next hearing, we will have some refinements to this

15

plan, because as I mentioned, we are meeting with APS.

16

are meeting with CNM.

17

have a meeting set up next -- next week or is it -- soon

18

with --

We

We are meeting with County Staff.

19

MS. VEREECKE:

Tomorrow.

20

MR. STROZIER:

Tomorrow.

Too many meetings going

21

on too many times -- tomorrow with MRCOG and the Planning

22

Staff and trying to connect some of those dots.

23

aren't waiting around to finish the transportation

24

conversation to move into the land-use conversation.

25

We

So we

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

1

I'm not going to spend much time on this, but obviously

TR- 72
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2858

1

the other aspects of this presentation and the analysis that

2

we do is to deal with how are we specifically responding to

3

the Planned Communities Criteria and its requirements that

4

it states we need to do A, B, and C related to a Level B

5

plan.

6

We have pulled out those things related to

7

transportation specifically, and I think Mr. Meadows also

8

went through these, so I'm not going to spend time, but just

9

so you know, the matrix that we -- that we've prepared is

10

broken out into Accela comments where a specific agency,

11

like MRCOG, had extensive comments.

12

separately so you can see exactly how we dealt with and

13

responded to MRCOG.

14

Level A conditions and then the Level B criteria from the

15

Planned Communities Criteria.

16

We pulled those out

We also have a specific section on the

So I think, Mr. Chairman, at the last hearing, you

17

expressed very, very pointedly that we needed to make sure

18

that when we came back for these hearings, that we had

19

addressed those criteria and the requirements, and so we've

20

done that specifically to help you all and Staff how we've

21

done that.

22

between ourselves and Staff.

23

those.

24
25

And so that's an iterative -- iterative process
And so we've gone through

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

6.A.e

I think this -- in terms of the roadway sections, once
again, we've tried to address the roadway sections for a

TR- 73
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2859

6.A.e

1

variety of types of streets, and what we want to do with

2

these is to make sure not only that we're addressing the

3

road, itself, once again, but the bike facilities, so bike

4

lanes, the sidewalks, and landscaping.

5

of attention to landscaping on -- on these and making sure

6

-- because one of the things we know, especially on the

7

bigger streets is, if you have -- you can have the nicest

8

sidewalk in the world, but if it's right on the curb and

9

people are driving by you at 45 miles an hour, and

10

especially trucks and buses, it's not a very comfortable

11

place to walk, and so it's important for us to set some of

12

these things up up front early so that the expectation is

13

clear when these streets get built how that landscaping and

14

sidewalks work together.

15

Same thing with the bike lane.

As you get on the

16

slower streets, on the narrower streets, a bike lane that

17

just has a stripe between you and the cars is fine, but when

18

you get to the larger streets, having some sort of buffer,

19

and if you're familiar with -- and I can speak to a couple

20

of these examples along Coors Boulevard north of I-40.

21

you get I think it's about to Saint Pius, they have the

22

buffer, that they've got a striped buffer between the travel

23

lanes and the bicycle lanes, and it's really effective.

24
25

When
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1

one of the members of GABAC, which is the Greater

2

Albuquerque Bicycle Advisory Committee, and we rode that

3

section.

4

we rode that section, and I can say that I was very

5

positively impressed with how -- how safe it felt, and

6

that's not a road that I would have thought I would have

7

felt safe on a bicycle on.

9

So it does work.

The other -- right down the way, when you get down to
Andalucia, you can see where the landscaping and the

10

sidewalk is buffered from one another, and once again, it's

11

a very pleasant place to walk as opposed to sections of the

12

sidewalk that are closed.

13

in this level of detail, and we've broken that down for a

14

number of streets.

15

any good if they're not connected to one another and

16

connected throughout the project.

17

So that's why we looked at these

That -- so those facilities don't do you

So I think Mr. Meadows also referred to this exhibit

18

that talks about the pedestrian and bicycle network, and so

19

that is also an important aspect of the thinking.

20

A we talked about the systems and making sure that you think

21

about each of those systems and how not only they work but

22

the whole -- but also how they're integrated with each

23

other.

24

systems.

25

At Level

This is one of those -- this is one of those

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

8

We rode a number -- we did a number of things, but

Transit network, I would say that this is one of those

TR- 75
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2861

6.A.e

1

-- those topics that as we move forward and as things start

2

to happen, this is one of those areas that I hope is going

3

to change.

4

that it's going to -- we're going to see it become a bigger

5

part sooner as things develop, but in terms of the thinking

6

and dealing with -- so where do we attach to the existing

7

trip transit system?

8

serve those areas?

9

kind of an initial phase of how that might work.

How do we bring that out?

I hope

How do we

This -- this was an attempt to get at

So we heard a lot about the model, and I am going to

11

talk to you about -- I've got about a half an hour to talk

12

to you about details of the model.

13

No.

So the model is -- and this gets back some of the

14

questions I believe, Commissioner Kelly, in terms of the

15

overall -- the -- how those -- that process for analyzing

16

the impact of Santolina as it's compared to -- so you sort

17

of have, you know, there's the trend scenario that was

18

adopted, and then -- then there's this process that we went

19

through, and it's very -- it's very detailed in terms of

20

looking at the socioeconomics and building up that model,

21

not only for what's going on around us, but then breaking it

22

down and doing that level of detail in terms of the

23

assumptions, land use, number of dwelling units, number of

24

jobs in each of these sub-areas.

25

and it -- and we work with -- extensively with the COG and
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1

their -- their existing transportation model and their

2

existing socioeconomics to come up with how that's done.

3

is modeled as a multimodal system.
We analyzed 2025 and 2040, and the reason we did that

5

was because 2040, obviously that's the MTP.

6

every -- the model was set up to do that, but they -- MRCOG

7

had interim -- an interim time period that was 2025 that we

8

work with them on getting the socioeconomics and the model

9

input for that year as well.

10
11

So we know

So that was the year that

worked within their framework as well.
All right.

So, once again, work closely with COG.

12

-- they're the keeper of the model.

13

We have to work within their model, and we included the

14

Santolina roadways into that.

The

15

So it's not our model.

So I won't go through -- spend a lot of time on this,

16

but once again, so a long process to go through and make

17

sure that the socioeconomics are all working within those

18

control totals for this, and this is important.

19

Santolina scenario doesn't add additional population.

20

you don't -- you don't take population and say, "Well,

21

Santolina's going to have X number of people in it."

22

aren't -- those aren't new or different people than were

23

already included in the model.

24
25

So the
So

Those
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1

here.

2

thing with those jobs.
So let's see.

So -- so we include -- it includes the

4

metropolitan planning area, has Sandoval County, including

5

Rio Rancho, and it also has Valencia County.

6

things when we talk about the region and where that growth

7

is going to go, we did tend to -- a lot of times we have

8

conversations about what happens in Albuquerque and what

9

happens in the outlying areas of Bernalillo County, but the

So one of the

10

region, actually what gets modeled, is much larger than

11

that.

12

So we start thinking about what happens if that growth

13

that might be happening in -- at the north end of Rio Rancho

14

actually happens in Santolina?

15

roadway networks?

16

were anticipated to happen up in the northern part of Rio

17

Rancho actually happened here on the west I-40 corridor?

18

What does that do to the overall transportation system?

19

What happens to those

And what happens if some of the jobs that

So that's -- and I think you already heard these

20

numbers.

So 311,000 is the population increase that's

21

included in that model for up to 2040.

22

County only.

23

to 400 -- is 438,000.

24

Bernalillo County, but the trend scenario has a significant

25

number of those folks going into those outlying areas.

That's in Bernalillo

The population increase for the region is up
So most of those are happening in
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1

same things with job.

2

to the overall -- the overall system.
So the 2025, I think Richard went through a lot of

4

this.

5

highlight on some of this.

6

there's a significant positive at the 2025 level to impacts

7

to the road, to the road network, river crossings, things

8

like that.

9

It's still there.

10

Let me see if there's anything I just want to kind of
I think as you heard from him,

That -- that gets less as we get out to 2040.
It just -- just gets a little bit less.

But so one of the things that -- and if you looked at

11

the transportation analysis, these graphics, I think they're

12

interesting because, for instance, this calls out -- so

13

what's the difference between the existing trend scenario

14

and the Santolina scenario as it relates to positives and

15

negatives to the road network?

16

this graphic looks at the a.m. peak, for instance, and you

17

can see areas that were red.

18

they become yellow, or they become green in the scenario.

19

And this just focuses on --

Maybe they stay red or get --

So this is a good way to see -- and we've got these --

20

these maps done for all the different scenarios for a.m.

21

peak, p.m. peak, ADT.

22

and they do show you -- it's a pretty easy way to look at it

23

and see what the difference is between the two.

24
25

So that was a.m.

So those comparisons are in there,

This is p.m.
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1

where there's change occurring in those, and so you can see

2

what happens between the trend scenario, the existing model,

3

and when we add Santolina.
So this is just that information broken down into a

5

table, and we'll make this presentation available, and it

6

will -- to Catherine.

7

everybody will have access to this information, but what you

8

see here is relative to -- so vehicle miles traveled.

9

That's VMT.

10

reduction.

11

traveled is basically looking at how much time you have to

12

spend in your car to get -- to make those trips, and that's

13

a significant reduction, and some of that is -- and I think

14

we talked about this at Level A where if we have a -- we

15

have a roadway system.

16

We have -- we have river crossings, and we have -- we're not

17

using that system very efficiently right now because of the

18

jobs-housing imbalance on the West Side.

19

traveling one direction in the morning, and then they're all

20

traveling in the same direction -- same direction back over.

21

So you have a lot of capacity in the -- if you're -- if

It will be posted on the website.

This is at 2025.

So

We have a 1.6 percent

Vehicle hours traveled, so vehicle hours

We've built all these lanes of road.

So everybody is

22

you're -- if you've ever done a reverse commute, you know

23

how pleasant that is, and you're watching all the people

24

stacked up on the other side of the roadway.

25

to try and use that system more efficiently.
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So that's part of the reason why we see some of these

2

-- these positives in the numbers in terms of the time that

3

you are taking to make a trip.

4

or using the capacity in a different way, you can -- people

5

can travel faster, more efficiently on those systems.

6

So average speed is another way to look at that.

If you're reverse commuting

7

Delay, that looks at congestion.

8

the model gives us related to the transportation system.

9

All these numbers are what

And when we get to 2040, as I mentioned, it's not as

10

good, but it's still -- but it's still good.

11

little bit closer.

12

same -- same kind of analysis.

13

the 2040 in terms of the difference in that roadway network

14

and the impacts to that.

15

at 2040 a lot of things start to get bottled up over all

16

with or without Santolina.

17

There's more -- there's more vehicles out there on the

18

roads.

19

the worst one in terms of traffic congestion.

20

It gets a

I'm not sure exactly why that is, but
We look at a.m. and p.m. at

I think one thing that we see is

So there's more congestion.

We also looked at the p.m. peak.

That tends to be

So this is the -- and I think Richard also touched on

21

this.

22

specific impact areas that we looked at in our subsequent

23

analysis.

24
25

This is the area that we looked at where those --
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1

specific concerns about.

2

these spots in detail, and this map basically shows you all

3

those spots that we looked at in detail.

4

a lot of them are not in Santolina.

5

impacts are happening and what mitigation might be needed in

6

those areas in order to make improvements.

And you could see,

So it's looking at what

So I'm not going to spend a lot of time on this, but

8

obviously there's costs associated with all of this.

9

There's costs associated with improvements to existing

10

intersections, the existing facilities, and then there's

11

costs to build new facilities.

12

something that we have been looking at and coordinating with

13

the Staff on in terms of the network within Santolina, once

14

again, and so that -- we also broke that down 2025, 2040,

15

the cost of those and then system infrastructure, which is

16

outside of the project.

17

here.

18

the 2040 -- 2040 results.

19

And so those costs are

Oh, I've got a slide out of order

I apologize for that, but that should have been with

I won't spend a lot of time on these numbers, but once

20

again, you can see that everything gets a little bit closer,

21

jammed up in 2040.

22

for 2040 with or without Santolina, but there's some of the

23

places where we had a positive impact.

24

slight negative impact, and some of the areas where we had a

25

big positive impact, we have less of a positive impact at

I think that's indicative of what we see

We might have a
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2040.

2

some of those things, so that's -- that's the good news.
So, once again, we've -- in that matrix we've tried to

4

go through all of the comments and concerns and address

5

them.

6

responses.

7

has been a very, very good process I would have to say in

8

terms of the level of communication and coordination that's

9

-- has been taking place and will continue to take place on

And, once again, that's happened with written
That's happened in meetings.

We tried -- this

10

this, and there's a lot of work that gets done in a short

11

amount of time on both sides of this.

12

appreciate and recognize the amount of work that Staff is

13

doing on this as well.

14

So we certainly

So next steps, we'll be back to you to talk about land

15

use, and -- and that's going to be critical, and I think

16

it's good that we talked about transportation first, because

17

you'll see when we start talking about the land uses, those

18

relationships, and why it's important that we are -- we've

19

given the thought that we have to that network and the grid

20

and the "complete streets" aspects and how that relates to

21

the different neighborhoods that we're trying to create and

22

things that are important to make those neighbors work, like

23

commercial activity nodes and schools and parks.

24

get -- how do we make sure that those things are integrated?

25

So that will be part of the next -- the next hearing.

How do we
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And I think that is it for my presentation.

We'd be

2

happy to answer any questions.

3

want to dig really deep into the model and the technical

4

aspects.

5

in detail, but we'd be happy to address any of your

6

questions at this time.

He can explain all those acronyms and the numbers

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MR. MALRY:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10
11

Eric Wrage is here if you

MR. MALRY:

Any questions?

Mr. Chairman.
Go ahead, Commissioner.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Jim, I want to thank you for working with the schools

12

and our Staff and other entities that's necessary to get

13

this job done.

14

MR. STROZIER:

15

MR. MALRY:

16
17
18
19

Thank you.

I really appreciate what you doing.

This is a much better product than you had last year.
MR. STROZIER:

Oh, thank you.

We do try and learn

as we go forward.
MR. MALRY:

I feel a lot better with this deal

20

than I did last year, and I just want to thank you for the

21

work you're doing, and keep up the good works.

22

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you.

23

MS. NELSON:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. NELSON:

Mr. Chair.
Yes.
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required to give it today, but do you have a response to

2

MRCOG's comments about your big street being too big for

3

people to cross?
MR. STROZIER:

We have looked at that, and we're

5

continuing to look at that, and I imagine that will be part

6

of our conversation tomorrow.

7

interface where those big streets, and so -- so one thing I

8

will say is those big streets are pretty limited in terms of

9

the plan area.

We have also looked at the

So we have Dennis Chavez, and we have

10

Atrisco Vista, and we have Paseo Del Volcan.

11

anticipated -- and we've -- so just so you all are aware, so

12

when we talk about Paseo Del Volcan out there in the world,

13

most of the time we're talking about the interchange at I-40

14

and Paseo Del Volcan north of I-40, and that's the area that

15

has been designed and planned, and it's to be a freeway-type

16

facility, has a very large right-of-way, and there was a

17

full environmental document that was done in the planning

18

and design for that, and that connects all the way to 550 on

19

the north.

20

through Rio Rancho, and it connects up there, and the north

21

leg of that at Rio Rancho, if you've been out there and

22

driven by Sue Cleveland High School and out to City Center

23

and the Star -- the Rio Rancho City Hall and the Star

24

Center, that -- that section of Paseo Del Volcan at the

25

north end has been built.

It goes through Sandoval County.

And we have

It goes
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end.

2

So for most -- most of the time when we talk about

3

Paseo Del Volcan out there, we talk about that segment, and

4

-- but we have anticipated and we have planned for a

5

continuation of that roadway to the south, and so that also

6

is being planned for as a freeway-type facility.

7

big facility, and we -- so when we look at that, we look at

8

how do you get those interim, not -- not interchange streets

9

to cross over, under.

So it's a

How do you -- how do you make sure

10

that we keep that grid and the connectivity?

So that's been

11

a little bit of a challenge related to that, and we'll --

12

I'm sure we'll coordinate with them on that as well.

13

We also looked at where those big streets, so I believe

14

it is both Dennis Chavez and Atrisco Vista, go past the town

15

center, go past the urban center, those areas that are

16

anticipated to have a different character.

17

prepared draft cross-sections that we will talk to them

18

about that show kind of a frontage road parking.

19

been -- a number of communities have this kind of situation

20

where they kind of have a road next to the road, and that's

21

where all the stuff happens, and you've got driveways, and

22

you've got things, and you've got parking going on, and so

23

on the side where we -- we border up against that urban

24

center, we're looking at those kinds of strategies to make

25

it more user friendly, and so you've got that activity

We've actually

If you've
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2

happening on a smaller segment.
But the downside to that is if you want to get from the

3

east side of that roadway over to the urban center, you now

4

maybe have even furtherer to go to get to where the stuff

5

is, but it's a balance, and we're looking at that.

6

recognize the challenge of trying to fit all those things in

7

the right-of-way, and I'm not sure we've come to an answer

8

yet, but I think we're going to -- we'll get there, and we

9

certainly understand their concern about that.

10

MS. NELSON:

11

MR. STROZIER:

12

MS. NELSON:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. KELLY:

15

We

But you're working on it?
We're working on it.
Okay.

Thanks, Jim.

Any other -- Commissioner.

Mr. Chairman.

Jim --

16

MR. STROZIER:

17

MS. SERNA:

Yes.

-- is there any consideration to

18

having -- I'm not sure what the terminology is, but one of

19

the things in the Northwest that I think could have been

20

done better next to the escarpment is having homes and

21

buildings not butt up against the open space but just

22

development on one side of the street.

23

MR. STROZIER:

24

MS. KELLY:

25

MR. STROZIER:

Single-loaded streets --
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MS. KELLY:

Is there any consideration in your

2

plan for that next to open space?

3

MR. STROZIER:

I don't think that we have gotten

4

into that level of detail, but I will -- I will look at

5

that, and I know that we've done that in a number of areas.

6

I'm thinking specifically of how the Del Webb project is

7

being developed adjacent to the monument with primarily --

8

it has a couple of places where it's not single-loaded, but

9

those are areas where either you're making a turn, or we

10

have a significant setback and a trail between those houses,

11

and so we -- we're very much aware of that, and I can -- I

12

can look into that, and we can try and add something

13

relative to that.

14

MS. KELLY:

And then on the trail network, are the

15

trails following arroyo corridors, or are they always next

16

to streets?

17

MR. STROZIER:

They are not necessarily -- trying

18

to get to that exhibit here.

So you're talking -- speaking

19

of the off-site trails and those open space corridors, and

20

we have tried to refine those a little bit going from Level

21

A to what we see in Level B.

22

hopefully be a part of the overall drainage solution.

23

area, it's a little bit different that it's not -- it's very

24

flat up there.

25

playas up there.

Those are anticipated to
This
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1

kind of -- like on the north side of I-40, when you get up

2

into the Ventana Ranch area, you have much more of a system

3

of defined arroyos going through there.

4

the case here, but we are anticipating making joint use of

5

those corridors, but really just trying to come up with a

6

logical east/west and north/south set of corridors that can

7

try and connect or connect -- and we want to use those to

8

connect directly to the schools, to the parks, so that you

9

have an off-road option in terms of getting to those places.
And if there are specific -- you know, and I think we

11

are looking at -- Richard had his areas of -- that he's

12

provided us some input on the connectivity.

13

areas of concern, and we're looking at that, and we'll try

14

and address that, but if anyone has specific concerns

15

relative to that, we'll take a look at specifics on that.

16
17

MS. KELLY:

He's got some

So at what point will information on

the schools and the parks be included?

18

MR. STROZIER:

So in Level B, the parks and the

19

schools are identified on the land-use plan.

20

we're making revisions to that based on our conversations

21

with them, and so at the next meeting, we'll delve into

22

that, more detail at that point.

23

MS. KELLY:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

We will be --

Thank you.
Any other questions?
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1

MR. STROZIER:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Now, we'll go to the audience

portion.

4

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

First up is Vi Dirk

5

followed by Nettie Lopez and -- okay.

6

Quezada, Juan Reynosa followed by Zoe Economou.

7
8
9
10
11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

How about Steven

Name and address for the

record.
MR. REYNOSA:

No problem.

Good afternoon.

Juan

Reynosa, 211 10th Street, Southwest, 87102.
I'm going to read from some excerpts from a letter that

12

we submitted to you all prior to this hearing, but first I

13

just want to make a request in hopes of maybe moving up the

14

public comment period in the next hearing.

15

Obviously many people who aren't paid to be here can't

16

wait around three hours to be able to speak in front of you

17

guys, and I think they also add a very good piece to this

18

conversation.

19

It's unclear whether the Santolina developers have

20

complied with the Bernalillo County Planned Communities

21

Criteria requirements pertaining to the following of a

22

Disclosure Statement regarding the strict conformance with

23

the Level A transportation system plan or the filing of the

24

substitute traffic analysis.

25

County Planning Commission needs more time to review

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

3

Thank you.

The public and most likely

TR- 90
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2876

6.A.e

1

transportation documents submitted by the Santolina

2

developers to ensure compliance with PCC requirements.
The Bernalillo County Planned Communities Criteria

4

requires that a disclosure statement regarding strict

5

conformance with the Level A transportation system plan will

6

be required or a substitute traffic analysis with

7

consequential findings, recommendations, and proposed

8

amendments to the Level A transportation system plan and

9

Level A community master plan must be conducted prior to

10

formal submittal of the Level B plan, which we're already at

11

right now.

12

A Level B transportation system analysis including

13

specific traffic studies for a particular plan submittal,

14

plus all their other approved Level B plan elements in the

15

community, existing and projected demand phase as

16

appropriate, and consequential noise and air quality impacts

17

must be conducted prior to formal submittal of the Level B

18

plan.

19

Santolina developers submitted this Level B Master Plan

20

application on January 25th, 2016.

21

Commission's website also states in addition to a revised

22

Level A Transportation Master Plan was submitted on January

23

25th, 2016 -- can I continue?

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. REYNOSA:

The Planning
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. REYNOSA:

Go ahead.

All right.

It's unclear whether

3

this revised Level A Transportation Master Plan constitutes

4

a substitute transportation traffic analysis or otherwise

5

satisfies the PCC's requirements stated above.

6

document fails to provide consequential recommendations,

7

findings, and proposed amendments to the Level A

8

transportation system plan and Level A community master

9

plan.

10

This

This document also fails to serve as the functional

11

equivalent of a disclosure statement regarding strict

12

conformance with the Level A transportation system plan, and

13

lastly, I would just like to note that I appreciated MRCOG

14

and NMDOT's comments.

15

seems to be a lot of missing gaps here, a lot of extreme

16

concerns as NMDOT noted, and so I just sort of ask, like,

17

where we go from here?

18

unresolved issues on the table in regards to transportation.

19

Is there opportunity for another public hearing around to

20

transportation?

21

findings, the public can comment on it, or does it just go

22

into a vacuum?

23

Thank you.

24
25

At least from my perspective, there

It seems like there's a lot of

That way once they come back with these

So I would love to hear more about that.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
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up, if there's some revisions or whatever there.

2

have, like, two or three other hearings and might have to,

3

you know, put a separate -- some separate time to address

4

those -- those issues that are being brought up, and we're

5

going to bring them up, but they will not be left in a

6

vacuum.

7

MR. REYNOSA:

8

opportunity for another hearing.

9

Okay.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

Well, and maybe even another

Thank you.

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Zoe is gone, I guess.

11

Hyder followed by Sara Newton Juarez.

12

Travis.

13

I'm sorry, Travis.
MS. NECOCHEA:

Don

Virginia and then

I can't say your last name.

If I wanted to show something on

14

the screen there, is it here?

15

That way they can see the whole page.

16

So we

Okay.

My name is Dr. Virginia Necochea.

Can you zoom out?
Thank you.
I'm at 1212 Montrose

17

Place, Southwest, 87105, and I, first of all, want to say

18

that it baffles me everytime that I sit in this chamber that

19

Santolina Master Plan is continuously talked about it as if

20

it's this amazing project for our communities.

21

a continuous community apprising and resistance and people

22

have voiced their concerns over the last, I think it's going

23

to be three years, and so the empty chairs, to me,

24

symbolizes people's disconnection with this process, because

25

many people have been very disappointed that, in spite of

Yet, despite
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1

community opposition, that the Santolina Master Plan moves

2

forward.
And so I have this handout here that I hope you look

4

at, and I actually have copies for every one of you.

Could

5

I give copies?

6

Paseo Del Volcan connected to Santolina Master Plan was

7

included in US PIRG's top 12 highway boondoggles of this

8

year.

9

Western Albuquerque Land Holdings and the Santolina Master

And so I don't know if you had heard, but

Here is the report, and it mentions specifically

10

Plans, and this is very important information for the public

11

and for you all to hear and read, and so that's the copy

12

there, and the excerpt for New Mexico specifically is on the

13

second and third page.

14

And so what this report speaks to is the questionable

15

highway projects nationwide that are costing taxpayers tens

16

of billions of dollars, something that is not being

17

discussed during this very important hearing, and so we do

18

not have the luxury of wasting tens of billions of dollars

19

on new highways of questionable value.

20

decision makers should reevaluate the need for projects

21

profiled in this report and others that no longer make sense

22

in an era of changing transportation needs.

23

really highly encourage all of you to read this report.

24

There are reports that unfortunately do not get local media

25

coverage or any coverage at all, but they are very

State and federal

And so I just
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2
3

important, top 12, top 12 highway boondoggles.
And can I just also remind people, one thing with APS,
because schools were on the topic today?

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MS. NECOCHEA:

One last thing.

Go ahead.
And so I just want to respectfully

6

remind to the Board, and especially because you have new

7

members, that back in March 2015, the APS School Board

8

unanimously passed a resolution that stated, "In this

9

resolution, the Albuquerque Public School District Board of

10

Education requests that the Bernalillo County Commission

11

deny this Level A master plan until the issues of school

12

financing, transportation, water, and infrastructure have

13

been adequately addressed."

14

been rescinded or revoked, and it still stands, and the

15

major things that APS Board themselves brought to light was

16

the amount of tax dollars that would be required, exactly

17

$681 million that would be needed to build the schools in

18

the Santolina Master Plan community, and that is not being

19

addressed.

20

and dedication to this issue.

That resolution to date has not

So I thank you for listening and for your work

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. McKENZIE:

24
25

Thank you.

Any questions?

Travis.

Hello.

Good afternoon.

My name is
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1

the public comment and when it's heard.

I've been to

2

numerous of these hearings here and with the Bernalillo

3

County Commission, and it's very difficult.

4

marched here with over 350 people, and public comment was

5

moved to the end, so a lot of voices weren't heard.

6

like to really just recommend that you take public comment

7

seriously and that make it easier for people to get here and

8

speak out.

9

a.m.

We actually

It's also in the middle of a work week at 9:00

A lot of our community members couldn't be here, me

10

included.

11

another work obligation because of this meeting, and I felt

12

like it was really important to speak out.

13

I'm just running in here.

I'm running late to

Kind of similar sentiments, that I'm also disheartened

14

by the way that this master plan keeps being talked about as

15

already existing and already a great thing for our

16

communities.

17

voices out there that are actively working against this

18

master plan development and take the future of our land,

19

water, and generations very seriously, and serious enough to

20

come from all around New Mexico to testify against the

21

master plan and this development.

22

I think of the hundreds, if not thousands, of

I'm a farmer.

I go down Bridge every day to go farm in

23

Atrisco, and the traffic is unbelievably horrible, and if

24

you think that this type of development won't have a

25

negative effect on that, then I think we need to rethink
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1

that.

2

I don't want to support this type of development.

3

rather see us take care of our already existing communities,

4

develop our already existing historic neighbors and

5

communities that greatly need our resources as taxpayers, as

6

citizens, as members of this County.

I'd

I just feel like there's a lot more work that needs to

8

be done in our already existing communities, and to waste

9

all this money with this new development isn't beneficial

10

for our people, for our children, for our future

11

generations.

12

and this might sound great on paper, but when you think

13

about real water and its future in our state, and -- we need

14

to rethink this whole development plan and how it's going

15

for effect our water use as farmers and people all up the

16

Rio Grande.

17
18

And as a farmer, we take water very seriously,

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Is

that it?

19

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

public comments.

22

come up, sir.

23

Any questions?

That's it.

Okay.

That's the end of the

Do we have anybody else?

MR. HYDE:

I'm Don Hyde.

Go ahead and

I live at 4326 Pan

24

American Freeway, Northeast, Number 300.

25

Commissioners, I have very brief comments.
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I don't see how a large suburb on the West Side will

2

benefit our city.

3

jobs through various parts of our city that lack those jobs.

4

We need locally generated jobs that meet our needs,

5

agriculture and other -- and other industries.

6

What we need are jobs, locally generated

One little -- oh, yeah, and I see that the projections

7

for County population growth and job growth due to the

8

Santolina development are very iffy.

9

One little matter is there's -- I haven't seen anything

10

in the plans regarding solid waste trucks.

11

they all going to go down to the transfer station, or are

12

they going to drop the trash at the ceja landfill?

13

didn't see anything about that.

14

comment is the City of Albuquerque does not need this

15

development.

16
17
18

The routes, are

I just

I just want to -- my final

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you very much.

Questions?

Thank you.
Staff, closing comments.

Before Staff comes up, I just

19

want to make sure that everybody understands that,

20

especially the Commissioners here, that even though we're

21

structured as to having different hearings for zoning and

22

transportation, but if you, as a Commissioner, if you have

23

any questions or you want anything brought up when we're

24

going to have these other hearings, feel free to do it.

25

know, we just trying to get through all the -- all the steps
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1

that we need to go through, and -- and, you know, the

2

public, too.

3

public comments before.

4

the presentation is because they might want to comment on

5

what was said.

6

the Commission, what we want to do, but our hearings are

7

always open.

9

The only reason we have them after

So, you know, that's something that's up to

We try to hear everybody's concerns.

And as far as bringing Santolina back up, it's not
something that we control.

People that have land have the

10

right to apply for something, and we have to hear it here,

11

and we have to make a decision or our recommendation to the

12

County Commission.

13

participating, and I hope that we keep getting people in

14

here, and especially the audience, giving us your concerns,

15

so that we can make some good decisions up here.

16

appreciate you coming and let us know what you feel.

17
18
19

So I want to thank everybody for

So I

Staff, do you have anything else to say before we close
this meeting?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Members of the

20

Commission, I just wanted to say that there have been many

21

good points raised today, comments, and suggestions, and

22

that we are taking note of everything, and the issues that

23

are being raised and there have always been some conditions

24

of approval that were proposed, that we'll keep those in

25

mind and suggestions that you've made, too, about involving
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2

APS more in this process.

We'll definitely work on that.

And this is the first of four special hearings.

The

3

next one will be on land use and zoning.

We will come back

4

to this issue under government and public service where

5

we'll talk more about services and -- and infrastructure,

6

including transportation.

7

to revisit this.

So there will be an opportunity

8

And then we also added an additional -- or we've

9

scheduled an additional hearing at the end that will allow

10

for further discussion of any -- any outstanding issues and

11

then for the Commission to decide how to proceed and where

12

-- if there is a recommendation of approval, then some of

13

the issues could be conditions -- conditions of approval.

14

So this is an involved process, and we're just taking

15

it one step at a time.

16

continue working through it, and I believe our Staff does

17

not have any additional comments at this time, but we'll

18

continue working on this.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. KELLY:

21

This is the first step.

So we'll

So I stand for any questions.
Any questions?

Thank you.

Commissioner.

Mr. Chair.

Catherine, I have a question about public comment, and

22

then I have -- I'm sorry, but I forgot to ask an important

23

question of Mr. Meadows and maybe Mr. Strozier on the

24

transportation system.

25
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1

documents posted?

2

that was in our file.

3

that we were presented?

4

make written comment is my question?

When did the public see everything

MS. VEREECKE:

Did they -- did they have time to

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, in terms

6

of this process, since the initial submittal in January,

7

we've been adding documents onto the County website in terms

8

of the plans and the technical reports and the Staff

9

Reports.

In terms of for this particular hearing, the

10

deadline for any written documents is eight days prior to

11

the public hearings.

12

need to be submitted to us.

13

So that's when the documents would

So the one document that came in, there was an attempt

14

to send it to us, previous week.

Something happened, and

15

that was the document that the gentleman read before that

16

they contacted us a couple of days later and said that they

17

were suspecting that the document hadn't been added, that we

18

hadn't received it.

19

showed they made an attempt, we did add it into -- into the

20

-- into the record.

So based on what they sent us, and it

21

We did post the documents for today's hearing last

22

Tuesday, which is the general procedure right after the

23

deadline that they're posted into Minitrack.

24

we made an exception because the -- the agency, the

25

organization that sent it was able to provide us with

In this case
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1

evidence for why we didn't get it.

2

the normal procedure is the deadline is noon, eight days

3

before the hearing.

4

then they would be carried forward into any subsequent

5

hearings.
MS. KELLY:

If the items are received after that,

I just am thinking of one of the

7

concerns that the -- you know, has been raised about the

8

public's ability to attend these meetings could be

9

alleviated somewhat if we are sure that we were able to get

10

written comments as part of our package.

11

like the timing is tight, because if the documents were just

12

posted last Tuesday and then they have to make their

13

comments eight days before, they've got, you know -- am I --

14

am I right, that they only have like a day to review the

15

materials and make comments?

16

because I'm confused about --

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So it just seems

I'm just asking the question,

Yeah.

Let me address that,

18

because you know, our rule says that eight days on that, and

19

the Commissioner does have a point here if they were done

20

one day before the eight days, and as far as Santolina goes,

21

because these are just hearings that we're having now, we're

22

not making a final decision, I've been very lenient for

23

people to bring documents and submit it to us for reading.

24

On a regular meeting, when we're doing a regular case,

25

normally that's not allowed, you know.
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1

I've been able to -- but we need to address that, because I

2

mean, one day is not enough for people to send in documents.

3

So I think that the Staff needs to -- those recommendations

4

that are being put out -- or your documents, we should have

5

-- you know, people should have proper time to be able to

6

read it and to make comments, but what's the normal thing

7

that you do when you're -- when we have a case when you put

8

them on the website?

9

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, that -- that has been

10

the standard procedure, and I believe that also ties into

11

our Ordinance.

12

Notice of Hearing letters, we do state that that's what the

13

deadline is, but it also states that the Commission may also

14

elect to accept additional documentation, so that if -- if

15

people miss that deadline, then they can bring the documents

16

to the hearing just like Dr. Necochea did today, that they

17

were handed out at the hearing, but as far as making

18

exceptions and adding them to Minitrack, we haven't -- you

19

know, we have those declines that we usually follow, but

20

just to say, too, that as soon as -- if there are submittals

21

that are provided that we do -- especially for Santolina,

22

because they take time, we have been trying to get them on

23

the website as soon as they become -- as soon as they're

24

submitted to us, so -- and even the Staff Report, also

25

making sure that that gets posted.

But just to say, too, that when we send out
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I'll keep doing that, because

2

I know that -- you know, these are hearings, and some people

3

want -- but when they come up to the podium, I usually let

4

them submit for the record whatever they have if they want

5

to come to the meeting, you know, but that could be an issue

6

there, but that's the County Ordinance that we have our

7

goals to when people can submit for the record on our

8

presentations.

9

Now, they can come to the meeting and speak on anything

10

they want to, submit for the record anything, but normally

11

on a case, a zoning case, we don't -- we don't want to get

12

it up here, because we don't have time to read it before we

13

make a decision, and those are -- this is kind of

14

complicated because we're dealing with a different kind of

15

procedure.

16

MS. VEREECKE:

Right.

And I think there is a

17

background to this, too, Mr. Chair, Commissioners, that

18

where if things come in at the last minute, that it makes it

19

difficult for us on Staff or any other individuals to -- to

20

read them, so that -- and it works for us, too, that our

21

Staff also needs to get additional documentation in by that

22

time.

23

If things are coming in the day before the hearing,

24

then it's difficult for us to read them, but just to say,

25

too, that if you wanted to make an exception for this
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1

particular case, given its complexity, that we -- if things

2

come in, we put -- and they're not posted on Minitrack, that

3

we -- if we had instructions to keep adding things up to the

4

time of the hearing, if that's going to be beneficial.

5

other side of things, too, is that it's not like there's

6

nothing available for review, because like I said, when

7

there is a submittal, we do try to, for this case, to make

8

sure that it's available on the website.

9

been on the website for a few weeks for this hearing today
and even -- even before that.

11

available.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So things have

Since January they have been

Well, and I don't think we -- you

13

know, the rules that we have are the thing -- I mean,

14

they're lenient.

15

just needs to tell people that, hey, if you don't submit it

16

within eight days, you have this other option.

17

meeting and submit it.

18

maybe we should just advise them of that, you know, because

19

anybody that comes in here is going to be able to speak

20

their two minutes, and if they have a document or something

21

they want to -- they might not be able to read it all if

22

it's a long document, but they can submit it for the record

23

at the -- at the hearing so it will be in the record, but I

24

think that it is kind of difficult, because everybody -- a

25

project like this is -- everybody has different comments,

What we're doing is -- and maybe Staff

Go to the

I mean, that's -- you know, and
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1

you know, and we're just trying to accommodate everybody we

2

can.

4

Yes?
MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

5

Commission, this is not a big deal, but it's just something

6

that you may want to consider is, just for Roberts Rules of

7

Order purposes, is just taking a vote on how to do that

8

since it's the Commission acting as a body on receiving the

9

documents in a date -- in a way that's different than how we

10

usually do it, and we can put it on the website, and that's

11

how we'll receive documents that otherwise would be late.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, I think that -- I don't

13

think we need a vote, because the rule's there, and

14

everybody can read it.

15

public hearing anybody can speak, and they can submit

16

anything for the record.

17

to get it up here and read the whole thing.

18

to change that rule, because then we're going to be changing

19

rules everytime we have a meeting, but I think we can

20

explain to the audience that they can -- there's another

21

procedure if you want to get it into the record, and that's

22

-- at that public hearing that they can do that.

23

entitled to speak, and if they have something in writing and

24

want to submit it for the record, they can at that hearing.

25

What I'm saying is that at this

It doesn't mean that we're going
So I don't want

They're
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1

-- everytime we have a hearing, we'll be changing rules so

2

-- on there so -- okay.

3

raising her hand.

4

just come up to the microphone.

If you want to say something, would you

MS. HUBBARD:

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I was late

6

for public comment.

7

things, but I wanted to see if I could have my opportunity

8

to put in my two minutes.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

I know it's hard to have a lot of

MS. HUBBARD:

You have your two minutes.

Thank you.

My name is Elaine

11

Hubbard.

12

City, and what I wanted to say was after 2:00 p.m.

13

on February 29th, WALH hand-delivered to the County Economic

14

Development Office an application consisting of hundreds of

15

pages seeking 40 tax increment development districts or

16

TIDs.

17

March 2nd, you guys set a schedule of various issues that

18

would be dealt with, with the Santolina Master Plan Level B,

19

which was also several hundred pages.

20

I live on Escalante in the southwest part of the

Less than two days later at this, in front of you, on

Not included in that schedule was a discussion of the

21

no net expense requirement at Level B.

Yet, section 7.2.2

22

of the Development Agreement says that Level B analysis for

23

subsequent development phases must also satisfy the no net

24

expense.

25

5.D, E, and F.
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Last year, Dr. Kelly O'Donnell analyzed the development

2

costs and benefits at Level A and found that the TIDs, if

3

added in, changed the equation so that the costs outweigh

4

the benefits, and it depended on whether it was for 75, 25,

5

or 50 percent of TIDs.

6

to counter Dr. Kelly's testimony, those TIDs were moved off

7

the table.

8
9

So rather than present the figures

So as late as June 24th, WALH assured the County
Commission that TIDs were not being sought.

Given the

10

preapplication meeting of December 11th referred to in the

11

February 29th application, clearly TIDs were on the table

12

less than six months later, and not one, but 40 TIDs.

13

Actually they've always been seeking TIDs.

14

The 2014 Development Agreement draft said the parties,

15

"Understand that PIDs and TIDs will be required to complete

16

the construction and development of the project."

17

Furthermore, TIDs are public consented.

The net

18

positive impact projected by WALH is predicated on two

19

highly erroneous presumptions:

20

Santolina won't diminish development and economic growth

21

elsewhere in the County, and two, TID development revenues

22

are not public funds.

23

One, the development of

They are.

So I would ask, please add another date or at least an

24

agenda item to the schedule to evaluate the economic impacts

25

in order -- with the requirements of the statutes, and two,
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1

finance the development of an independent economic model to

2

evaluate those impacts, and three, ensure that the provision

3

of infrastructure is not a net expense to the City, which is

4

required in your resolutions that were passed.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I appreciate, and I think

6

that those things don't come in front of us.

Those are

7

things that -- only people that can authorize those are the

8

County Commission.

9

we're going to hear at this level, and you're right on the

So it's not -- it's not something that

10

Development Agreement.

The no net expense is in there as

11

the agreement that they have between the County Commission

12

and the developer at the Level A.

13

-- that's not something that we're going to discuss at this

14

hearing, ourselves, as a Planning Commission.

15

something that the County Commission, when it comes to

16

Development Agreements and TIDs and those things, they are

17

discussed over there.

So those things are not

That's

They're not brought in front of us.

18

MS. HUBBARD:

I respectfully disagree but --

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

So, Staff, you want to --

20

who -- I don't want to get into this too much, okay, but I

21

just want to explain how this process works, and --

22

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, I was just going to say

23

that Commissioner Kelly had some additional questions, but

24

Elaine, your point is well-taken, and certainly what will

25

come out of this process if the Commission -- as we proceed
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1

further through this discussion is that there does need to

2

be some consideration of the no net expense requirement, and

3

for the Level A plan, the Commission did recommend a

4

condition of approval that the applicant shall demonstrate

5

that this development will be at no net expense to the

6

government, and I -- I know that that requirement will still

7

be there as this proceeds, but you're right, Commissioner

8

Chavez, that we would not be considering specific financial

9

elements of the Development Agreement.

10
11
12
13

That would take

place at the time that the BCC would review this request.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Thank you.

And I hope that answers your question, and thank you
for coming and --

14

MS. HUBBARD:

Thank you allowing me to speak.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

-- sending that to us, because we

16

-- always wanting to learn this whole process, too, and it's

17

kind of complicated.

18
19
20

So thank you.

MS. VEREECKE:

Commissioner Kelly, did you have a

question for Richard?
MS. KELLY:

I do, and it may not need to be

21

answered today.

It's complicated, and I just did want to

22

say something about the funding question that's just been

23

brought up.

24

Mr. Strozier is there's this differentiation between the

25

project infrastructure and system infrastructure.

My question that I really didn't ask you or
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2

proportionate share of those facilities be determined?
MR. MEADOWS:

Mr. Chair and Commissioner Kelly, we

3

don't know.

I think that's another item that would be in

4

the Development Agreement, but in what we presented today,

5

we did show you that some of the impacts of the development

6

are on -- within the development's side on site and some of

7

them are off site, and so that would correspond to those

8

project development costs as opposed to the system

9

development costs, and that would give you some idea as to,

10

you know, how those would be handled, but as far as

11

specifically how that kind of cost-sharing arrangement would

12

happen, we don't -- we don't know.

13

MS. KELLY:

And I'm asking about usage.

I'm

14

specifically saying usage instead of cost, because I know

15

that that sets off different concerns.

16

MR. MEADOWS:

17

MS. KELLY:

18
19

I see.
But I think it's within our purview to

think about the proportionate usage that's being described.
MR. MEADOWS:

Mr. Chair and Commissioner Kelly, I

20

-- it may be possible to -- to break that down by what's the

21

usage or the traffic that's generated that's on site as

22

opposed to off site, and it may be possible to -- to come up

23

with that kind of analysis.

24

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
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MR. STROZIER:

Just I think to add onto that

2

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Kelly, I think it's -- with that

3

map that we had that showed all the different points, many

4

of them that were outside of Santolina that have been

5

analyzed, I think part of that analysis is to look at the

6

usage as part of that.

7

impact to those -- those facilities and what are the

8

mitigation requirements necessary to address those concerns?

9

And then what are the costs associated with that?

What is Santolina's proportional

So that's

10

part of that supplementary analysis that we've done, and

11

that has then become, I think, the basis for some of those

12

conversations relative to the Development Agreement where we

13

start to assign responsibility.

14

kind of where -- how that process works, but that is a part

15

of the purpose of doing that additional level of analysis to

16

those specific points, and then it's -- I believe it's also

17

happening -- not just those points.

18

the major intersections, but also then the links between

19

some of those as well.

20

the analysis that comes out of both the modeling and then

21

that additional level of impact and study that's done.

It's -- you know, that's

Those points tend to be

So those are -- those are part of

22

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

23

MR. STROZIER:

Maybe we can bring -- one thing we

24

might do is look at working with Richard and seeing if

25

there's -- and Eric and see if there's a way to present that
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1

in a way that's not this thick that kind of summarizes what

2

the results of that analysis were.

3

that is to do, but we can look at whether or not that's

4

something that we could do and bring back to you all.
MS. KELLY:

Okay.

6

MR. STROZIER:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thanks.

Thank you.
So and the Development Agreement,

8

you know, it says nothing in this Development Agreement

9

shall commit the Commission or future commissions to public

10

funding or financing mechanism.

11

MR. STROZIER:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Correct.
And that's what the Commission

13

put out on their Development Agreement.

14

concerned here, that agreement is what we're looking at, and

15

we have no authority to change that in any way, shape, or

16

form, so I think -- but we can decide as to what is going

17

into this place --

18

MS. KELLY:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So as far as we're

Right.
-- not -- and then who's going to

20

pay to for it, that's beside -- it's either the developer or

21

whatever agreement they make, but that shouldn't come into

22

question to us as to what we want to see, this place or how

23

we want to see it developed, so --

24
25

MS. KELLY:
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1

the phases are consistent with the overall framework of

2

Level A, address housing and employment balance, provide a

3

funding strategy and outline the implementation of necessary

4

infrastructure and community facilities.

5

might not be reviewing the details of the Development

6

Agreement, I think that we do have a role in discussing

7

funding strategies.

8

speaker's point on part of what she said that --

So I would agree with the last

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, and again, the Commission

10

is the one that's going to decide, I mean, if they want to

11

go into any kind of funding strategy.

12

we, as Planning Commissioners, can recommend to the County

13

Commission which way to go on the funding, because we're

14

talking about monies, and -- you know, and we, as

15

Commissioners here, I think we need to see what we want

16

built out there, and -- you know, but when it comes to the

17

financing, right now the County's saying the developer pays

18

for everything unless they change their mind.

19

that's between the developer and the Commission.

20

think that we need to get into the funding part of how

21

they're going to look for funding or where they're going to

22

get it or how it should be done, because we -- we have no

23

authority to -- in any way -- in any way to recommend go get

24

funding from the federal government, state government, or

25

where it's going to come from.

I don't think that

I guess
So I don't
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1

get into us looking at the project as to what we want to see

2

out there, and that part, we can.

3

that we -- the way we want it built, but I don't know if we

4

can get into the -- how they're going to pay for it.

5

ahead.
MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

So go

You know, I -- I would agree.

7

I don't think we get into the details of how those funding

8

streams work, but I think, my understanding, and please

9

correct me if I'm wrong, is that we do have to consider

10

whether there's no net expense in the consideration of the

11

recommendation up to the County Commission.

12

clarity necessary?

13
14
15

MS. VEREECKE:
that's correct.

So is that the

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Chavez,

That would need to be addressed.

But just to address Commissioner Kelly's statement that

16

there is Planned Communities Criteria that does say under

17

government and public services, that there should be a

18

discussion of strategy for funding and maintenance of public

19

facilities and site including open space.

20

expectation is that when we get to -- to that hearing, that

21

there would be a discussion of that.

22

MR. STROZIER:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. VEREECKE:

25

So the

Right.
And which hearing is that?
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1

have land use and zoning, and then after that would be the

2

discussion of environment and open space and government and

3

public services.

5
6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So how -- what -- or what would

we be discussing on the funding?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, there is a Planned

7

Communities Criterion that does request a discussion of

8

strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities at

9

the site, and then there's also one that refers specifically

10

to the Development Agreement that probably would not --

11

would not be done or discussed by this Commission but

12

instead would be -- would be considered by the County

13

Commission if this Commission recommends approval and they,

14

as part of their review, would be considering the Level B

15

Development Agreement.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

In other words, this Commission

17

could hear different areas on how to fund these projects,

18

and we recommend to the County Commission?

19

you're saying or --

20

MS. VEREECKE:

Is that what

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, from what

21

I'm reading here, at least the general strategy could be

22

discussed, but then the specific agreement itself and

23

assigning of particular responsibilities would be in the

24

Development Agreement, but I mean, there is a fiscal study

25

that has been provided with the application that I would
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1

expect would be discussed by this -- by this Commission

2

prior to approval, and then the strategy for funding, I

3

would think that the applicant would be willing to discuss

4

that strategy.
MR. STROZIER:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes.

So, and I --

I just don't understand what that

7

strategy would be discussed with us when we have no

8

authority to fund anything, you know.

9

MR. STROZIER:

I think -- I think from the no net

10

expense standpoint, so the fiscal impact analysis really

11

tries to address that question in -- in its macro state, and

12

that is, what are the revenues associated with the project

13

as it -- as it moves forward as compared to the cost

14

associated with, and those are capital costs and operation

15

maintenance costs, and the way they do that is they look at

16

the County's budget and the different department budgets and

17

how is that allocated on a per capita basis.

18

what the fiscal analysis does is attempt to address the no

19

net expense.

20

of, you know, service area in terms of the impact fee,

21

legislation, and how -- some of those -- it gets -- it

22

starts to cross over into the Development Agreement.

23

agree with you, Mr. Chair.

And so that's

There's specific probably strategies in terms

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. STROZIER:

I
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. STROZIER:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

-- no expense.
Right.
So that's -- when I read that, it

says, "No net expense."

5

you know, I don't know what there is to -- to discuss in

6

that area.

7

So it means no expense.

MR. STROZIER:

So I --

So it's a balance between the

8

revenues and the costs associated with -- with the project

9

and what I think that the current fiscal analysis shows is

10

that there's a surplus.

11

in the equation than there are costs, and so -- but the

12

Development Agreement gets into the nitty-gritty of more for

13

this type of project, how is that handled.

14

of project, how is that -- how are all those things come

15

together, and how are those relationships set up moving

16

forward, and so there -- we will address it with you at the

17

June hearing, and -- and I just want to remind everyone that

18

that fiscal analysis was part of our application, and it is

19

available as part of the technical reports that support the

20

project.

21

it's probably worth taking a look at.

22

So there's -- there's more revenues

For another type

So if you haven't had a chance to look at that,

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

And again, Commissioners, we have

23

agendas, but you, as a Commissioner, can bring anything up

24

in these hearings, so that's a right that every Commissioner

25

has.
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1

a lot of these things that we need to clear up, because the

2

audience wants to know.

3

developer wants to know, too, and when this thing goes up to

4

the County Commission, we want to send them a clean

5

document, whatever we're recommending.
Is there anything else, Staff?

7

MS. VEREECKE:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

That's it?

That's it.
Our next meeting is on May the

26th in this chamber here, no?

10
11

Thank you very much.

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, that's correct, and we

will get the word out, too.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

And then our next -- our

13

meeting after that is June the 23rd, and then our final

14

meeting, when we're going to decide a recommendation is July

15

the 21st, so this meeting -- do I have a motion to adjourn?

16

MS. SERNA:

17

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

Second.

Second.

All those in favor

signify by saying aye.

20
21

So moved.

COMMISSION:
(Note:

Aye.

Hearing adjourned at 12:30 p.m.)

22
23
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

3
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ss

I, B. JULIAN SERNA, Certified Court Reporter in the

4

State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I reported, to the

5

best of my ability, the above Bernalillo County Planning

6

Commission Special Hearing; that the pages numbered 3

7

through 119, inclusive, are a true and correct transcript of

8

my stenographic notes, and were reduced to typewritten

9

transcript through Computer-Aided Transcription; and that on

10

the date I reported these proceedings, I was a New Mexico

11

Certified Court Reporter.

12
13

Dated at Albuquerque, New Mexico, this 16th day of May,
2016.
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17
18
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New Mexico CCR No. 206
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(Note:

Hearing in session at 9:07 a.m.)

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. GRADI:

Call this meeting to order.

Good morning, Chairman Chavez, Members

4

of the Planning Commission.

Today's hearing is a -- one of

5

a series of special hearings dedicated to the Sanatoria

6

Level A Master Plan.

7

primarily with land-use issues, and our staff is here to

8

present and also to answer any questions regarding the

9

land-use portion, the land-use criteria in the planned

10

communities criteria as it relates to the Level B plan.

Today's hearing will concentrate

11

The next hearing for this case will be June 23rd,

12

moving along with the adopted agenda for the Level B plan.

13

Staff is here prepared to present, and I stand for any

14

questions.

15
16
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1

There are no proposed changes to the Agenda.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions of Staff?

If not,

we'll move on to approval of the Minutes for April the 27th.

17

MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chairman, I had one correction.

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

I gave it to Julian already.

He had

20

one of the speakers labeled "Hubbard," and it's "Hebard."

21

gave him the spelling.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. KELLY:

24

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I

Okay.

And with that I would move approval.
Second.

Second.

All those in favor

TR-
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signify by saying aye.

2

COMMISSION:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

Aye.
Opposed?

Motion carries.

Staff.

5

MS. VEREECKE:

Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members

6

of the Commission.

My name is Catherine VerEecke, and I

7

have been the case planner for Santolina for the last few

8

years, and as you are aware, this is the second in a series

9

of hearings for the Level B Master Plan that was submitted

10

back in January, and just to preface this by saying, too,

11

that this is a work in progress, and we're in the process of

12

reviewing the document piece by piece and getting some

13

comments at each stage and then continuing to work through

14

the revisions to the plan.

15

sessions after this.

16

So we still have two more

So today we're going to focus on land use.

I did hand

17

out an order of speakers.

18

to that and, again, to -- to emphasize the complexity of

19

this plan.

20

and to say, too, that we are going to try to cover as much

21

as we can today but, you know, without really getting bogged

22

down in all of the details, and that's where staff has been

23

working with the agent to try to work through the plan.

24

So this hearing is focused on land use and zoning.

25
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I said, the second of four hearings.

As

The first one was on
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1

transportation.

2

land-use and zoning component was included in the initial

3

Level B plan.

4

hearing that we had and that it is to be developed in

5

accordance with the Level A plan that was approved by the

6

County Commission last year.

7

or getting into more of the details that were approved last

8

year as opposed to actually approving the plan.

And the

So we did mention that in the first general

So this is really building out

So what I have here is the Level A plan that was

10

approved.

11

presentation, I'll go over what was first presented in the

12

plan in January and then to talk about the changes that have

13

been made, again, focusing on land use and then what appear

14

to be the outstanding issues that need to be addressed

15

between now and when this process wraps up in July.

16

I think you're all familiar with it.

In this

And, as I said, this is -- this is obviously -- and

17

it's becoming clear to us as we're reviewing it, that this

18

is obviously complex plan, and particularly when you get to

19

land use and zoning, there are a lot of details that have to

20

be worked through so just to preface that.

21
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So that took place a month ago.

So for Level B, and that is the Level B plan, this is

22

4,243 acre site that is being developed or worked on in

23

conjunction with two elements that we've considered before.

24

One of them is that the development has a maximum overall

25

gross density of three dwelling units per acre and a goal
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1

over time of achieving a two-to-one jobs-to-housing ratio,

2

and that was part of the Level A approval.

3

requirements relate to or come from the Planned Communities

4

Criteria and also the Comprehensive Plan Reserve Area

5

policies and also the conditions of approval for the Level A

6

plan.
So for this plan, the goal is to have an approximate

8

population of 23,178 residents in about 9,400 dwelling units

9

and with a forecast of about 31,000 jobs.

So that's the

10

goal that's being carried through in this plan and really

11

drives a lot of what is in the land-use plan.

12

So as you may have seen as you're reviewing this plan,

13

the Level B plan includes the town center, which is here,

14

and actually -- this is actually the revised -- the revised

15

plan -- includes a town center, residential -- residential

16

and commercial areas, a portion of the urban center here,

17

and then an employment center and an industrial and a

18

business park here.

19

consistent with what was approved for the Level A plan.

20

So, like I said, this is done to be

And then you can look at it, calculate the acres

21

related to this.

22

some additional details.

23
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So there is zoning proposed for this Level B -- in the

24

Level B plan that would correspond with the general land

25

uses, but then there are also some variations proposed
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1

within the zones associated with particular site

2

characteristics such as high density being allowed along

3

major roads, along with commercial developments that may

4

vary in terms of their scale or their intensity.
So in the January version of the plan, the applicant

6

began to develop specific features of the zones to include

7

land use -- specific land uses and then also requirements

8

such as setbacks, density, parking, landscaping, and other

9

features that are normally included in zoning, zoning codes.

10

So in some ways the zones resemble the County

11

non-residential zones such as industrial, commercial, high

12

intensity commercial, lower intensity commercial, but then

13

they also differed in terms of having three residential

14

zones that allow for different density.

15

high, medium, and low density, which we don't have in County

16

zoning.

17

So that would be

So the initial comments for the January plan were

18

provided, and there were a number of comments such as

19

whether or not enough detail had been provided for land use

20

and for density, for phasing, for the open space network,

21

ensuring that the three dwelling unit per acre maximum

22

density is maintained, how the jobs-to-housing ratio will be

23

achieved.

24

all of those were included in the Staff Report.

25
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1

additional documents in response to Staff and agency

2

comments, and -- and there have been several discussions

3

between the applicant's agents and Staff, and also MRCOG has

4

been involved in the discussion and particularly concerned

5

with zoning where there has been a lot of progress with the

6

land-use component, but where there have been a number of

7

questions about the zoning.

8
9

So -- and this was included in the Staff Report.
was part of an attachment.

It

This is what we all received on

10

Staff.

11

earlier this month includes some changes to the language in

12

the land-use chapter.

13

density, revision to the maximum density allowed but

14

assurances that the density will not exceed the three

15

dwelling units per acre.

16

we had.

17
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So it includes -- the resubmittal that we got

There also is a discussion related to

That was one of the concerns that

There's additional text related to phasing and also to

18

address the comment about is this the only Level B plan or

19

if there will be a series of Level B plans.

20

statement that, yes, there will be other Level B plans to

21

fill in the other areas that are not shown here.

22

-- there has been an attempt to address Staff comments in

23

this resubmittal, and there are -- there's also a revised

24

chapter for zoning.

25

resubmitted with substantial changes to the zoning.

So there is a

So there

So the whole chapter has been
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So this is the revised land-use map.

Some of the

2

changes -- and, again, there has been a lot that has been

3

done with this, so I'm just giving you an overview.

4

the changes that have been made is there -- is an additional

5

variation in land use in the town center.

6

just being town center commercial, there is also a mixed-use

7

area that has been added.

8
9

Some of

So rather than

That's -- that's in pink here.

Additional changes have been made to the urban center
in terms of the land uses allowing the potential for office

10

and institutional uses.

11

schools identified on the land-use map.

12

asterisks.

13

kind of define some of the neighborhoods or the areas, and

14

that -- that was one of the concerns that we all have had

15

is, like, can there be more definition to these areas that

16

are being created, more definition, more character, more

17

details on density, land use.

18

to do that.

19
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1

There is also location of potential
They're shown as

And then additional roads have been added that

So there has been an attempt

And another element related to the land use is that

20

there's more information provided on zoning.

So where the

21

land-use map may not cover everything, that more of the

22

details are provided in the zoning chapter, which in effect

23

is becoming like a Santolina zoning ordinance.

24

the County Zoning Ordinance, Santolina will have its own

25

zoning ordinance that in some ways will tie into the

Like we have
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1

County's ordinance.

2

own elements related to the specific characteristics of the

3

community.
So there is a new land-use map.

There's also a zoning

5

map that has been provided.

6

shows where the specific zones in the Santolina zoning will

7

be, including town center, urban center, low density, medium

8

density residential, neighborhood commercial in the light

9

pink, and then business park, business park, and industrial,

10

This is a new element, and it

and business park.

11

So these are the main zones that are provided, and this

12

potentially is what we would be mapping in the County's Zone

13

Atlas.

14

they're interested in, they would look at this map, and then

15

they would refer to the specific zone in the code and what

16

the land uses are, what the area requirements are, the

17

design requirements, would all -- would all be provided.

18

And where then somebody comes in with property

So there are revisions to the zoning chapter including

19

a new introduction about how to use this additional

20

requirements for design, a mixed use -- mixed-use type of

21

use that has been added in some of the zones.

22

have been made to the zoning chapter in terms of the

23

language, additional uses, clarification that Staff had

24

requested before, more -- more details have been added to

25

the specific zones, particularly in terms of the town center

Many changes
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1

and the urban center, which are designed to be areas of

2

mixed use.

And then there's also a section with general design

4

standards and a section for signage, which hadn't been

5

provided with the January submittal.

6

we are reviewing it.

7

that provides the applicant's response to Staff's comments

8

and how they have been justified.

9

Now, we have it.

Now,

There's also a matrix in the packet

So Staff has reviewed this as best we could given the

10

limited timeframe, and there are some comments that have

11

been provided.

12

Water Utility Authority, Public Works have provided

13

comments.

14

also in the report, and they do indicate that there is

15

progress being made for the land use and zoning chapter and

16

that work is ongoing between Staff, agency, and the agents,

17

but there are still some questions related to this section,

18

such as the level of detail.

19

details need to be provided for land use and also for

20

phasing, density allocation.

21

additional work between now and the time that this is

22

finally considered, and we're certainly willing to continue

23

the work with the agent.

24
25

They are in the Staff Report.

MRCOG, the

These are in Accela, the Accela comments, and

We still feel that more

Jobs-to-housing may need some
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1

Criteria in terms of identification of land use by parcel,

2

the acreage of the individual areas, more of the village

3

characteristics, the neighborhood characteristics, also, a

4

more specific discussion related to the open space system

5

and how it's going to be conveyed and maintained.

6

There is a lot of information on design.

We're still

7

in the process of reviewing that to see if what they've

8

provided is appropriate, and Juanita is going to talk more

9

specifically about some of the areas of the zoning that we

10
11

feel still need to have some work.
So just to summarize this discussion, it would appear

12

that more specific details are -- should be required both on

13

the maps and in the narrative following the Planned

14

Communities Criteria.

15

of mapping so that this is at the level where we can, after

16

this Level B plan is approved, that we can go and map it,

17

that these will become the actual zones, and there's a

18

question if this is detailed enough to be mapped, if -- and

19

if this is what the applicant wants, they may need to come

20

back again as they become more specific in terms of their

21

plans.

22

More work needs to be done in terms

For instance, if they want to have office and

23

institutional or neighborhood commercial or industrial uses

24

more -- more specific than what is on this map, then it may

25

require an additional amendment. So that this is time that
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1

may be they can consider and work with Staff to see if this

2

is at the right level or if more work needs to be done on

3

it, and we're certainly willing to continue that discussion,

4

but just to say, there's definitely a lot of progress that

5

has been made.

6

And I think I've listed the various comments related to

7

Planned Communities Criteria, density, land use, zoning,

8

open space.

9

hopefully by July, that will be to the point where we've

More work should be done related to those, and

10

worked further along with this, particularly in terms of the

11

zoning, that it's a zoning ordinance or part of the County

12

Zoning Ordinance that we all feel comfortable working with

13

it and that the public and developers, if they buy property

14

within this, that -- and our Staff, that we all feel

15

comfortable working with this.

16

We would also welcome the comments and questions of the

17

CPC.

18

kind of a work in progress.

19

in all the comments, and we'll go back and continue working

20

on it.

21

next up will be Juanita Garcia, the Zoning Administrator and

22

she's going to talk more specifically about comments for the

23

zoning.

24
25

I know you've all been working on this, and this is
So this is where we're taking

So with that, Mr. Chair, I stand for questions, but

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
at this point?
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Do we have any questions of Staff

Thank you.
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Okay.

2
3

Go ahead.
MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chair.

Catherine, what did -- how do you interpret

4

"identification by parcel"?

5

parcel?

6

MS. VEREECKE:

What does that -- what is a

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, my

7

interpretation of that would be that the specific zoning

8

districts need to be ready to map in -- in the Zoning -- you

9

know, the County Zone Atlas, and that would be require the

10

-- that would require platting of those -- of those parcels

11

or of those zoning districts.

12

interpretation.

13

That would be my

You could say at this stage they need to have the whole

14

thing platted into individual residential lots, and I think

15

that -- that would be very difficult.

16

little bit beyond what we're doing, but at least to the

17

level of zoning districts, perhaps like this or -- and

18

that's actually a good question.

19

need to be shown on the zoning map and that those -- perhaps

20

those individual areas that it seems like they're being

21

created in potential neighborhoods or commercial areas, that

22

those would probably be the next type of tracts that would

23

be mapped in this process, but in order to map the zoning,

24

we do need to have parcels at some level, but that's a good

25

question, too, because we should also have the acreage of

That's really a

We also thought that roads
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1

those tracts, and -- and the tracts should be identified at

2

this stage and how big they are, and then are there any

3

specific characteristics of the districts that are being

4

created, and I'm thinking that's -- that's what the Planned

5

Communities Criteria is saying.

6

Now, they -- these are policies.

They're not rules.

7

They're not, you know, scientific, quantitative, measurable

8

elements, and that's where we all interpret them, but I

9

think they're good guidelines that we're trying to follow in

10

this process and where, you know, we all can look at this

11

and make sure that this is coming in at the appropriate

12

level.

13

say about it.

I'm sure that the agent will also have something to

14
15

MS. KELLY:

Do you have the acreages of the town

center and the urban center?

16

MS. VEREECKE:

I'm just -- for scale?

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, so

17

for the information that I have and some of this may be

18

changing a little bit as they're making slight modifications

19

to the plan, but it will need to be finalized eventually.

20

The data that I have shows that the -- the town center is

21

approximately 570 acres.

22

238 acres.

23

residential would be approximately 1,600 acres.

24

would include some neighborhood commercial within it.

25

business park is 195 acres.

The urban center is approximately

That would be this area here.

So the
And that
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This industrial business park
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1

is 671 acres, and then the open space is about 760 acres,

2

and I think I also had a chart in the -- in the Staff

3

Report, but just for your information so you can figure out

4

roughly how that -- how that calculates.
So one of the -- one of the justifications for both the

6

Level A and the Level B plan is that there is a substantial

7

amount of land allocated to non-residential uses and also to

8

open space, so --

9

MS. KELLY:

My -- my concern is just with the size

10

of the various zoning categories, and you know, I -- it's a

11

tremendous amount of material that we've just received and

12

you've just received regarding changes to the plan, changes

13

to the proposed zoning and the zone map, but from this

14

point, if the zoning is approved, it goes straight to

15

platting, which becomes very technical.

16

to know exactly what streets, the widths, terrain

17

management, densities.

18

I'm just struggling with that, so --

19

I mean, they have

So these are very large areas to --

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly,

20

that's correct, and for this plan it is getting to the point

21

now where the details do need to be worked out, and we see

22

the complexity of it, too.

23

bit.

24
25

MS. KELLY:

We are working through it bit by
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1

transportation component was pretty much ready to be

2

discussed, and it's -- there's a lot of outstanding issues

3

there based on the transportation meeting.

4

worried that we're looking at it piecemeal, because it's

5

changing every meeting quite a bit.

6

applicant work with you guys and the other agencies a lot

7

before submittal?

9

MS. VEREECKE:

Did you -- did the

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, there

were a few meetings, but we recognize that this is -- it's

10

an ongoing process, and that's why he have spread it out

11

over a period of time, but just to go back to say that what

12

we're working with is what was approved under the Level A

13

plan, and we're coming back and working out the details of

14

the more specific Level B plan, and it's still generally

15

consistent with what was submitted in January, but we are --

16

we're working out the details, recognizing how important it

17

is to have everything correct, that it can be used when

18

specific developments come in, which would be the level --

19

the Level C, but we -- you know, given the limited time, we

20

haven't had -- and where we're going from section to section

21

where we recognize we'll still need to have a number of

22

discussions with -- with the applicant's agents to make sure

23

that specific details are worked out.

24

MS. KELLY:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
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you very much.

2
3

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, next we have Juanita

Garcia.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

5

MS. JUANITA GARCIA:

Good morning, Mr. Chair,

6

Commissioners.

7

Zoning Administrator for Bernalillo County.

8

My name is Juanita Garcia, and I'm the

And I just wanted to discuss what I found in the

9

chapter that or the -- the chapter that's been submitted for

10

zoning, and just to state that we have been working with the

11

applicant.

12

us review, have me review the specific chapter that deals

13

with the specific language pertaining to zoning, and so I

14

did review the chapter before it was actually submitted and

15

gave comments, my concerns.

16

really, really raw rough draft or a draft of it, and so it

17

was conveyed by the applicant that there were some elements

18

that were still missing and that they were still working on.

19

And so I understood that, and so I gave them some direction

20

as to what I thought should be in the second draft.

21

The applicant did approach us early on to have

At that point, it seemed like a

So the second draft that was submitted for the May --

22

on May, or beginning of May was reviewed against, and what I

23

noticed is that some of the issues or some of the comments

24

or concerns that I had in regards to the original draft were

25

addressed, but I also found that there was additional

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

1

TR- 18
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2924

6.A.e

1

language that was submitted by the applicant that needed

2

another review, and so that then creates another round of,

3

you know, questions, concerns.

4

continue to work with the applicant.

5

We were strategizing yesterday on how to do this, and

6

so we're just going to have to go page by page, section by

7

section and identify what -- what the issues are, what the

8

questions are, and then work with the applicants to try to

9

tighten up the language a little.

10

So what I have found in this particular chapter is that

11

the -- you know, the mini zoning code is structured in that

12

it has definitions, and what I found in that, some of the

13

definitions are unnecessary, because the Zoning Code does --

14

or this Level B plan does refer you to the Zoning Code.

15

it's silent, it does refer to the Bernalillo County Zoning

16

Code, so we do know if it's not mentioned in this plan, then

17

we do -- we do fall back to the Zoning Code, and so but I

18

did find some definitions in there that were already in the

19

Zoning Code, so we don't need to list it here.

20

fall back on them, and so I'm just thinking that anything

21

that's listed in -- under definition should be new uses or

22

new definitions above and beyond what's in the Zoning Code.

23

If

We could

I also found the structure to be a little bit confusing

24

to me.

25

Zoning Code, the way it's usually structured is you find the
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1

individual zone categories, and then within those zone

2

categories, you'll find permissive uses, conditional uses,

3

or prohibited uses, and then at the bottom of each those

4

zone categories, you'll find what the lot-size requirements

5

are, what the setback requirements, height requirements,

6

parking, open space requirements, the general development

7

standards that are required for that specific zone.

8

So what I found a little bit of was that they were

9

proposing to put like all of the general requirements in one

10

section that apply to several zones, but then later on when

11

you went into the commercial zones, you found some of the

12

standards still underneath each of the -- each of the zones,

13

so there was inconsistency in terms of how it was

14

structured, which I think can be confusing to some, and so I

15

think it should be one way or -- one way and one way all the

16

way.

17

And what I also found was that, you know, because this

18

is a unique area, I understand that the applicant is wanting

19

to do something a little bit beyond what we have in the

20

County.

21

into this plan are uses that you'd find in the City, which

22

may work out here in this area as well, and so -- so there's

23

a little bit, you know, mending that's needing to happen to

24

incorporate some of the language that's in the City's

25

ordinance into this -- this sector plan.

Makes sense to me, and so what's being incorporated
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1

have sections that are referencing city policies or policies

2

agencies, and so, I mean, I can't blame anybody for that.

3

I've done that myself, too.

4

language, and so you got to make sure that it's consistent

5

with our section, our folks.

6

that, too.

So I found a little bit of

I also found that there were some generally standards

8

in regards to building and site design, and then signage, I

9

found the signage section to be a little bit different.

I

10

see what they're trying to do, because they're trying to

11

apply a whole set of signage regulations, but they're not

12

specifying which zone category that applies to.

13

example, the town center zone or the commercial zone or

14

urban center, they seem to have a whole set -- a set of sign

15

regulations that pertain to, I would assume, to all the

16

commercial zones, and it just seems to me that signage

17

should probably be a little bit more unique for each of the

18

zones.

19

residential zones, as Catherine mentioned.

20

low-density zones.

21

density.

22

that you've got low-intense zones, such as the office zone,

23

which then leads into, you know, a heavier industrial-type

24

zone.

25

So, for

There's usually a level of zones, you know,
You have

Then you have the medium, and the high

Well, the same is true for the commercial uses in
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1

know, varied, and so you should have the expectation that

2

you'd have different sign requirements for each of the those

3

zones.

4

which would be expected to be next to residential zones

5

would be less intense in terms of size and height, you know,

6

shouldn't be the same as something you would allow in a

7

heavy commercial zone or -- or a community commercial zone

8

where it's in a town center where there's expected to be

9

more industrial uses or more -- more non-residential uses.

11

So I think that could be worked on a little bit more.
I think what else needs to be worked on and needs to be

12

clarified a little bit more is a process in terms of, you

13

know, what -- what is a process.

14

does that mean that they can go straight to building permit?

15

Are there certain uses that require a site development plan

16

approval by the CPC?

17

systems set up here in the County where we can just have a

18

site development plan approved by -- by the CPC.

19

actually go to the BCC, and that's only under a special use

20

permit.

21

So we -- if we adopt this,

We normally -- we don't have the

It has to

In the City they do have the process where you can have

22

a site development plan approved only by the CPC and not by

23

the EPC and not by City Council, and so we don't -- but we

24

don't have that structure here.

25

couldn't.
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1

that, make sure that that is still, you know, within our --

2

your authority to do, but it just seems like there would be

3

some development that probably should still go through some

4

sort of site development plan review and approval, and so

5

we've got to try to figure that out as well.

6

And then there's also still the need for some special

7

use permits.

If you look at Section 18 the Zoning Code,

8

you'll find that there are some uses in there that could be

9

placed within this area that should still be reviewed by the

10

special use permit process.

11

identified those types of -- specific types of special use

12

permits that are not appropriate for the area, and we are in

13

agreement with those, with that list, but we also need to

14

identify where that would -- where those special use permits

15

would be appropriate.

16

well.

17

And so the applicant has

And so we need to finalize that as

So I did have some concerns regarding the land-use map,

18

and I know that Ms. VerEecke was saying that we need more

19

and more specificity, and I'm thinking the opposite.

20

concern is that if we list all of these uses that are --

21

that are identified here and then something happens where

22

the applicant or the developer actually determines that,

23

"Well, it's not going to be appropriate to have a school

24

here after all," which is what's identified with this blue

25

little star, somebody could argue, well, then that requires

My
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an amendment to the Level B plan.

2

I just believe that the zone category should identify

3

what uses are allowed in that area, and so there should be

4

an expectation as to what use could -- could occur in that

5

area, and so I'm not in favor of having too many specific

6

uses identified under the land-use map, because I can see

7

that since this is a really new development and the

8

developer is not sure of what is going to develop in these

9

areas, that we should -- we should still be pretty general

10

in terms of what land uses could occur in some of these

11

areas.

12
13

And so I think with that, I -- I don't have anything
else to add, unless you have any specific questions.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MS. JUANITA GARCIA:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17
18
19

Questions of Staff?
Thank you.

Thank you.

Do we have MRCOG here?

And who else do you have,

Staff?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, we do

20

have other Staff here if anyone has questions.

21

we have MRCOG.

22

Otherwise,

Andrew.

MR. GINGRICH:

Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members

23

of the Commission.

My name, again, is Andy Gingrich.

24

here on behalf of the Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning

25

Organization.

I'm
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To -- maybe to start but what might be best is to just

2

kind of chronical kind of much what our initial concerns

3

were in that initial letter that we submitted and then

4

convey kind of the meetings that we've had and what's

5

changed since then and then maybe talk about some remaining

6

comments, concerns.

7

There are kind of two basic areas I could talk about.

8

The first would be zoning.

9

very good job of overviewing, the changes that have happened

10

there.

11

the -- to the end here.

12

I think Ms. VerEecke has done a

And then later, I'll leave the phasing discussion to

In the MPOs major concern with the original phasing,

13

it has to do the activity centers primarily enabling them or

14

ensuring that they do become mixed use, walkable

15

environments, and those are really critical for

16

transportation issues, because they put services accessible

17

to people by different, you know, walkable distances or in

18

closer proximity to where people live.

19

potential gathering points for the future transit service

20

there, and so we wanted to ensure that those environments

21

were able to develop in the zoning, given the zoning, in a

22

way that would foster that.

23

They also provide

And the Level A plan, it did kind of refer to

24

transit-oriented development and mixed-use and form-based

25

kinds of ways of regulating land-use development that could
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1

have a lot of bearing on pedestrian environment and these

2

kind of environments.
So we weren't sure that what was originally submitted

4

would be able to even necessarily achieve those or, more

5

important, wouldn't describe them to the level of detail

6

that we would have liked to see.

7

concerns about the size of the proposed education facilities

8

being in an urban environment.

9

And then also there was

Another concern was that the town center has kind of a

10

lot of different uses, including, like, things that could be

11

associated more with highway development or big box kinds of

12

stores, and you know, it's -- have this many people, we're

13

going to need some of those, but there also was descriptions

14

about a town plaza and a pedestrian mixed-use environment,

15

and we're not sure that those two mix that well.

16

We were part of the meeting, I think it was April 28th,

17

if I remember correct, with the County Staff and the

18

applicant, and we talked about some of these issues.

19

made some changes before that, and they made some changes

20

after that, and those were -- those did reflect a lot of our

21

concerns.

22

the chapter that did articulate better the kinds of

23

environments that should exist in certain areas,

24

relationship of building to the street and so forth.

25

really appreciate that.

They

They put a design guideline section in the -- in
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1

meeting, and in general things are moving in a good

2

direction.
So some of our kind of remaining requests for some of

4

the zoning, for the zoning chapter, we're -- we would like a

5

minimum pedestrian connectivity standard, which is, you

6

know, almost achieved just by the nature of their grid

7

system and their trail system, but we think that a quarter

8

mile of pedestrian access standard would be -- would be

9

beneficial.

10

In the activity centers themselves, there are a lot of

11

allowable uses, and in order to kind of bolster those areas,

12

they -- they would need a certain amount of density, and I

13

know that this is maybe even in conflict with the overall

14

density concerns of -- in Santolina for the PCC

15

requirements, but ensuring that there aren't low density

16

developments within those centers and making sure those

17

centers do develop in a little bit more high density, urban

18

kinds of characters -- characteristics.

19

the possibility of maybe a minimum density standard in some

20

of those zones, within the village centers and the urban

21

center, the pedestrian part of the town center.

We're interested in

22

And also in the commercial zones, there was some

23

potential to develop high-density residential in the -- in

24

the village centers, and our concern about that, even though

25

we do prefer that there be high -- it would be density in
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1

and around the centers is that we do also want to preserve

2

some of those nonresidential uses in the centers also.

3

we want to make sure that those -- that the commercial areas

4

and the non-residential uses aren't -- don't fill up with

5

residential uses, because that's happened on the West Side

6

in other areas where the commercial hasn't come through, and

7

then little by little, it's kind of zoned -- zoning has been

8

changed to allow residential to move into those areas that

9

are kind of set aside for commercial, for other

11

non-residential uses.
But the applicant's communicated well with us, that

12

they're willing to continue to work on these issues with us

13

in future drafts.

14

because there should -- there -- as indicated, that there

15

would be a future draft, and that also -- you know, that if

16

there weren't diagrams and matrices that would kind of

17

define the guideline section, I think that would help

18

everyone understand the intention of the design guidelines

19

section also.

20

So I don't want to get too into the meat,

So in terms of phasing, I think maybe it's best to go

21

back again and talk about the original concerns and then

22

talk about what's happened since then.

23

Originally, the concern of our MPO was -- had to do

24

really with the size of the Level B area and the phasing

25

strategy, because the Level B submittal comes with -- well,
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it's really twofold.

One was because there's a lot of room

2

here.

3

fragmented or incomplete or partially built developments to

4

happen, infrastructure to be put in and the development not

5

coming forward to support that infrastructure, and then that

6

infrastructure being conveyed to the public to take care of.

7

And also, this would leave the residents in the partially

8

built developments kind of without the services they need

9

and needing to travel further to get the services they need,

10

which would be -- you know, the continuing the pattern of

11

West Side development that's lead to a lot of transportation

12

issues already.

13

So we want to -- wanted to ensure that small and

14

complete developments are built, because those are really

15

more resilient to changing circumstances.

16

applicant has their expected timeline for development, which

17

is -- which is different than the trend forecast, and we

18

don't know the future to 20 years.

19

recession or something.

20

You know, the

Maybe there's another

So, and ultimately there's a lot of language in here

21

that the market will determine what's able to be built and

22

what's not.

23

complete phases, sections, would mean that if there was a

24

change in circumstance or a slow down or something, that

25

those communities are complete, and it's not partially built

So ensuring that communities are built in small
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1

here and partially built there.

2

concern with phasing.

3

of our concern around phasing has to do with the evaluation

4

of certain benchmarks in Level B.

We'll want that -- the second aspect

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. GINGRICH:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Hold on just a minute.
Yes, sir.
We have a Commissioner wants to

ask you a question.

9

MS. NELSON:

Hi.

Sorry to interrupt, but I

10

thought it was better to be timely.

11

"small"?

12

MR. GINGRICH:

13

MS. NELSON:

14

the small complete communities.

You mean, to the scale?

MR. GINGRICH:

16

MS. NELSON:

You're talking about the small -- of

15

17

What do you mean by

Yeah.
Will you talk -- what's your

definition of "small"?

18

MR. GINGRICH:

Well, thank you, Commissioner and

19

Mr. Chair.

The -- so when -- the Planned Communities

20

Criteria is not that -- well, it's not necessarily clear,

21

but the typical size in the Planned Communities Criteria is

22

somewhere between 650 to 1,000 acres for a Level B, and this

23

is something like 4,000 and some acres, and you know, Mesa

24

del Sol also had a large Level B plan that was kind of

25

comparable in size here, but they had kind of identified
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2

smaller phases within their Level B plan.
So one of our remaining concerns about the phasing plan

3

is that phase isn't really that well-defined, and it's used

4

in different ways throughout the document.

5

the size of phase and scale of phases is one of the

6

questions we have also.

7
8
9
10

MS. NELSON:

So talking about

So you didn't answer me.

No

seriously.
MR. GINGRICH:
MS. NELSON:

Yeah.
I mean, if it seems to you that 4,000

11

acres is not going to be a small, self-contained community

12

that will, you know, develop out so that people -- you know,

13

all the bad things you said, then what would be a better

14

size approximately?

15

you to the -- to the -- to the fence, you know, just --

This is not, you know, going to hold

16

MR. GINGRICH:

17

MS. NELSON:

18
19

Right.
Half that size, a quarter, a tenth,

two blocks?
MR. GINGRICH:

The Mesa del Sol plan for reference

20

was divided into four phases, which would get you in that

21

range to 650 to 1,000 acres.

22

MS. NELSON:

23

MR. GINGRICH:

24

MS. NELSON:

25

MR. GINGRICH:

Okay.

So 800?

That would be a smaller community.
Okay.
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Level B also comes with an evaluation of certain benchmarks,

2

and no net cost is one of them in the analysis of that.

3

Another one of the findings -- in part of the findings and

4

conditions in Level A is that Level B would come with a plan

5

to achieve the jobs-to-housing balance at each Level B, and

6

if you have very large Level Bs -- the more -- the larger

7

the Level B plans are for Santolina, the fewer Level B

8

submittals there will be, and so our concern was that by

9

having a large Level B plan, you would only undergo that

10

analysis one time for a very large area.

11

concerned that that -- in the interim, these evaluations

12

wouldn't occur.

13

MS. KELLY:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MS. KELLY:

So we were

Mr. Chairman, can I ask a question?
Yes.

Go ahead.

I wasn't involved in the Level A

16

process, so other people probably understand this better

17

than I, but the jobs-to-housing balance is jobs quantified

18

based on zoning, building permits, actual construction, or

19

is it based on number of people employed?

20

MR. GINGRICH:

For the Level B plan, it's -- it's

21

described in the Development Agreement.

22

answer that.

Are you saying when you analyzed the --

23

MS. KELLY:

24

MR. GINGRICH:

25

I don't know how to

It's by employment.

The balance.

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

6.A.e

The balance of jobs-to-housing.

Yeah, employees, I think.

TR- 32
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2938

6.A.e

1

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

2

MR. GINGRICH:

But this -- but I think for the

3

plan, they would have estimate that based on the build of

4

certain developments given the zoning that's there.
So to that -- to that point, the applicants responded

6

to our comments that we just -- the last round that was

7

submitted and indicated that that understanding was

8

incorrect, that -- oh, I'm sorry.

9

that these were kind of our initial concerns, and that since

I should back up and say

10

that time, the applicant has put in a lot of language about

11

phasing and about those smaller -- about some of the

12

concerns around incomplete and fragmented development, and

13

that's in the phasing section.

14

or something and -- or 8.2, and those -- the language in

15

there is -- is very good.

16

applicant understands our basic concerns about keeping

17

development near infrastructure and not, you know,

18

developing too far out in a -- in a way that's -- the

19

infrastructure is extended too far.

20

I think it's maybe chapter 8

It's welcomed.

It shows that the

So there's just some remaining concerns about some of

21

the nuts and bolts there about, for example, the definition

22

of a phase, the size of a phase.

23

B as a whole phase.

24

transportation phase, and the 2040 phase, and then there's

25

other points where they're talking about infrastructure

Some places refer to Level

There's mention of a phase from 2025
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1

phases that are, I think, smaller than those.

2

clarifying what a phase is.
And then there's -- there's some question about -- that

4

we have about the beginning of that section 8.2 and then

5

what's written after that, and where it says, "Based on the

6

approval of Level A Development Agreement, the overall

7

Santolina project shall be developed in multiple phases.

8

Timing, location, and size will be determined by market

9

and/or the landowner."

And we're wondering if that

10

conflicts with the language that they wrote below.

11

doesn't, but we're just looking for clarification on that.

12

And that I think is about it.

Maybe it

So, yeah, clarification

13

on how -- what a phase is and also how those benchmarks that

14

were Level B benchmarks could be evaluated in the interim of

15

this Level B, so those kind of concerns, remaining concerns

16

around phasing.

17

can answer those.

18
19

So that's it.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Any questions?

If not.

Thank you very much.

20

MR. GINGRICH:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. KELLY:

23

If I hear any questions, I

Thank you.
Staff, do we have anybody else?

I'm sorry, Mr. Chair.

Andrew, did you didn't talk at all about street

24

cross-sections, and I saw a lot of that discussion in your

25

comments.
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MR. GINGRICH:

Yes, Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly,

2

the -- in our last round of comments, we talked about the --

3

we requested looking at a multiway boulevard where the

4

bigger streets get near the urban center or activity

5

centers, and that's basically where there's kind of a side

6

street where there would be slower traffic and parking that

7

would kind of be separated from the through traffic.

8

that was added.

9

in there, and so I think that the intentions were good from

So

And there's also, you know, a lane for VRT

10

the applicant, but since we just kept adding facilities to

11

the road, it's gotten very wide to -- over 200 feet, which

12

would take near a minute to cross, which -- that's just --

13

that's just a conflict that exists between planning for

14

through traffic and planning for pedestrians and pedestrian

15

crossings, and so we just wanted to put that concern out

16

there that this is something that needs balancing.

17

don't want to get too much in the way of that, but we --

18

just naming this conflict.

19

So we

So perhaps maybe a multiway boulevard isn't necessary

20

for the entire length of the urban center.

21

on what kind of development is right up against the street,

22

but the -- but the applicant's been very willing to continue

23

to talk about that.

24

MS. HERTEL:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Kind of depends
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MS. HERTEL:

Could you explain to me your

2

understanding how the phasing works with the installation of

3

the civil facilities such as a fire station or police

4

station or schools?

5

How does the phasing work with that?

MR. GINGRICH:

Mr. Chair and Commissioners, I'm

6

not sure about those aspects of the phasing process.

The

7

MPO's concern with this response for long-range

8

transportation planning and the -- so the integration of

9

land use and transportation is really our focus, but in

10

terms of those other services, I'm not sure I would know how

11

to speak to those kinds of --

12
13

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

MR. GINGRICH:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

I'll ask the

applicant when his turn is up to speak.

14

16

Thank you.

Thank you.
Any questions?

Thank you very

much.
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, just to

18

answer Commissioner's Kelly's question about jobs,

19

jobs-to-housing, this was a very important topic in the

20

Level A discussion, and there is language built into the

21

Development Agreement about how the jobs-to-housing ratio

22

will gradually achieved over time, and then there also is a

23

discussion about -- a definition of what constitutes a job.

24

So you may want to look at that, and I assume that as this

25

discussion continues and if this request is approved, then
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1

there would be a Development Agreement that will expand upon

2

the elements of the Level A Development Agreement.

3

But also to say, too, in answer to your question, the

4

next session that we'll have will be about infrastructure,

5

government, government services, services such as fire and

6

parks and recreation and public safety facilities.

7

those do have a phasing element, and we'll be talking about

8

those in the next session, but we'll keep your question in

9

mind, too, about how that ties into phasing.

10
11
12

So that

I don't know if anybody else on Staff have anything to
add?

If not, we'll -- Mike, would like to add something.
MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner

13

Kelly, just for ease of reference, since Section 4 will be

14

before in the Development Agreement, and it looks like it's

15

around page 287, 288 of the materials we have today in

16

attachment --

17

MS. KELLY:

18

MR. GARCIA:

19

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.
-- 3.
Just one comment.

I did look at the

20

notes of our last meeting, and I thought schools and parks

21

were going to be addressed as part of the land-use

22

discussion.

23

to next meeting.

So I'm just observing that they're being moved
Okay.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. STROZIER:

Okay.

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

6.A.e

Applicant.

Moment, Mr. Chairman, to get myself

TR- 37
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2943

6.A.e

connected here.

2

Mr. Chairman, I also have hard copies of the matrix and

3

some of the materials, the updated zoning section.

4

of you are like me that I -- sometimes I like to have it in

5

hard copy and piece of paper that I can write notes on.

6

have those available for you if anybody would like them as

7

well.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. STROZIER:

10

Go ahead and pass them out.
All right.

MS. NELSON:

While those are being

Thank you.

Thanks, Jim.

Some of us

are old school.

13

MR. STROZIER:

There you go.

I figured that might

14

be the case.

15

between the technology and -- and the way I like to do

16

things.

17

I

handed out --

11
12

If some

I'm certainly that way, sort of bridge that

So, anyways, Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, my name's Jim

18

Strozier, principal with Consensus Planning.

19

the 302 8th, Northwest, 87102, and it's a pleasure to be

20

here today talking about the land-use component of the Level

21

B Master Plan, and listening to the discussion, I'll try and

22

as I go through my presentation address some of those

23

comments and concerns that have been expressed.

24
25

My address is
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1

really spent a lot of time working with them, and it's --

2

and it has been, as I think Ms. VerEecke said, a very

3

iterative process.

4

the zoning section of this document that there was going to

5

be a lot of back and forth.

6

incredible amount of progress to date on those issues, and

7

Andrew as well from MRCOG and the MPO, he's been a part of

8

those meetings and a part of those conversations and a part

9

of that process from the beginning talking about -- and I

We knew that especially as it related to

10

think we've all been on the same -- the same page in terms

11

of trying to figure out, number one, I think there's been a

12

lot of agreement as to what the vision is for the plan area

13

and what we're trying to achieve in terms of the type of

14

land use, the type of streets, the type of pedestrian,

15

walkable feel of the community and then the details of how

16

you make that happen, and -- and I think it -- on the zoning

17

section especially it's been a challenge, because the County

18

Zoning Code is not really geared towards some of those

19

things.

20

It primarily focuses on the lower density end of

21

residential communities and doesn't spend a lot of time

22

talking about mixed use and those types of -- and higher

23

density activities, the urban center, the town center, and

24

so we really collectively had to come up with some of that

25

almost from scratch.
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And Juanita mentioned the challenge sometimes when we

2

take -- when we -- we have a conversation we say, well,

3

there's a good example of how that's done with the City of

4

Albuquerque, for instance.

5

from that and incorporate that into this, and there's always

6

some glitches associated with doing that, and I think we're

7

making good progress, and so I really want to thank

8

everybody for their efforts when it comes to that.

9

Let's try and take and learn

So obviously our team is the same, but certainly

10

Garrett Development Corporation, Bohannon Huston are

11

integral, probably the key players in -- especially where

12

the transportation and land use come together.

13

the last hearing talking about land use.

14

going to focus on -- or transportation.

15

going to focus on land use, but those are intertwined with

16

one another, and so hopefully this will -- this hearing

17

helps to make some of those connections and connect the dots

18

on that.

19

So we spent

This hearing we're
This hearing we're

So with regard to the organization of the matrix that I

20

provided, similar to the last hearing, and we intend to do

21

this with each of the topic areas as we go forward, that

22

matrix focuses on, number one, the Level A conditions of

23

approval.

24

and making sure that we're addressing those conditions as we

25

move forward with each section.

So we want to make sure that we're circling back
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1

Planned Communities Criteria and the specific requirements

2

that are identified in the Planned Communities Criteria,

3

because that's really our guide for us and for Staff for

4

what's required at this level, and so we want to make sure

5

that we've addressed those things.

6

And then in addition to that, Staff and agency

7

comments, and that's the bulk of that matrix is identifying

8

what the comment was and how we've addressed it, and I think

9

we've -- we have addressed all the comments.

Are we at 100

10

percent resolution on every one of those issues?

No.

But I

11

think we've made an incredible amount of progress on those

12

issues, and we have addressed those comments.

13

-- once again, very iterative process as we -- as we move

14

forward.

Some of this

15

We have made amendments to the maps, and I'll -- I'll

16

go through those as well, and some of those also are going

17

to be reflected in amendments to the document, itself, the

18

Level B Master plan.

19

So I'll skip that.

I just went through that.

So --

20

so, once again, that matrix that talks about the Level A

21

conditions of approval and jobs-to-housing is one of those

22

elements.

23

thing, because with the master plan, we really deal with

24

that jobs/housing allocation in terms of land use.

25

So just -- let me just pause on that jobs/housing
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1

question about how do we -- how do we think about jobs in

2

this -- in this context, and so we do make some assumptions,

3

and those are included in the document about what type of

4

activities are going to take place in the industrial

5

business park on the far west side versus the business park

6

versus the town center versus the urban center can and other

7

non-residential components within, and that's typically done

8

using a sort of stepped process, taking it from land use and

9

some assumptions as to what that mix within that land use

10

will be, tying that to acreage.

11

area ratio, and then there are standards for the amount of

12

jobs per square foot.

13

straight forward, sort of logical progression from these

14

large land-use categories and acreages down to how much in

15

the way of jobs is likely to be created out of that land-use

16

scenario.

17

Then you tie it to floor

And so fairly complicated, but

Then the actual implementation of that is really dealt

18

with with the Development Agreement.

So we have the Level A

19

Development Agreement.

20

certain -- the overall context for jobs/housing, and then we

21

will be submitting here shortly the Level B Development

22

Agreement, which takes that to sort of compliment this --

23

this master plan, and that -- and those Development

24

Agreements are really more of a contractual agreement

25

between the County, the County Commission and the developer.

Mr. Garcia mentioned that sets a
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1

And so that is -- we are working on that as we speak, but

2

that's kind of how those things work together.
So from the land-use side, we really use that to help

4

predict what is likely to occur, just like we do with

5

residential, with densities, and the different residential

6

areas and neighborhoods.

7

likely mix that will occur in those areas, and at the end of

8

the day, how many houses you're going to have in the various

9

land-use categories.

10

We make some assumptions as to the

So I hope that -- that makes sense.

So -- and, once again, there is some crossover between

11

what we talked about last time with transportation, what

12

we're going to talk about that today with land use, and then

13

the next meeting, which is really about government

14

facilities and services, and so we have tried to address

15

schools.

16

know are going to be needed at this stage.

17

Albuquerque Public School, and they had some suggestions,

18

some requests as part of our original land-use plan, which

19

we have -- which we have made and adjusted our plan in

20

response to those.

21

We have tried to address those facilities that we
We have met with

We also met with -- and hopefully will have more

22

information to speak to this, Commissioner Hertel, your

23

comment regarding things like fire facilities, so we've

24

identified those on the plan conceptually.

25

meeting with the fire chief and their office, and we've
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1

provided them with a bunch of information.

2

get information back from them in terms of how they want to

3

see this implemented over time.

4

to get some feedback from them that will help us either

5

refine the land use plan and the community facilities plan

6

and also some information that will help inform the

7

Development Agreement as it moves toward through the County

8

Commission.
So we have initiated that.

And hopefully we're going

It's been quite a while.

10

We will circle back with them to make sure that we get those

11

comments back before our next meeting, but the ball's really

12

in their court at this point.

13

Once again, that matrix goes through each of the

14

land-use requirements in the Planned Communities Criteria

15

and shows how we've addressed it and where we've address it.

16

So real quickly, some of the revisions that have

17

occurred -- and Ms. Garcia, I'll go through this quickly.

18

Stop me if I get going too fast on something, but -- but I

19

think Ms. Garcia addressed some of this, but one was an

20

introduction, sort of how to use this section, because once

21

again, this is a unique situation where we have zoning

22

districts that are really the way the PC zone is set up in

23

the -- in the -- in the code; that we have the framework

24

that was established with Level A, and then we're drilling

25

down in more detail, and what we found is as we started

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

9

We're waiting to

TR- 44
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2950

6.A.e

1

drilling down into more detail, it -- sort of get going down

2

that rabbit hole, and there's more detail and more detail

3

and more detail.

4

off of.
As Juanita mentions, things like definitions, we've

6

probably got some definition in this that are already

7

covered in the Zoning Code.

8

we're doing that next -- that step final level of check and

9

balance between the existing County Code and what we have

10
11

We need to just make sure that

here to make sure that everything works together.
So one of the things that that section tried to do was

12

clarify the relationship between land use, and you've

13

already heard, I think from Staff, there's an interest in

14

being more specific, and then there's an interest in being

15

less specific.

16

ground in terms of that, and part of that, I think, is

17

trying to explain the relationship between land use, zoning,

18

and then the design standards, and how those all -- those

19

are all part of critical parts to achieve the vision, and I

20

talked about that earlier on that we -- I think we have a

21

lot of agreement on what the vision is.

22

terms of how to get there and that relationship between

23

those two.

So we're trying to find that happy middle

It's the details in

24

Mixed use, once again, mixed use is an area that we

25

really tried to drill down on and provide more definition as
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1

to how that works.

2

to that and that tied back to the transportation as well as

3

the land-use map and the zoning districts, and we've made

4

changes to all of those to try and reflect that.
I think one of the things -- and I agree with

6

Ms. Garcia that one of the areas that we need to address in

7

more detail is the process and procedures for moving from

8

Level B to future Level C, whether it's a subdivision or a

9

site plan.

10

We will continue to work with Staff to make sure

that we get something that's workable for both sides.

11

The PC zone, that's adopted in the Code really says --

12

it identifies that the level A plan has to go through the

13

BCC.

14

through the CPC onto BCC for adoption, and then the Level C

15

plans are addressed at the CDRA level.

16

says.

17

understand how that happens and that it's clear, and if

18

there's something that needs to be treated differently, we

19

are clear as to what that is and how that -- how that gets

20

done.

21

The Level B plan, which is where we are today, goes

It's one sentence.

But that's all it

So we need to make sure that we

Signage, signage is probably -- if any of you -- maybe

22

-- maybe you don't spend as much as time reading zoning

23

codes as I -- as I do, but one of the most cumbersome parts

24

of most zoning codes, especially as it relates to

25

non-residential uses is the signage component.
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1

detailed.

2

And so we're working through trying to make sure that we

3

come up with a format that's workable and clear, and I think

4

that we do need to be -- take -- I think we have a great

5

framework right now.

6

so it's clear which zones those rules apply to and how those

7

different categories are differentiated from one to the

8

other and make sure that we're doing it in a way that is

9

going to be usable in the future.

We need to make sure that we adjust it

So one of the other revisions was in terms of approach

11

and implementation with the -- with the land-use section,

12

we've added additional language in response to agency

13

comments that are -- that are included in the document.

14

-- but one of the areas that -- I think Ms. VerEecke spoke

15

to this -- is specific to the residential village.

16

And

At the Level A plan, we just have these large blocks

17

that are identified as residential villages, and there's not

18

a lot of detail included in those other than some general

19

information about that there will be a range of densities

20

that are developed within those areas and that we do want to

21

have services and schools and parks and those things that

22

are incorporated.

23

And so at this stage, we're starting to break those

24

residential villages up into those different components.

25

Some of that is facilitated by the transportation network,
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1

which is obviously taken to the next level, and we can see

2

that, and the other is through the narrative to address how

3

those checks and balances, and -- and one of the things that

4

has been a challenge is just -- I think, once again, we're

5

all in agreement with the -- with the vision for this, but

6

the details, and that is these residential areas, we want to

7

have a mix of densities.

8
9

We want to have higher densities.

And Mr. Gingerich mentioned that, that we in those
areas where we want more intensity, we want to have higher

10

densities incorporated into those mixed-use areas, but at

11

the same time we have this cap.

So we have a certain number

12

of dwelling units that's a cap.

So how does that work in

13

terms of as projects go along and come along and some are

14

going to be at a lower density.

15

higher density, how do we keep track of that to make sure

16

that at the end of the day that the mix is correct.

17

we've tried to address some of that, how that works.

18

Some are going to be at a

And, once again, the mix is a good thing.

So

That's what

19

we want, but it also presents this challenge that if the mix

20

doesn't happen correctly or if it all happens on the high

21

end of that scale, then you'll -- you'll ultimately end up

22

exceeding the cap and the number of houses that we've

23

anticipated and have programmed into the area.

24

another area that we have dealt with.

25

So that's
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1

the development phasing.

2

the document that relates to that and try and drilled down,

3

and I guess, once again, this is an area where I think we're

4

very much in agreement.

5

doesn't want to build extra infrastructure and not put it to

6

use.

7

facilities, that they are building off of those existing

8

trunk roadway and utility corridors that then we take off of

9

that, and we do develop those phases in a way that is

11

It's -- it's -- the developer

So it's also in their interest that as they develop

manageable.
And sort of thinking about how that will come into play

12

in terms of, you know, as different areas or neighborhoods

13

get planned at the Level C area, typically what happens is a

14

larger preliminary plat that sets out the infrastructure and

15

the roadway system for the entire neighborhood, and then

16

final platting occurs in much smaller, manageable phases,

17

because that's where you build the infrastructure associated

18

with that.

19

front, but for the most part you try and develop those final

20

plats in -- in pieces.

So some infrastructure may need to be done up

21

So going back to the tour that we had -- I'll skip over

22

to the Westland Master Plan, because we were just there, and

23

I think five of you were on the tour, the Del Webb and Pulte

24

project.

25

being developed, individual final plat phases are coming
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1

online, and the infrastructure and the houses are being

2

developed along with the parks associated with that and the

3

landscaping.

4

scale.

5

is actually under development today is probably about a

6

hundred acres total, and then the next phases are both in

7

the process, being designed to come online once we get

8

through with the initial phase.

9

works from a practical standpoint as we move forward.

All those things happen on a much smaller

So that's kind of how that

10

Once again, we talked about the approval process.

11

That's definitely an area that we are working with Staff to

12

try and make that clear.

13

And let me just talk a little bit now about the

14

land-use plan and what's on the screen, and I'm going to

15

kind of zoom in on this if I can, and so the various colors

16

obviously were meant -- represent different parts of the

17

land use, and they're -- what we're trying to do -- and if I

18

could toggle back and forth, I probably should have set that

19

up so I could toggle back and forth between this portion of

20

the Level A plan, you get a really good sense of how much

21

additional detail we're getting to at this stage in terms of

22

the various land-use components, roadway network and things

23

like school, and you can start to see how the parks and open

24

space network work together to achieve that -- that vision

25

once again, trying to make sure that those components are
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1

thought about and incorporated up front, and you can see in

2

areas like this kind of central area between the residential

3

and village center area and the urban center across the

4

street, how that level of mix and intensity gets pretty

5

tight right in through there, and then some of the more

6

residential areas out on the outskirts are larger blocks and

7

related to the open space and places where, once again, they

8

have to respond to the roadway network and things like the

9

major public open space.

10

We're not going to have -- so the grid that we've

11

created, which I think we've done a really good job of -- of

12

maintaining that grid, but as you travel to the east into

13

the open space, there's limited roadway corridors that go

14

through there, and so that grid does not continue through

15

the open space and down to the east as we move forward.

16

The other thing that we did that I wanted to show you,

17

just to give you a sense of the context between the area

18

that we are -- that has been master planned previously and

19

is being undated now for the Westland Master Plan and

20

Santolina Level B, so you can see sort of those two plans in

21

relation to one another with this graphic, and the area that

22

I just talked about with Del Webb and Pulte is the orange

23

area that's kind of right up at the top of that screen which

24

is where we were at the Del Webb model complex.

25
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big are blocks get transformed into a plan for that area and

2

then the individual -- in individual phases and final plats

3

that come online and that's where the implementation occurs,

4

but that master plan is what guides that in the first place.

5

So it is important that you see those -- the open space

6

corridors get preserved.

7

and the relationship in that case with the national monument

8

and the Atrisco Terrace open space.

9

the ceja escarpment to the south, which is the green area,

The trial connections get done,

In this case it will be

10

and you do get a sense from looking at these two plans

11

together, that geologic formation that continues from the

12

national monument through the Atrisco Terrace and then in

13

through Santolina is that steep escarpment edge that goes

14

from the mesa top down to the valley below, and so you can

15

see how that has been identified for preservation.

16

Now when we talk about zoning -- so -- so this is --

17

one of the things you see is some of that detail goes away,

18

because as Juanita mentioned, the zoning districts are --

19

they're more comprehensive, and so one of the things that we

20

wanted to do was with the zoning map, this is the area

21

that's going to have to be platted for us to move forward.

22

So I think a recommended condition of the Level -- of Level

23

B approval will be the platting of those zoning districts,

24

so that we actually create blocks of land that are definable

25

through GIS, through AutoCAD, that they are identified as
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1

specific parcels that are then mapped per the zoning

2

districts, and so that's -- we've tried to keep those areas

3

as large as possible at this stage, because future platting

4

will then come in and break off those individual

5

neighborhoods components or commercial or industrial

6

components as they go forward, and that's where you start

7

building infrastructure and the streets, and you don't

8

necessarily want to put all those streets in today, because

9

while we have an idea as to where they're going to be, we

10

don't have all of that information locked down 100 percent

11

at this stage.

12

there.

13

depending on specifics and the type of development that's

14

done.

15

So we have -- we know we want a road through

It might shift a little bit one way or the other

We talked about the frontage road street sections.

So

16

this is what we've done.

17

of the Level A discussion, we -- we had -- originally we had

18

the urban center bisected by some of these major streets,

19

and it was a comment that we -- that we

20

both from Public Works and MRCOG is that they would rather

21

see that in one distinct quadrant, which is what we've done.

22

So we changed that at Level A.

23

So if those of you who were part

got along the way

We identified that.

And I think the challenge that was correctly recognized

24

by MRCOG is that, well, now you have these major streets

25

that are on the edge of that urban center, whether it's
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1

Dennis Chavez on the south, Atrisco Vista, those are

2

designed to be major thoroughfares, and associated with

3

those major thoroughfares are things like transit lanes and

4

bicycle -- protected bicycle lanes, so we need a buffer and

5

the bicycle lanes.

6

putting all those things in, the number of travel lanes, and

7

then the question is, well, how does that relate to the

8

urban center and maybe those -- some of those more

9

pedestrian-oriented land uses.

You start

So on the edge of these cross-sections, what we've done

11

-- and those areas where it's adjacent to the urban center

12

is to provide almost like a little more pedestrian-oriented

13

frontage road that is adjacent to the urban center.

14

creates a really nice feel for -- so if somebody wants to go

15

into the urban center, they can get off of the main

16

thoroughfare, and that's where there's parking, and it's

17

slower and more of an intimate feel, but the result, which

18

all sounds great, but correctly pointed out by

19

Mr. Gingerich, is that now that roadway has gotten even

20

wider.

21

and needs to cross over, there are opportunities for safe

22

refuge areas as somebody is crossing the street.

23

to think about how that occurs from a signalization

24

standpoint, but it has gotten much wider.

25

between those two things.

That

So if somebody's on that other side of that street

You need
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I would point out that this -- that these

2

cross-sections really only are designed to occur in those

3

areas where we have that more intense relationship between

4

that major transportation facility and the urban center.

5

it doesn't happen a lot of places, but it's -- it's a

6

technique, and we've seen it used other places effectively,

7

and we thought it made sense here.

8
9

So

So in conclusion, I think from a -- from a land-use
standpoint, the refinements that have been made to date

10

address some of those concerns relative to really bridging

11

the transportation and the need for the grid and the land

12

uses and also to put some refinements into things like the

13

town center.

14

The town center always was envisioned to have a mix of

15

uses, but what we did with the land-use plan in coordination

16

with MRCOG and the Planning Department Staff was define an

17

area within that town center that we think is going to be --

18

is likely to be the more mixed-use sort of urban section of

19

that, and you can see the perimeter then, the area that's

20

kind of oriented more toward those major streets on the --

21

on the two edges and the Interstate to the north are

22

probably not going to be as urban in character, and so this

23

land-use plan helps to define that in a way that kind of

24

breaks up that.

25
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1

Albuquerque Public Schools, we had originally identified

2

here's a good place for -- using their location criteria and

3

their thought process here's a good place for an elementary

4

school, here's a good place for a middle school.

5

how many.

6

all that yet.

7

future."

8

asterisks and leave them more flexible.

9

that we need to have a school in the middle of those

We knew

We would like to have more flexibility in the

So they asked us to make those specific sites
So we recognize

10

neighborhoods, but is that going to be an elementary school,

11

a middle school, or an elementary/middle school combo, that

12

-- sort of leaving some of that and recognizing that that's

13

their decision, not our decision in the future but starting

14

to incorporate that into the thought process.

15
16

I think with that, I would be happy to answer any
questions at this time.

17

MR. MALRY:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. MALRY:

20
21

Mr. Chairman.
Go ahead.

Jim, do you envision residential first

and then businesses and schools, or how do you look at that?
MR. STROZIER:

So, we are spending a lot of time

22

and effort in the big picture in terms of Garrett

23

development and our clients, collective clients, WAHL, the

24

property owners, in working on economic development aspects,

25

so -- but I think and I've probably spoken to this before,
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1

but one of the concerns that I have with how Mesa del Sol

2

went forward was that it was jobs first and then

3

neighborhood and community facilities coming online after.
I think that ended up hurting them in the long run,

5

because the one thing that we were assured of is that when

6

they -- when they got those jobs to locate there, that no

7

one who had those jobs could live in the community, because

8

they waited to start the residential component.

9

think that those two things need to be complimentary to one

I really

10

another as much as possible.

11

-- our hope is that they do happen simultaneously, and that

12

is -- and there is -- with the Development Agreement there

13

is a requirement that those things do happen to a certain

14

extent complimentary with one another, and that will be

15

refined in the Level B Development Agreement.

16

So we will probably see this

I don't know if that answered your question exactly,

17

but we don't really have a sense that we're going to start

18

with one or the other.

19

together, and obviously that's going to be a challenge to

20

see how that happens, but that's part of our -- that's part

21

of our development philosophy that we want to see that

22

happen in a complimentary fashion.

23

MR. MALRY:

We really want them to happen

Just for your information, Jim,

24

regarding schools, the elementary school would be first.

25

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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MR. STROZIER:

So with regard to the schools, so

2

that is a collaboration with -- with -- obviously with APS

3

and their facility planning group.

4

typically, development precedes the schools to a certain

5

extent.

6

and thinking about them earlier in the process as opposed to

7

later, that we're at least facilitating it to the point that

8

when they are ready with their bonding cycle and they need

9

another school, that we have a location for them to do that

10

They are -- so

We are hopeful that by having those conversations

and build it in a timely manner.

11

I think you can see that happening with the recent

12

activity up at -- in the Westland Master Plan where the APS

13

identified a need for a site.

14

it was acquired by APS, and they are getting ready to --

15

they're in the design phase of the K through 8.

16

similar to Atrisco Vista, was a full campus with a high

17

school, elementary, and middle school.

18

format for them.

19

they -- how they best see that being done.

20

are many more elementary schools in the system.

21

next step is middle schools.

22

then a high school, and right now, they're looking to these

23

kind of larger campus-oriented K through 12 areas.

That site was identified, and

That,

That's kind of a new

Once again, it changes over time as to how

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. STROZIER:

Typically there
Then the

There's a few of those, and
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1

MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chairman.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MS. KELLY:

Go ahead.

4

of respect to people from the community that are here, I'm

5

wondering if it would be better to just reserve mine until

6

closing discussion because --

7
8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I mean, it's up to you.

I

mean --

9

MS. KELLY:

10

Well, I'd prefer to let the public --

MR. STROZIER:

We're happy with that idea.

I'm

11

happy to come back up after the public comment and address

12

those questions, and our -- and our team will be here.

13

MS. KELLY:

Thanks.

14

MR. STROZIER:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.
Okay.

16

to take a five-minute break.

17

(Note:

At this time we're going

So we'll get right back.

Deposition in recess at 10:48 a.m.

18

and reconvened at 11:10 a.m.)

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Get this meeting going

20

again.

21

two minutes, and they'll call you down.

22

like three names at a time, so you can come down and be

23

ready to speak so --

24
25

Now, we're going to have the public, and you have

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

She's going to call
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Mahoney.

2

MR. ROIBAL:

Good morning.

My name's Roberto

3

Roibal.

I live at the 2233 Don Felipe Road, Southwest,

4

Albuquerque, New Mexico.

5

Village Association.

6

South Valley Coalition of Neighborhood Associations.

7

Our neighborhood association's still opposed to

I am the president of the Pajarito

I'm also the vice-president of the

8

Santolina Master Plans, Level A, B, C, all the way down, and

9

we want you to still consider the TIDs issue.

We would hope

10

that the CPC would hold a hearing on TIDs.

11

important.

12

TIDs are going to be used.

13

taxpayers.

14

whether it's the master plan's Level A, B, C, all the way

15

down.

16

the water.

17

It's very, very

We're spending, you know -- almost $3 billion in
That's going to impact our

We're still concerned about the water issues,

At every single mitchell level, it's going to impact

We in the South Valley are extremely, extremely

18

concerned.

My neighborhood association told me to come here

19

and ask you to deny this Level B plan because of the water

20

issues.

21

gardens, our agricultural lands, our livestock, and they're

22

talking about the zoning earlier that the Santolina, that

23

they would have their own zoning ordinances, and who would

24

be running those Zoning Ordinances if not the County?

25

WAHL going to do the zoning ordinances for that?

We want to preserve our cultures, our community
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1

like the fox guarding the chicken hen -- or I mean, the

2

chicken farm.

3

we're really concerned about that as well.

So

We have many other issues about the land use, the

5

schools.

6

can't afford to build these new schools.

7

be busing all the students?

8

the transportation, but mostly right now we're asking that

9

you do have a hearing on TIDs, a separate hearing.

10

APS is still opposed to the Santolina plans.

please oppose Level B.

12

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. METZAL:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

Thank you.

Any questions?

Catherine.

May I have the overhead, please.
Yes.

Staff, can you give her a

Enrico, can you give her a hand there?

MS. METZAL:

Thank you.

Okay.

Good morning,

17

Commissioners.

18

Wells Park neighborhood, just north of downtown.

19

income, gross receipts, and property taxpayer.

20

And to

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

hand there.

Are they going to

That's going to be adding to

11

15

APS

My name is Catherine Metzal.

I live in the
I am an

The information I have displayed here is from the slide

21

that was published by Streets Blog Network in 2015 based on

22

research done by Angie Schmitt, and it shows the maintenance

23

costs per household in the suburbs are more than twice what

24

urban maintenance costs are.

25

slide, the figures got a bit blurry so I retyped them, and I
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1

hope that's a little bit more visible.

2

Thank you.
In the case of fire departments, it cost more than

4

twice as much to support suburban fire services.

5

case of road maintenance it's over ten times more expensive.

6

School busing is more than six times more expensive.

7

and wastewater is four times more expensive.

8

police costs are slightly, very slightly less than two times

9

more.

10

In the

Storm

Governance and

While the exact figures that Angie Schmitt produced may

11

not be produced appropriate for Albuquerque, I think the

12

ratios are still relevant.

13

expense of suburban services is significant.

14

Barclays Bank want to be reimbursed by TIDs for the

15

infrastructure costs of building Santolina out on the west

16

mesa.

17

will receive a meager portion of any gross receipts taxes

18

and property taxes generated by Santolina.

19

normally used to offset the costs of services like schools,

20

police, fire protection, and so on.

21

taxes will go for the coffers of WAHL and Barclays Bank.

22

That means that we existing taxpayers will be carrying the

23

cost burden of those services for decades.

24

Santolina cannot be self-sustaining for decades since the

25

bulk of tax funding that might normally do that is being

Here's the reason why the extra
WAHL and

That means for decades, the City, County, and State

Those taxes are

The majority of those

That means
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diverted to WAHL and Barclays Bank.

2

consideration.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you for your

Thank you.

And if you want to

4

leave those things for the record, you can submit them to

5

Staff there.

6

MS. METZAL:

7

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

8

Thank you.
Rod Mahoney followed by Sarah

Newton Juarez and Juan Reynosa.

9

MR. MAHONEY:

I'm also going to use the overhead

10

if you don't mind here.

11

there.

12

enough, folks.

13

I'll ultimately give it to the Staff with notes and so forth

14

attached to it.

15

Need to -- I guess we can do right

Two and a half minutes is not going to be near long
I've got a packet here, about 23 pages, so

Must apologize here.

I'm having trouble keeping up

16

with the dynamism that's actually happening with the

17

documentation here.

18

-- this is actually -- things are happening really fast here

19

in the context of actually this very important piece.

20

I reviewed the other document.

So this

One of the first things that I looked at was this town

21

center business.

There was really no information in the

22

town center part about the fact that we're having a number

23

of folks living there, and there's actually no parks or

24

anything associated with ultimately what would happen with

25

those folks that live there.
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In one of the documents here they had a listing here on

2

Table 3 on the original document that there's -- actually

3

it's not applicability to the population.

4

the town center.

5

acre were as a result of this.

6

a number of things.

7

It's actually in

I was unable to calculate what the DUs per
So I've got questions about

The zoning piece is very confusing.

There are pieces

8

in here about permissible uses associated with liquor.

9

That's a very important aspect in the County.

As you know,

10

you need to be conditional instead of permissive.

There's

11

also issues associated with the manufacturing part of this.

12

The level of the characteristics of those I think need to be

13

looked at from a standpoint of whether they're conditional

14

or permissive.

15

here essentially about the public process.

16

out of the loop actually in sort of this dynamic process

17

that's been changing with all of this.

18

had a chance to review the most recent documents.

19

There was handouts today that I've not seen.

And also then I've got a couple of questions
Community's been

I certainly have not

Those are

20

all very important, and one other piece that I'd like to

21

have clarified before my time is up here is that I need a

22

clarification on what the Level C process is about, actually

23

the review and ultimately the appeal that might occur at

24

Level C.

25
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1

clarification hope, Staff, you -- so when it's we get you

2

back up here, you can answer some of those things, and the

3

other thing is that if you have questions of what's -- I

4

don't know who you want clarification from.

5

developer or, you know -MR. MAHONEY:

I think the Staff actually about

7

what the process for the Level C is.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9
10

And I think at -- you know, at

any time you can just call them up, and -MR. MAHONEY:

Well, I think -- ultimately I think

11

it would be all -- it would be interesting for all of us to

12

understand what that is, because certainly I don't know --

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

What is it that you wanted to

14

clarify there?

15

and things like that you were asking?

16

What did you want to clarify about appeals

MR. MAHONEY:

This is very complicated, and

17

there's lots of layering associated with the zoning, what's

18

allowed, what isn't, that sort of thing in all of these

19

various subcomponents that there are.

20

the most recent documentation.

21

each one of these pieces here that questions whether it is

22

permissible or not, that sort of thing.

23

a conversation with the Staff would be the appropriate way

24

to do this, because you know, as we talked about before, you

25

know, this seems to be quite aggressive associated with the

I don't think I have

I have notations actually in

So perhaps actually
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1

nuances and the detail associated with this, and I'm

2

wondering whether or not also we're going to have this as

3

another discussion because of just the clarification that

4

needs to happen.
The applicant and the Staff don't seem to be ultimately

6

complete in sort of their description and analysis of this,

7

and also, then, none of us in the community have had a

8

chance to actually review any of this and make comments on

9

it.

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I'm thinking, as Chairman, I

11

decide the hearings and things like this.

12

to this thing here, and if we do have to have some added

13

discussions -- for instance, normally these hearings we're

14

having them from 9:00 to 12:00.

15

have them from 9:00 to 3:00 o'clock in the afternoon and

16

bring some -- uh?

17

MR. MAHONEY:

18

MS. SERNA:

19

MR. MAHONEY:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So I am listening

The next hearings, we might

Lunch will be provided?
Yeah.

You bring it.

I'm buying?
But, you know, that's a concern

21

that I have, too.

22

but at any time anybody that wants to talk to Staff, they're

23

free to do that if they want clarification from them, from

24

Staff.

25

I mean, the information is moving and --

MR. MAHONEY:
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1

actually going to the website again.

2

started reviewing this at like 8:30 and didn't bring up the

3

most recent documentation.

4

documentation that was submitted, and all this is very

5

lengthy and then starting to pick this apart, and first of

6

all the, map was not correct, and I couldn't tell which was

7

what, that sort of thing.

8

something I think ultimately that, you know, we need to be

9

part of and ultimately, you know, have some more detail

11

analysis of it.

I was working off the previous

So, I mean, this is -- this is

So thank you very much.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I appreciate that.

And I agree with you, and that's

12

one of the reasons that we spreaded it out into months of

13

hearings because we weren't going to -- when it was

14

submitted -- normally a case is submitted to us, and we act

15

on it, you know.

16

a lot of cases for the thing, and so I know it's an evolving

17

thing, so -- and I'm listening to all the suggestions and

18

everything about hearing, and you know, if we need more

19

hearings -- because I think the final one we have scheduled

20

for -- for July, that's not set in concrete.

21

just a schedule that I kind of set so that we could have

22

some orderly presentations in a lot of these things.

23

this Commission feels that we need more hearings or

24

follow-up hearings on this information at our next hearing

25

to start off with, we're going to have those, but I

This thing is probably more important than

You know, it's

So if
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1

guarantee you one thing, the public is going to be involved,

2

and when we make our final decision, we, as Commissioners,

3

want to have all the information in front of us, too, so -MR. MAHONEY:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. MAHONEY:

7

Okay.

Thank you.

Thank you very much.

One thing I did not state was my

name, address --

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. MAHONEY:

Yeah, please, for the record.

Pardon?

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MR. MAHONEY:

Please, for the record.

Okay.

Rod Mahoney, 1838 Sadora

12

Road, Southwest.

13

Coalition of Neighborhood Associations.

14

much.

15
16

I'm president of the South Valley

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
of Mahoney.

17

Okay.

Thank you very

Thank you.

Any questions

If not, thank you.

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

18

Reynosa and Don Hyde.

19

MS. JUAREZ:

Ms. Juarez followed by Juan

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and

20

Commissioners.

21

are some facts involved, but I think Catherine gave lots of

22

specifics.

23

Mine's a little more emotional, and there

This may sound like a broken record.

To build on

24

moving dunes seems foolhardy for anyone, let alone

25

developers.
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1

because they were built on sand.

2

the land, not destroyers.
Years of drought and a water scarcity in New Mexico and

4

the southwest, experts on the land and water have expressed

5

with specific numbers why this sprawl development is not

6

appropriate for Bernalillo County or anywhere in New Mexico.

7

It will be a zombie development like Mesa del Sol.

8

No net expense, and I have this in caps, exactly one

9

year ago this week, John Salazar said, "We are not asking

10

for TIDs," and then a couple of weeks ago, they asked for

11

TIDs, and they want 40 TIDs.

12

into districts, the Santolina, into 40 districts.

13

estimated cost of the infrastructure, I think Catherine went

14

into it, was over $3 billion.

15

$1 billion.

16

excuse me, a billion-and-a-half, and then off-site

17

facilities is almost 2 million -- 2 million, excuse me.

18

my question is are the taxpayers requesting to have to foot

19

that bill?

20

The area has been broken up
The

Local facilities, it's about

Trunk facilities, about another billion, 15 --

So

The other thing about land use, and I brought this up a

21

couple years ago, there are munitions on that west mesa

22

property.

23

range, 15,000 acres.

Franklin Roosevelt in 1941 asked for a bombing
Okay.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. JUAREZ:
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1

and live ordinances are being picked up out on the west mesa

2

with a haz/mat business.

3

children and grandchildren, that you had a part in passing

4

this development that will denude the Valley in albuquerque

5

of food production and anything, any growing plant, and in

6

turn, the Heights will suffer, also.

7

water shortage created by this sprawl development.

There will be a major

When you mess with any part of the echo seem --

9

ecosystem, it has impact on the whole ecosystem.

You have a

10

chance to put the brakes on to stop this sprawl.

Thank you.

11
12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions?

Let

me ask a --

13

MS. JUAREZ:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MS. JUAREZ:

16

Thank you.

Sorry.
Go ahead.

I didn't give my -- Sarah Newton

Juarez, 933 Nashville, Southwest.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Thank you.

I need a

18

question for the attorney.

19

this Commission doesn't -- we don't hear those.

20

MR. GARCIA:

In regards to TIDs, what -- now

Chairman Chavez, yes.

That would be before the TID board.

That's

21

correct.

Those would

22

be the places to address those questions and comments

23

insofar as the individuals have concerns about those, but

24

the CPC really can't do anything one way or the other about

25

TIDs.
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1

That is something that the County

Commission takes on.

3

MR. GARCIA:

Yes.

4

MS. JUAREZ:

So there's a separate entity that

5

deals with TIDs?

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

The County Commission is the only

7

one.

Just like Development Agreements, when it comes to

8

agreements that the developer or -- those are done strictly

9

between the Commission and the -- and the developers.

10

the County Commission, I guess -- I don't know what the

11

process for that hearing -- I don't know if they have

12

hearings for those or what.

So at

13

MR. GARCIA:

They do have hearings, but it's

14

before the County Commission, but the County Commission is

15

the body that decides that.

16

MS. KELLY:

17

MR. GARCIA:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. KELLY:

20
21

Mr. Chair.
And there is a TID board.
Go ahead.

But we are supposed to discuss funding

strategies as part Level B.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

been no net expense.

23

is the Commission.

24

MS. KELLY:

25

the details of TIDs.

Well, we do, and our position has

Now, the only one that can change that
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1

that, but I think that we, as a Commission, it even says in

2

the Level A plan that we will be discussing funding

3

strategies at Level B, and it's part of our list of hearing

4

items.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, that's -- I think that what

6

we've gone with is no net expense.

7

into that, yes, we want the County to fund this or that you

8

know.

9

I mean, if you want to discuss it, that's fine.
MS. KELLY:

10

I mean, we haven't gone

No, I don't want to discuss --

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It's just something that we don't

11

-- that when it comes to financial things, that's the County

12

Commission that takes care of all that.

13
14

MS. KELLY:

Right.

I just -- I think that it's

part of what was listed for our next hearing.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. KELLY:

Yeah.

So I -- you know, I'm hoping we

17

discuss it.

18

But, Catherine, were you going to say something?

19

I don't know about the details of the TIDs.

MR. GARCIA:

Well, there -- I think that some of

20

those items, those topics are going to be on the next

21

meeting agenda for discussing funding strategies, but

22

insofar as there's a question about approving or

23

disapproving TIDs, the CPC really can't do anything about

24

that.

25

MS. KELLY:
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

6

So Juan, followed by Don Hyde

and Jaime Chavez.

4
5

Thank you very much.

MR. REYNOSA:

Good afternoon.

Juan Reynosa, 211

Tenth Street, Southwest, 87102.
Thank you, Commissioner Kelly, for ceding some of your

7

time so we could get up here a little bit earlier and speak.

8

I think that was probably my first request when I came up

9

here earlier, last hearing, after waiting three house to

10
11

speak.

So I appreciate you on that.

Since that was just a topic of discussion, I'm going to

12

comment on the TIDs.

13

to make a decision on TIDs, but since it is a condition of

14

no net expense, we would like a discussion about it.

15

think that is definitely something within your guy's

16

purview, and I'm pretty sure there's a lot of disagreement

17

if this project's going to be no net expense.

18

actually this conversation's going to end up going to the

19

state legislature, because the County does not have $2.6

20

billion to fund this project.

21

Smith, getting that approval from him.

22

I don't think anyone's asking you guys

I

I think

So good luck with John Arthur

I appreciate the COG consistently commenting on

23

phasing.

I've heard that since last year during the County

24

Commission hearings, and so I appreciate you staying on that

25

line, because it hasn't been resolved.
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1

into that is we don't want this to turn into Mesa del Sol,

2

conversations around not letting the infrastructure spread

3

out too far, phasing it in small pieces.

4

stay together.

5

those folks.

6

and they built houses distributed everywhere and

7

infrastructure's not built within.

8

part of that conversation, and I definitely don't feel

9

that's been resolved.

That ways they

That was an issue with Mesa del Sol.

Ask

To me that's the pointed

It's not been resolved with Mesa del

10

Sol, and so I don't feel confident that it's not going to be

11

happening here as well.

12

And so just wanted to say that I agree with Rod and

13

other folk's points around zoning.

14

conversation.

15

around a special use permit change.

16

long, and we're doing one -- one hearing here right now that

17

discussed the biggest development in Albuquerque's history.

18

That's crazy to me.

19

know, have a job to do, but like this is not the level of

20

discussion that needs to be happening with this big piece of

21

this.

22

This is a huge

I was in front of the Zoning Administrator

I'm sorry.

That was three hearings

I know you guys are -- you

If we are trying to present -- prevent Mesa del Sol to

23

happen, we need to have more of that conversation here and

24

at the County Commission, but it definitely still needs to

25

happen here as well, because I don't feel comfortable
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1

letting it sit where it is.

2

was a lot of concerns brought by that the New Mexico

3

Department of Transportation, and I'm just going to keep

4

asking when these agencies keep bringing up these issues,

5

where does it go?

6

hearing, extra hearings around no net expense, not

7

necessarily TIDs, but no net expense, since that's a

8

conditional use.

That's why we keep asking for follow-up

What about follow-ups for all these concerns that

10

agencies, not community members, are bringing up.

11

things I would assume you all probably take a little bit

12

more seriously, while I hope that you all still take the

13

community voices just as seriously.

14
15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Those are

Thank you.

Don Hyde, Jaime Chavez, and

Jay Phelan.

16

MR. HYDE:

Mr. Chair and Commissioners, I'm Don

17

Hyde.

18

first of all, I think we need more hearings.

19

trying to read the various plans online.

20

and hundreds of pages to read.

21

public understand all of this in a fairly short bit of time?

22

So I share the concerns of the previous speakers.

23

I live at 4326 Pan American Freeway, Northeast, and
I've been

There are hundreds

How can we -- how can the

Specifically I have a few little specifics.

As far as

24

runoff, you know zoning, most codes require runoff into the

25

street, runoff of water into the streets, and for

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

9

As I mentioned last time, there

TR- 75
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2981

6.A.e

1

conservation water, you know, to catch the rain, it's better

2

to have run on into the trees and green areas.

3

buildings, there needs to be run away from buildings, but

4

you can still have run on to the property and runaway from

5

the buildings.

6

consideration.

I would suggest you take that into

Recycling, I read that the foodcarts need to have trash

8

receptacles.

9

too, and every other -- in every zone, in every use there

10
11

Well, they need to have recycling receptacles,

should be recycling receptacles.
That stated, the concept of a contained community is

12

understandable and pretty and very idealistic.

One of my

13

concerns is about the homeless.

14

will be coming around.

15

homeless that will be on the islands and the intersections,

16

at the on ramps, and some will try to find places to sleep,

17

which is understandable, and so I think the development

18

needs to consider the homeless, also.

There will be homeless that

How will this development handle the

Thank you very much.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Jaime Chavez followed by Jay

MR. JAIME CHAVEZ:

Good morning, Members of CPC.

21
22

Thank you.

Phelan.

23

My name is Jaime Chavez.

I reside at 28 Bartolo Baca,

24

Tijeras, New Mexico, 87059.

25

a trustee of the Atrisco Land Grant.

I live in the County.
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1

that we're talking about today.

2

addressing are the common lands of the Atrisco Land Grant.
If you're concerned with historical communities, you

4

probably should have stated that in any documents that you

5

have of -- the Atrisco Land Grant still exists today, and

6

I'm a trustee of that land grant.

7

blessing of our waters the other day on May 15th, which is

8

San Isidro day in the Atrisco township, and that is down in

9

Atrisco, and basically you're talking about new town

We just celebrated the

10

centers, yeah, new town centers, artificial town centers,

11

non-existent town center.

12

your -- in the Valley and basically are not being attended

13

to by the County and need to be attended to by the County as

14

my roads need to be attended to in the East Mountain area.

15

Can't seem to do that.

16

The real town centers are down in

Don't know why.

However, what's important here is that the -- I'm very

17

concerned about the issue of conversion since we come down

18

to land-use plan.

19

something from agricultural use or from a certain type of

20

use to another type of use.

21

subdivision, and this land historically, being the common

22

lands of the grant, are also farm lands.

23

or have been designated rural agriculture.

24
25

"Conversion" you all means converting

In this case, suburbanization,

They're designated
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1

County Commission recently, our position on conversion,

2

which is also being supported by two national organizations

3

as well; one, the rural coalition out of Washington, D.C.,

4

the largest ethnic organization of farmers and ranchers in

5

the country, and definitely we plan to continue opposing

6

this type of development, and that any type of development

7

were to take place here, there's a need for an EIS before

8

you doing anything, okay, environmental impact statement,

9

because there are kivas up on this west mesa as were shown

10

by Hopi elder and spiritual leader, Thomas Banyacya, many

11

years ago, and the fact that it's adjacent to Petroglyph

12

National Monument where I served as -- on the Commission as

13

well for the planning of that.

14

Just because Petroglyph National Monument and National

15

Park Service drew a line in the sand does not define the

16

space.

17

a traditional herb-picking area, and this has all been

18

brought before testimony of the United States government.

19

That space bleeds out on to the west mesa, and it is

I need to also let you know, and I'm just putting you

20

on notice that, in fact, we have every intention to have the

21

state look at this matter through Mr. Hector Balderas, your

22

Attorney General at this point.

23

request has already been made, because you are dealing with

24

treaty communities here, treaty of Guadalupe Hildalgo, and

25

you're also dealing with a 1905 patent.

So that's ongoing.

Okay?

That
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1

know this, because the County sits in Atrisco.

2

were there a long time before there was ever a county, and

3

it needs to be -- you have no notation of anything

4

historical here.

We

All the wells that are up there are to feed -- are to

6

water cattle that are still being used up in that area, and

7

we definitely want to preserve this and conserve this area

8

as our food basket in the future, okay, by running ungulates

9

up in that area and bringing the land, the grass lands back

10

as well.

11
12

Sound impossible?
Thank you very much.

13
14

It's being done all over the world.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Any questions?

you.

15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. PHELAN:

Hi.

Jay Phelan.
Good morning.

My name is Jay

17

Phelan.

18

coming from day one when we started on Level A.

19

Thank

I live at 545 Shirk Lane, Southwest.

I have been

I'm lost, and you can look at the audience.

There's

20

nobody here, because I don't think us, general public, other

21

than if you live on a computer or you can print out all the

22

things -- I don't even know what to say.

23

going way too fast.

24

can begin to do this in the timeframe that was set up.

25

I'm saying it's

As the planners, I don't know how they
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1

and said they don't even know what happened.

2

this is too massive, and I remember being told that, no,

3

plan A is -- Level A is the concept, whatever.

4

nuts and bolts come in plan B.

5

what's going on.

6

with proponents saying, "Here's what I'd like to do," and

7

don't want to be shouting match, but sit down and talk to

8

us.

9

is as big as the Level A, the B, why aren't being told?

11

Now, the

You're really going to know

And why aren't there public meetings

Why are there no hearings?

I don't understand.

This
And

look, there's nobody here.
These gentlemen, they have -- these things they're

12

great, but where do we ever see the answers to them?

13

lost, guys, and I was in planning with the federal

14

government, and I don't even know how to respond.

15

even know what to tell the neighbors.

16

rushed for the planners.

17

they're doing I think is remarkable.

18

care who got paid for political.

19

by election bond.

20

years.

21

done by (inaudible).

22

think -- if I don't understand it and the public doesn't and

23

we're relying on these planners which we have to do, I don't

24

think the public knows what's going on.

25

I'm

I don't

I think it's way to

How they're even doing what
And political, I don't

I don't care if it's done

That things going to be for years and

Let's be careful what we do.

I don't care if it's

Let's just do it proper, and I don't
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1

today, I don't even know how to comment.

2

why there's not a care of even a barking group to bring up

3

and -- what happened to the good 'ole let's just sit down

4

and talk about it, not fight, learn.

5

some real concerns.

6

it go to the proponent?

7

planners?

8

thank you very much.

9

this is way massive, more than Level A.

Does everything fall on the

11

for doing a good job.

12

is doing also.

You're doing a good job, but I think
Plus, I think this

I know it's a big deal, but thank you
I appreciate what the planning office

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

We have somebody else?

15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. GONZALES:

We have Theresa Gonzales.

Greetings, Mr. Chair and County

17

Planning Commission Board.

18

address is 8628 Ellington Court, Northwest.

19

just going to reiterate previous statement that is on record

20

that was submitted on August the 5th, 2014, that was

21

directed to the Bernalillo County Commissioners and County

22

Planning Commission.

23

to remind you all that, number one, the Town of Atrisco Land

24

Grant is of historical current and future significance.

25

My name is Theresa Gonzales.

My

I am actually

And a few -- it's just a reiteration

To date, I, too, am a trustee of the land grant.

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

Does

I think the public needs to be involved, but

is really important.

14

That gentleman had

Does it ever get passed to them?

10

13

So I don't know

I

TR- 81
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 2987

6.A.e

1

serve as education chair as well as secretary.

2

political subdivision and community through the Treaty of

3

Guadalupe Hidalgo.

4

recognized unit of government in the State of New Mexico.

5

Through our governmental powers the trustee takes the

6

position that the proposed Santolina project should be

7

decided by and approved by the community, itself, and as a

8

whole.

US patent enacts -- as officially

It is through community input and feedback that and

10

clear representation of community voice will be expressed.

11

Decisions made regarding Santolina should be made in the

12

best interest of the heirs and current residents of Atrisco.

13

The questions surrounding the water resources and economic

14

viability for such a development should be addressed and

15

answered by developers, which has been completely inadequate

16

and -- and not sufficient enough in terms of accurate

17

information.

18

Town of Atrisco Grant nor requested approval to build such a

19

large project within the boundaries of the grant.

20

time during this process have they -- have they tried or

21

made an effort to respond or engage in a suitable manner

22

with the Grant and the trustees and the heirs.

23

development been submitted for review and approval in our

24

grants or has it been submitted as a part or a review -- as

25

a part of suggestions toward our Comprehensive Plan, which

The developer has not communicated with the

At any

Nor has the
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1

has been filed currently with the Department of Financial

2

and Administration.
Risk of building such a large development within the

4

boundaries of a congressional repatent -- patented land

5

grant continues to raise questions of being able to quiet

6

title as evidenced by the land patent disclaimer placed on

7

real estate seal documents within the land grant.

8

operate as a bipolitic and municipal corporation since the

9

last century as referenced by numerous court cases.

We

We have

10

a fiduciary responsibility to protect the rights and

11

privileges of the heirs, and therefore, Bernalillo County

12

doesn't have sole jurisdiction, but we do ask that we can

13

come together and practice good government and stewardship

14

of the land together.

15

We are interested in conservation of our historic lands

16

that to this date remain classified as agricultural and

17

under green-belt status, and we ask that it remain so until

18

we have an authentic community-driven process where

19

everybody, including the heirs and the current residents, as

20

well as the community as a whole, is able to participate in

21

meaningful manner.

Thank you.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

else in the audience wants to speak?

24
25

Is that it?

Is that it?

Anybody
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. KELLY:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. KELLY:

6

Yeah.
To ask some questions.

So just back on the zoning and land

use questions.
So thank you, Jim.

I was also just overwhelmed with

7

all the zoning information, but I did see some things that

8

caught my eye.

9

infrastructure and that it would be used where practicable,

There was a discussion of green

10

and I just would like to know if that's defined enough so

11

that at platting, we could do major water harvesting?

12

MR. STROZIER:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly,

13

that's probably a better question for -- for Staff.

14

Certainly, I think what we've tried to indicate within the

15

Level B plan is a commitment to do those things, and I think

16

the County, in terms of their regulations and standards, is

17

also committed to do those things, and there are specific

18

regulations that are in place and will most likely be

19

evolving over time as we moved forward with that, that will

20

come into play on specific -- when we get to the subdivision

21

and roadway and infrastructure design.

22

So in terms of the specifics of how that is done

23

specifically I think is more of a relationship with the

24

County and their process and procedures as we get to the

25

implementation of these things.
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1

at this stage what we've tried to do is make sure that --

2

that those concepts are in place and that specifically

3

related to the road infrastructures and the road

4

cross-sections, that those landscape areas, those green

5

areas are incorporated into each of those cross-sections so

6

that we have places within those roadways to do those

7

things.

8
9

So exactly how -- what the design is and the details as
to how to do that -- and we saw some of that at -- if you

10

haven't been there, there's certainly examples of it around

11

town, but one that Mr. McGregor pointed out on the tour of

12

the stadium was specifically how that was incorporated into

13

the parking lot design of that, and those are the types of

14

things that we want to make sure are included in -- in this.

15

So I think from a design standards standpoint, we don't

16

have the details at this point.

17

would be develop in concert with Staff at the time of actual

18

project implementation.

19

that those be considered and incorporated into those designs

20

as they move forward.

21

MS. KELLY:

We anticipate that those

What we do have is a requirement

Thank you.

And I guess I have the

22

same question about just terrain management, and I know that

23

that's on our next meetings topic, but just -- I'm just

24

letting you know that as we look at the zoning, that's

25

something I'm really interested in seeing that when it goes
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1

to platting, the folks who are reviewing plats have enough

2

detail to where they can require those aspects be addressed.
MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

I agree, and we will -- we

4

will be prepared to address that more fully at the next

5

meeting.

6

sure we are on the same page with Staff in terms of how some

7

of those things will be implemented when it gets to the

8

subdivision and development stage.

9

We will get with Mr. Briggs and coordinate, make

MS. KELLY:

Then I was interested in MRCOG's

10

comments about the quarter mile spacing for pedestrian

11

access.

12

required at subdivision?

13
14
15

Is that defined in zoning to where that can be

MR. STROZIER:

So the quarter mile -- I want to

make sure I understand your question.
MS. KELLY:

As I understood the comment that I

16

read, it was that there should be a standard that at least

17

every quarter mile there's pedestrian access to the open

18

space network and the recreational trails network.

19

MR. STROZIER:

20

MS. KELLY:

Yes.

And maybe I'm misunderstanding the

21

comment, but I want to be sure that neighborhoods have

22

access to those facilities as they're platted.

23

MR. STROZIER:

So we will take a look at that.

24

it's not clear, the intent is -- and I think we tried to

25

address in the design standards the general concept of

If
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1

connectivity, and that's -- that's something that has been

2

evolving from the initial Level A submittal and getting to

3

where we are now.
So -- so the grid that we've put in place, it's

5

anticipated that that -- that's the -- that's the first step

6

towards making sure that connectivity occurs, and then

7

within the individual neighborhoods and subdivisions that

8

occur, that connectivity needs to carry on, and it actually

9

should be more than a quarter -- quarter mile.

I think the

10

quarter mile is probably what we've shown already in terms

11

of that connectivity, and then within those blocks, we need

12

to make sure that that connectivity occurs as it relates,

13

not only to neighborhood parks, the schools, the open space.

14

So I think I talked about this a little bit with the

15

transportation, but the idea of the complete streets -- so

16

that's one aspect is to make sure that the streets all have

17

facilities that are related to the pedestrian, bicycles,

18

cars and trucks, and transit, and so that's this -- this

19

notion that every one of those streets at those levels

20

provides for the complete package.

21

different way.

22

Some of them in a

And then, in addition to that, we have this kind of

23

overall open space network that is anticipated to be an

24

off-road trail corridor that then gets connected to the

25

individual projects and site plans, and we can certainly see
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1

-- so I think the standards that we've tried to put in place

2

relate to -- it's not necessarily a zoning standpoint, but

3

the design standards section where we ensure that those

4

connections are made, and so it's not to say that you will

5

never have a cul-de-sac in Santolina, but if you do have a

6

cul-de-sac and it butts up either against one of those

7

complete streets or the open space corridor, that there is a

8

connection --

9
10

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

MR. STROZIER:

-- To that.

So one of the things

11

-- you know, this is one of those balances again between --

12

within the neighborhoods having areas that are -- we always

13

try and manage the level of road -- of vehicle traffic, and

14

one of the ways you do that is through connectivity and

15

making sure you're spreading it out.

16

make sure that you're -- you really think through where the

17

pedestrian -- making sure that if you don't have a direct

18

vehicle connection, that you have a pedestrian and bicycle

19

connection in that location, because sometimes it may not be

20

appropriate to have a vehicle connection at every -- at

21

every spot.

22

The other way is to

For instance, along the escarpment edge, or if you

23

think about the Atrisco Terrace or the monument, there are

24

set access points that are going to be determined by

25

somebody other than us, and so we need to make sure that we
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1

figure out a way to get people to those access points as

2

pedestrians and on trails, and that's what is anticipated to

3

be dealt with, and I'll -- we'll take a look at that to make

4

sure that it's clear that those requirements are to be

5

implemented at the subdivision level, because that's where

6

it -- we can't get to that level of detail here, but I think

7

we're exactly on the same page in terms of making sure that

8

that happens.

9
10

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

I think that's all I have.

Thank you.

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MS. HERTEL:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. HERTEL:

Any other questions?

I have a question.
Go ahead, Commissioner.

Okay.

This goes back to the phasing

15

that I was discussing earlier, and I'm going to read a

16

estimate that's in the -- in the highlighted area.

17

"Ensuring the financial tools are available will allow the

18

developer to provide adequate public facility infrastructure

19

so that it is in place prior to new development."

20

like to understand what the financial tools that you're

21

talking about that would become available and then who is

22

responsible for ensuring those tools are in place?

23

MR. STROZIER:

Okay.

So I'd

So that is a -- there are a

24

number of tools that are available.

25

part, the most basic of those tools is the subdivision
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1

improvements agreement, and that -- when a project comes

2

through and a subdivision is platted, there is what we

3

called subdivision improvements agreement that guarantees

4

that the infrastructure list that is associated with that

5

project is financially guaranteed.

6

the list that needs to be done, and that is on the burden of

7

the developer to build that -- to build that infrastructure.
MS. HERTEL:

9

MR. STROZIER:

To provide the financing?

10

MS. HERTEL:

11

MR. STROZIER:

To build it.
To build it.
To build it.

So the financial

12

guarantee of the subdivision improvements agreement, there's

13

different ways that this is accomplished.

14

detail than this conversation, but the financial guarantee

15

is a tool that the County has at its disposal if that

16

infrastructure doesn't get built, doesn't get built to the

17

proper standards, then the County has that money available

18

to go in and either do it themselves or fix it.

19

so that's one financial tool that is already in the County's

20

-- in the County's process.

21

Probably more

It's a --

The other financial tools are PIDs and TIDs, which are

22

bigger picture financial mechanisms that help finance that

23

infrastructure, and I think those are important, because

24

they are tools that allow infrastructure to be constructed

25

on a longer scale by the developer.
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Once again, this infrastructure is constructed by the

2

developer, not by the County or someone else.

This

3

infrastructure is put in place up front at a larger scale

4

with the contingency that it is paid back or funded over

5

time.

6

that is placed on the property covered by the district.

7

it's not anything that impacts anyone outside of the

8

district.

9

and the properties within that district.

A public improvement district is an additional tax
So

It is a tax that is placed on the district itself
A tax increment

10

development district is a tool by which that infrastructure

11

is put in up front by the developer at their expense, and

12

then the increments -- so if that area is taxed at a certain

13

level today, it is anticipated that as development occurs in

14

the future, that that tax -- taxable amount goes up.

15

portion of that amount, an increment of that additional tax

16

is then applied to pay back the up-front cost for the

17

infrastructure, and so those -- the PID and TID are tools

18

that are really effective at getting infrastructure done in

19

a more comprehensive way than -- we typically see it where

20

it's done a project at time, and we can go all around our

21

community and see areas where you've got a full section of

22

the street and then it goes to a half section of the street

23

and then it goes to the other half of the street.

24
25

A
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that exactly.

A project builds their half of the street.

2

The next project builds the other half of the street, and it

3

gets done in a piecemeal manner over time, and that's the

4

way we've done it -- we've done it a lot over -- over the

5

course of time, but PIDs and TIDs allow that to be done more

6

comprehensively and more up front, because the developer has

7

the assurance that they will be paid back, and the only way

8

they get paid back is if their project is successful.

9

the project isn't successful, then there's additional

10

increment of tax that gets generated.

11

paid back.

12

are -- those are kind of some of the keys ones.

13

So if

Then they don't get

There's nothing to pay them back with.

So those

Then when you get into economic development projects,

14

there's a whole other list of -- list of tools that come

15

into play in the toolbox including industrial revenue bonds,

16

lead-up bonds.

There are state and local tools that effect

17

those as well.

And so all of those tools are important in

18

the long run in terms of the development of the

19

infrastructure for a project like this over time.

20

answer your question?

21

MS. HERTEL:

22

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

Does that

Thank you.

Okay.

And I'll say, I'm not expert

23

on that stuff.

So if we need to drill down more on that,

24

I'm sure we can find -- have somebody that could address

25

that in more detail than I can, but I think that gives you
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the context.

2
3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any other questions?

thank you very much.

4

MR. STROZIER:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

If not,

Thank you.
Staff, do you have any closing

comments.

7

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I had a

8

few comments in response to some of the statements by the

9

public, and as always, we really appreciate the public

10

continuing to be involved in this and coming down and

11

providing their comments, and definitely do take them very

12

seriously.

13

And I just wanted to give a few points of

14

clarification, and some people may not have been -- some of

15

you are attending all the hearings.

16

have been attending, but back in January, we did -- this

17

request was first submitted in January.

18

reviewing it since then.

19

and -- where it was decided by this Commission to follow a

20

schedule of having hearings every month and where the main

21

topics that are considered in this type of a plan will be

22

taken one by one and then to work -- to work through any of

23

the issues and to try and get through each one, so -- and

24

then to come back after having a series of hearings.

25

Some of you may not

We've been

We had a hearing in March where --

So there are three specialized hearings.
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1

second one.

2

that will focus more on natural resources and the

3

environment and services, and water will be one of the

4

topics in that discussion.

5

another date in July to come back and see where we are with

6

everything, and realizing that this a big -- a big task and

7

trying to work through things as best we can, but like

8

Commissioner -- Mr. Chair said that we'll see where we are

9

at that time, and if there need to be more discussions, then

11

And then we have reserved

the Commission can decide if that's what -- what they need.
But we were hoping to proceed through topic by topic,

12

so that the next one will be June 23rd, covering environment

13

and open space and government and public service.

14

of the issues that were brought up related to funding will

15

be looking -- looking at those in greater detail, and then

16

the applicant will also be addressing those issues as well.

17

So some

So just to say that, but it is up to the Commission,

18

too, if they have other -- other ways of proceeding with

19

this, that that would be up to you, but we're planning to

20

continue working on things as they're coming up in the

21

discussion and to be ready to come back in July with an

22

update of where -- where we all are with everything.

23

that was one of my comments.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. VEREECKE:

So
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And, again, I just want to, you

2

know, clarify that the agendas are made by me, the Chairman.

3

That's part of my job, and what I did with this and this

4

case -- and, of course, you know, I talked to all the

5

Commissioners is we're -- we felt at that time that by July

6

we would have all the information.

7

and I feel -- I don't feel comfortable that we're ready to

8

act on it, well, I'll change it, you know, but right now,

9

we'll keep with the schedule until that time comes.

10

Now, if we don't have it

And you know, I mean, as far as delaying something, if

11

we have a reason to delay it, we will delay it, you know,

12

but it's got to get a time where we've got to act on it and

13

send it to the Commission, because we are just recommending

14

to the Commission.

15

they're the ones that do the final approval on this thing.

16

We're not approving or disapproving, and

Commissioner.

17

MS. VEREECKE:

18

MS. KELLY:

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Chairman, Catherine, I guess I

19

just want to express I really am concerned about our next

20

hearing, because what I've got down that we're going to talk

21

about is water, wastewater, storm water, terrain management,

22

schools, parks, open space, and no net expense provisions.

23

It's -- it's an awful lot, and then my question for the

24

final meeting, whenever that occurs, will everything be

25

recompiled so that we're seeing a cohesive plan that
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2

includes the changes that have been made?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, yes.

3

That's the intention, and you're right, the next -- the next

4

hearing potentially could cover a lot of information.

5

know that the -- the agent is already -- like Mr. Strozier

6

said, they are already working towards that hearing and

7

trying to be as far along as they can with working with

8

Staff and agencies that they feel that they can come up with

9

an acceptable plan.

10

I

But what we would be -- potentially, and this is what

11

happened with Level A is working towards the possibility of

12

a new updated plan, so it would be a complete redlined

13

version of the plan where all of the corrections and

14

additions that have been discussed at the hearing or worked

15

out with Staff would be included in -- in that version, and

16

at that point, Staff could make a recommendation to the

17

Commission.

18

that it's ready.

19

addressing Staff's concerns, then we would have findings and

20

conditions for approval that the Commission could consider

21

at that last hearing.

They could.

They may not if they don't feel

If they do feel that it's ready, as far as

22

But what I'm hoping is that we will have a very clear

23

indication from the various Staff and agencies as to where

24

they are and what -- what the outstanding issues are, if

25

those could be addressed through some kind of conditions of
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1

approval or if this needs to be delayed to have more

2

discussions.
And, you know, right now, we're still working through

4

topic by topic on this.

5

for the July hearing to have a complete revised plan and

6

then an accounting of where we are with everything.

7

MS. KELLY:

So -- but that -- the goal would be

And I would just ask at whatever point

8

that complete revised plan is available, that -- I know the

9

timeline right now is that items get posted a week before

10

this hearing, and then the public is supposed to make

11

written comments by eight days before this hearing.

12

really think we need to be careful, and for that -- whenever

13

that final hearing occurs, be sure that they have time to

14

make written comments.

15

our attorney said last time, you know -- and I'm not

16

proposing that we do this right now, but just for

17

consideration for that hearing, be sure that we have enough

18

time to get their written comments as part of the package

19

that we receive a week before the hearing.

20

MS. VEREECKE:

I

So maybe -- maybe we actually, as

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, just

21

to point out, too, that as the document -- we have asked for

22

these sessions.

23

documents a little bit earlier, and we have been putting

24

them on the website as they've been coming in, and this

25

also, to address the comment from Rod Mahoney, too, that he

The agent is actually submitting their
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1

didn't see things, as the submittals have been made, we've

2

been getting our IT department to upload them.

3

as an example -- and maybe I should have made that clearer

4

to you as well that this -- this set of documents that we

5

showed you earlier were submitted on May 6th, and we had

6

them up on the bernco.gov/santolina website following

7

Monday.

8

website the following Monday.

They were on the

You know, another thing that we could do in addition is

10

to forward them to you when they come in.

11

month, we can do that when they come in.

12

plans, we try to get them out in advance, but I apologize

13

for not making it clearer, but we have been posting the

14

submittals as they've come in, and they've been about three

15

-- three to four weeks before the actual hearing.

16

Reports get posted seven to eight days before the hearing on

17

the Agenda website.

18

MS. KELLY:

So for next
I know, like, for

The Staff

Well, you don't need to forward me

19

stuff as it comes in, but maybe an email that there's been

20

stuff posted.

21

MS. VEREECKE:

Just to let you know that we posted

22

it.

Well, and that's the other thing, too, is just trying

23

to keep this so that it doesn't become even more

24

overwhelming with -- as documents come in that where

25

forwarding them -- I'm trying to keep a structure to all of
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1

this, but just to say, too, that we understand there really

2

is a lot of information to go through, and we are trying to

3

work through it as best we can, and we'll keep you posted on

4

where we are with everything as well.

5

And if anybody has comments or suggestions for us,

6

please forward them to us when you have them so that we can

7

be prepared or try to address them as best we can in the

8

best way possible.

9

MS. KELLY:

I have one more quick thing --

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

Go ahead.

-- and then I'll stop.

I -- I would

12

like to go out and look at the site, and I kind of tested

13

the water with some of the Commissioners, and I don't think

14

-- I don't think people are interested in doing a study

15

session like we did for the Westland plan last week, but I

16

just wanted to say that I've talked to our attorney, and he

17

said it's acceptable for me to just go out there on my own.

18

So I'm going to do that, and I just wanted to put that on

19

the record, and I'll have a good vehicle with good tires,

20

and I'll just try to see what I can see.

21
22
23
24
25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

You know what?

I recommend that

you -- Staff, one of the Staff goes with you.
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner, and we can

assist you with that, too.
MR. STROZIER:
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1

mention, Mr. Chairman and Commissioner Kelly, I agree that

2

it probably would be good to Staff, but -- but just let us

3

know.

4

gentleman who met us at the gate.

5

are gates and locks, and so while it's a constant challenge

6

to keep those fences up and secured, we do try and do that.

7

So just let us know, and we'll make sure that there's

8

someone out there to meet you and Staff to make sure you

9

have access where you need to go.

We can make arrangements to have R. P., who is the

MS. KELLY:

11

MR. STROZIER:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

Appreciate it.
Okay.
Is that it?

Do I have a motion to adjourned?

14

MS. SERNA:

15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

So moved, Mr. Chair.
Second.

Second.

All those in favor

signify by saying aye.

18

COMMISSION:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

Any more questions?

(Note:

Aye.
Okay.

Thank you.

Hearing in recess at 12:13 p.m.)

21
22
23
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2
3

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

)
)
)

ss

I, B. JULIAN SERNA, Certified Court Reporter in the

4

State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I reported, to the

5

best of my ability, the above Bernalillo County Planning

6

Commission hearing; that the pages numbered 3 through 100,

7

inclusive, are a true and correct transcript of my

8

stenographic notes, and were reduced to typewritten

9

transcript through Computer-Aided Transcription; and that on

10

the date I reported these proceedings, I was a New Mexico

11

Certified Court Reporter.

12
13

Dated at Albuquerque, New Mexico, this 14th day of
June, 2016.

14
15
16
17
18

B. JULIAN SERNA
New Mexico CCR No. 206
Expires: December 31, 2016

19
20
21
22
23
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1

BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

2

4
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(Note:

Hearing in session at 9:12 a.m.)

2
3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Going to call this meeting

to order.

4

MR. GRADI:

Good morning, Chairman Chavez, Members

5

of the Planning Commission.

Today is a number in sequence

6

in the hearing for the Santolina Level B Master Plan.

7

we have both the SPR2016-0001 on the Agenda.

8

prepared -- Catherine has prepared for the Commission, and

9

we have copies available, a format for today's hearing that

Today

Staff has

10

provides for comments from agencies, public comment, and

11

closing remarks and follow up.

12

Having said that, I have no further changes to the

13

Agenda and stand for any questions.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions of Staff?

If not,

15

next order of business is going to be approval of the

16

Minutes for May the 26th.

17

MR. MALRY:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. KELLY:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

So moved.

Second.

All those in favor

signify by saying aye.
COMMISSION:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

Been moved.

Second.

22

24
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1

of -- we have a little schedule here, and we're going to try

2

to keep to it as much as we can.

3

of here before 12 o'clock.

4

the Planning Department.
MS. VEREECKE:

So introduction and overview of

Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members

6

of the Commission.

7

approval of the Santolina Level B Master Plan, and my name

8

is Catherine VerEecke.

9

and Development Services.

10

This is SPR2016-0001, a request for

I'm the Case Planner with Planning

This is the third of a -- of three special hearings for

11

the Santolina Level B plan.

12

concluding hearing on July 21st.

13

been transportation and then land use and zoning.

14

hearing took place, the applicant and the agent have

15

continued to work with Staff to refine the plan and address

16

issues raised by Staff and agencies and also to ensure that

17

the Planned Communities Criteria, which really provide the

18

basis for these master planned communities, are being

19

adequately addressed.

20

There will also be another
The previous topics have
As these

So this June 23rd -- and also to say, too, again, that

21

the Level A plan for the entire Santolina property was

22

considered and approved and adopted by the County Commission

23

in 2014, about -- no, 2015, about a year ago.

24
25
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1

the area of Santolina, and then we're -- because it is such

2

a complex request, we are going topic by topic.
So in this hearing, we will focus on two main topics

4

that are within the Planned Communities Criteria, and these

5

topics are environment and open space and government and

6

public service.

7

at slope, drainage, and important site characteristics along

8

with air quality, energy efficiency, conceptual drainage

9

plan, updated archeological survey, siting of industrial

10

So under these topics, we would be looking

uses to avoid negative impacts.

11

Under government and public service, we have the

12

strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities,

13

including open space facilities plan, phasing of water,

14

sewer, drainage, and mobility, that would be transportation,

15

and also statements of water availability and availability

16

of public services, such as liquid and solid waste, cultural

17

and human services, fire, police, and schools.

18

So those are all the topics.

I think they're very much

19

related to each other.

20

then -- and then the built environment and the management of

21

the environment.

22
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TR-

5

B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3012

6.A.e

1

infrastructure and services, and then government and public

2

services.

3

with them.

4

past few months and has provided comments.

5

of comments appeared in the March 2nd Staff Report.

6

Comments were from Natural Resources, Parks and Open Space,

7

Drainage, Fire, the Water Utility Authority, and APS.

8

In response to the comments, the agent submitted

Staff has been analyzing the documents for the

revisions to the plan.

The first series

These have been posted on the

10

website and also made available to you, and they were also

11

in the Staff Report.

12

open space in both the land-use chapters to show the number

13

-- to show the number of facilities and the level of

14

service, including approximately 945 acres in the Level B

15

area that will be dedicated for large scale parks and open

16

space, and you can see that open space area in green on the

17

map.

18

chapter and is shown on the maps in the plan.

19

These included additional language for

An open space zone has also been added in the zoning

In addition, an air quality analysis has been adopted,

20

and a report has been provided.

21

phasing about the concepts and principles for development

22

that will be followed as the Santolina Level B area -- this

23

Level B area develops has also been added as there have been

24

some discussion about phasing.

25

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

9

There are also technical appendices that go along

The intent -- let's see.

Additional language for

The intent to provide a Level

TR-

6

B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3013

6.A.e

1

B archeological study has been stated, although I'm not

2

aware that one has been provided.

3

provided another matrix, while you've already seen two

4

matrices, for this hearing's topics that lists Staff and

5

agency comments and how the agents have been working to

6

address them.

7

conservation, terrain and storm water management,

8

reclamation and sewage treatment, and ABCWUA requirements

9

for a Development Agreement and serviceability letter, and

The applicants have

10

then Parks and Open Space concerns and then outstanding

11

conditions of approval for Level A.

12

The submittal of documents have been -- have been

13

reviewed and responded to by Staff and agency -- I'm sorry,

14

the submittal have been forwarded to staff and agencies and

15

have been available for review.

16

responded to the agent's response, including Parks and Open

17

Space, Fire, APS, and ABCWUA.

18

in the Staff Report.

19
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The comments are summarized

It appears from the review of the documents that
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discussions between Staff or agencies and the applicant have

21

continued with the applicant's goal of meeting the necessary

22

requirements prior to the next hearing in July.

23

continues to -- and Staff is here to talk about their

24

response to that, to the recent submittal.

25

to be concerns from the community about this request,
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1

particularly about water.

2

comments from the local historian about historic remains on

3

the property, particularly a directional arrow that does

4

fall within -- an aviation directional arrow that falls

5

within the Level B property.
Staff and agency representatives are here to give an

7

overview of their areas.

8

hearing, there was no presentation by Staff in the different

9

areas.

If you remember, the first

So Staff is going to give a little introduction on

10

what is proposed in the plan and then their response and

11

where they are in the discussions with the applicant and the

12

agent.

13

So I'm not sure if everyone is here yet, but just to go

14

over who is here, we have Dan McGregor.

15

Don Briggs.

16

questions about transportation and air quality.

17

also have Chris Gober from Fire.

18

APS.

19

may be here.

20

their -- what their concerns are, or if not, if they haven't

21

been brought up, I'll read their comments into the record

22

later.

23

also expected.

24

here later.

25
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that, we'll have the applicant, and then the public.

2

With that I stand for questions.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

Let's get started.

5

Works first?

6

Any questions of Staff.

Okay.

Go ahead and call whoever -- Public

MR. McGREGOR:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, Dan

7

McGregor, Bernalillo County Public Works, director of -- or

8

interim director for infrastructure planning and

9

georesources.

Before I get started, first if myself,

10

Mr. Briggs or Mr. Gober seem a little out of it, we've been

11

a little busy this week.

12

to Chris for coming.

13

week.

14
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So I really want to say thank you

He's already pushing 128 hours for the

So hats off to Chris.

Thank you for that.

So with regard to water supplies for Santolina, the

15

County is in a unique position that once the Water Utility

16

states in some form or fashion that they are going to be the

17

supplier, then they start their own process with regard to

18

Development Agreements, serviceability letters and the like.

19

At the Level A, the Utility did provide a letter saying

20

that they would be providing water, given -- if certain

21

conditions were met.

22

into a Development Agreement.

23

was prior to Level B approval, we had to have that

24

Development Agreement from the Water Utility Authority.

25

County does not enter into those negotiations.

One of those conditions was entering
The condition that we stated

The

The Utility
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works independently with the developer.

2

review the Development Agreement with regards to making sure

3

that there was no conflict with County Ordinance, but we

4

wouldn't tried to influence the decision between the

5

developer and the Utility in terms of what was required,

6

phasing and those sort of things.

7

We would only

To date, that Development Agreement has not been put

8

into place.

I do know no from discussion with the Utility

9

and with the developer that those discussions are ongoing.

10

That ultimately effects the master plan for the water and

11

sewer.

12

that would work, but there's no guarantee that there's

13

buy-in or acceptance of that by the Water Utility at this

14

time.

15

So what you have before you right now is a concept

The other question that then comes up, given that we

16

have a condition of approval, when is that development

17

required?

18

at the BCC level?

19

Commission to make as to how they want to interpret that.

20

The developer obviously will take the position that it's

21

before it goes to BCC for approval.

22

Is it required for approval at the CPC level or
And that's really a question for this

So -- and as Staff --

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Before you move on that, so we

24

don't get away from that, we -- when we passed this Level

25

A --
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1

MR. McGREGOR:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

What was the wording that we put

on there before it went to --

4

MR. McGREGOR:

That we had to have a Development

5

Agreement before Level B approval, and I don't know that

6

that's exact, but that is the intent, and we did not specify

7

which board approval we were referring to in that condition.

8
9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, if we passed it, it meant

us.

10

MR. McGREGOR:

Okay.

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MR. McGREGOR:

Thank you.
And so particularly given that

13

response, Staff, I can't recommend approval until that

14

agreement is in place, and that would be my best

15

recommendation to you.

16

Okay.

There were also several over comments that we

17

had with regard.

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. McGREGOR:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. HERTEL:

Yeah.

Hold on.

Yes, please.
We got a question.

Typically, okay, in your response how

22

long does it take to do that negotiation, to get a

23

Development Agreement in place with the Water Utility?

24

that a month process, often two months?

25

you have your own personal opinion on that?

Is
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MR. McGREGOR:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel,

2

these come through so infrequently it's really hard to make

3

that judgment.

4

of a minimum.

5

depending on the scale of the project, complexities.

6

one is going to be somewhat complex, given the location up

7

on the mesa.

8

existing water supply areas where the Utility wants to

9

actually pull supply from versus where the developer may be

You know, two or three months would be kind
Sometimes these can go on for a year or two
This

The direction to work the development from

10

going, the requirement for reuse and how you phase that into

11

the project, then what do you do with wastewater, because

12

that's where the reuse piece comes from.

13

very complex question.

14

about the best answer I can give you at this point.

15

So it's -- it's a

MS. HERTEL:

So longer rather than shorter is

Okay.

That's good do know, because

16

that means as we -- it's a concurrent process with the rest

17

of the review that we're doing on the other topics.

18

MR. McGREGOR:

19

MS. HERTEL:

20

time on the rest of the topics.

21
22

That would be correct.

MR. McGREGOR:

It allows some additional, you know,
So thank you.

Thank you.

And on the other side of that, you know, this is a

23

question that I've raised with the developer pretty much

24

from day one even at the Level A, that that Development

25

Agreement would be expected.
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So -- so with regard -- yes.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Hold on.

3

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Yeah.

I have another

4

question.

5

been done before that Development Agreement can be

6

generated; is that true?

7

So just to be clear, serviceability agreement has

MR. McGREGOR:

8

documents.

9

basically says, "Yeah, we're talking to them," which is

10
11

Okay.

We're talking three different

There's a serviceability letter, which

basically what you have in front of you.
There's a Development Agreement, which becomes a

12

binding contract in essence.

13

the wrong terminology.

14

what the Utility is going to do, developer phasing,

15

expectations, timings, funding, basically the skeleton which

16

everything else hangs on, and then once that is issued, then

17

when we get to particular Level C development.

18

be availability statements for that particular project to be

19

provided.

20

Mike, correct me if I'm using

And in that they basically spell out

There will

So we have that first letter, which says basically if

21

they can meet all of their later conditions, yeah, we'll go

22

ahead and provide service.

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MR. MALRY:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So --
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1

3

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The bottom line is that you can't make a recommendation
until you have the report from the Water; is that correct?

4

MR. McGREGOR:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, the

5

recommendation I would have is that we -- that you would not

6

approve until that Development Agreement is in place, and

7

the basis for that is twofold.

8

stated that the Water Utility is the intended provider,

9

until such time as that Development Agreement is in place

One is, although it has been

10

there's no guarantee that that is in fact going to happen.

11

I think that's everyone's intention.

12

Yes, Mike.

13

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Malry,

14

as I recall, the requirement for a Development Agreement

15

with the Water Authority was in the findings and conditions

16

that BCC approved.

17

has to meet before they can get a Level B approval, but it

18

was part of the findings and conditions that the BCC entered

19

on the Level A, and -- but I agree with everything that Dan

20

stated.

So it's a condition that the developer

He stated it accurately.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MR. MALRY:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

25

So let me --

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Commissioner Chavez.
No.

Go ahead.

Thank you.
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

My question is there's two

2

Development Agreements that have to be done.

3

Water Authority.

4

County Commission.

5

that have been to be done?

6

The other one is with the Bernalillo
Are those the two Development Agreements

MR. McGREGOR:

7

my understanding.

8

but --

9

Ones by the

Mr. Chair, from where I sit, that's

There may be others with other utilities

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Now, the one that the County

10

does, we have no control over here, because that's something

11

that they negotiate.

12

different entity from the County.

13

Development Agreement, I guess, and I think when we passed

14

Level A, that was the intent.

15

Development Agreement with the Water Authority so that we

16

can move it onto the County, so they can do their

17

Development Agreement over there.

18

MR. McGREGOR:

Now, the Water Authority is a
They do their own

It was that they have a

So I just --

And, Mr. Chair, if I may, in the

19

Development Agreement for Level A that was entered into with

20

the County, there is a section that deals with the Water

21

Utility, which basically says, "Yes, you're entering into

22

your own separate agreement.

23

you and the Utility, and we're not going to interfere in

24

that process."

25

agreements.

What is done there is between
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1

with the County, but the process with the Utility is a

2

separate process between the Utility and the Level A.

3

That's correct.

4

Okay.

Thank you.

Go ahead.

6

MS. KELLY:

Dan, I was looking at the plan

7

yesterday, because I was overwhelmed with all the materials.

8

So I went back to the plan, and it says that water master

9

planning may produce changes on the finding, the funding,

10

the design, the maintenance, and operations, et cetera, of

11

the Water Utility, and I thought I read at some point that

12

the Water Utility Staff comments said that water master

13

planning was required before entering into a water

14

Development Agreement.

15

clarification on did I read all that right?

16

MR. McGREGOR:

So I just am getting -- asking for

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, in

17

essence I think that's correct, and from conversations with

18

the developer -- and I don't want to speak for them and the

19

Utility, I want to make that clear, my understanding is that

20

that is part of the discussions and part of the -- I don't

21

want to say delay, but I'm struggling for the right word.

22

That's part of the issue that's ongoing with the Water

23

Utility.

24

to the developer.

25

appropriate detail.

Perhaps those are questions that you could address
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. McGREGOR:

4

Go ahead.

So with regard to that basic

supply, that's why we're standing where we are right now.
We also several other comments with regard to water

5

conservation.

We've had those discussion with the

6

developer.

7

correct.

8

changes at a conference we had earlier.

9

in brief.

The matrix that they've provided I believe is
We received a submittal with suggested text
Those we went over

We had no particular observations to.

We also

10

got another submittal last night with further proposed

11

changes.

12

morning to look through those.

13

stood out as being a problem.

14

far as water conservation goes, we're well on path to

15

getting an appropriate revised master plan.

16

I'd stand for any other questions.

17

To be honest with you, I had three minutes this

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I didn't see anything that
I believe that at least as

Any questions?

And with that,

If not, thank you

very much.

19

MR. McGREGOR:

Thank you.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. BRIGGS:

Who's -- Catherine, who's next?

Good morning, Chairman Chavez,

22

Commissioners.

My name is Don Briggs.

I'm the drainage

23

engineer for Bernalillo County, and I reviewed the Level B

24

master drainage plan.

25

consistency with the Level A conceptual plan.
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1

ordinances, the MS4 permit requirements, and it -- it

2

essentially complies with all of those.
The concept of the plan is -- is essentially consistent

4

with what we've done in the past.

5

private infrastructure that has to be built like storm

6

drains and public streets, open channels, retention ponds,

7

detention ponds, things of those nature.

8

anything out of the ordinary.

9

It has both public and

It's not really

There is one thing in that this area consists of some

10

natural playa areas, which are going to be used for storm

11

water retention, and that's kind of a natural process of,

12

you know, water flows down hill, goes to the pond.

13

going to continue to use those areas for ponding.

14

They're

As far as the MS4 permit goes, there was one caveat.

15

This area is outside of our current urban area, which is

16

essentially the jurisdictional limits of the MS4 permit, and

17

ultimately, this will be pulled into that urban area.

18

are technical documents that specify what the -- essentially

19

the water treatment requirements are for our MS4 permit, and

20

that has to do with what's called the 90th percentile storm.

21

There

This area being outside of our current urban limits,

22

I've asked the applicant to provide us with a predevelopment

23

hydrology analysis to determine what these -- what the MS4

24

permit requirements are going to be for this area.

25

site specific, essentially 90th percentile storm that
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1

they're going to determine.

2

different than our current urban area, not too much, but it

3

-- but it is something that I have asked for.
The applicant has agreed to do that.

I understand that

5

is finished.

6

some other minor comments on the master plan, which they

7

have agreed to rectify, and with that, I'll stand for

8

comment or questions.

9

I haven't seen that analysis yet.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions?

I did have

Thank you.

10

MR. BRIGGS:

Thank you.

11

MR. GOBER:

12

Bernalillo County Fire Marshal.

13

by giving out a great thanks to the fire fighters on the

14

east side of the mountain.

15

extinguished, catastrophic fire we've had for the past week.

16

Our only concerns for the fire safety side, public

17

safety side is that we have the property and the facilities

18

present for -- to provide EMS services, fire services and

19

law enforcement services up there, that new development, and

20

it can be in a phased-type of fashion along with the

21

development, but we need to have those facilities there so

22

we're not overwhelming the other resources down further in

23

the Valley along with the fire hydrants.

24

sure those are in place, so we have water protection, water

25

for the buildings, the homes, and the undeveloped land

Morning, Commissioners.

Chris Gober,

First off, let me start out

It's controlled and

We need to make
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1

that's up in that area.

2

questions.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions?

I, too, want to

4

thank you for all the work you've done out there in the

5

mountain.

6

lot of sacrifice for a lot of people, not only you people

7

but the homeowners have lost some of the things.

8

really appreciate the work you do.

9

I know it's been, you know, a lot of work and a

MR. GOBER:

10

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

So we

Thank you.

Catherine, do we have somebody else?

12

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, that's all the Staff for

13

now.

We'll come back to parks and open space later.

14

now, we'll have the representative from APS.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. LOPEZ:

So

Okay.

Good morning, Mr. Chair,

17

Commissioners.

18

planner manager with Albuquerque Public Schools capital

19

master plan, and I'll be speaking about the proposed plan

20

with respect to impacts on current schools and what we

21

anticipate what the need will be in the future and to answer

22

any questions you may have.

23

My name is Elvira Lopez.

I'm a senior

Our understanding of phase one Level B Master Plan

24

community with Santolina Master Plan, at this level would

25

generate a need -- a proposal for 9,440 dwelling units.

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

3

Other than that, I'll stand for any

So

TR- 20
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3027

6.A.e

2

our impacts are based on that assumption.
The proposal on the West Side impacts a number of

3

schools that are currently overcrowded, and I believe you

4

received comment on these.

5

one of the most crowded right now with an enrollment of over

6

a thousand students and a capacity of 660.

7

students are served in portables right now.

8
9

Painted Sky Elementary School is

The majority of

Jimmy Carter Middle School, we (inaudible) need to
alleviate overcrowding.

They're at an enrollment of 1,224

10

students with a capacity of 1,200.

11

School, one our newest schools, has an enrollment -- recent

12

enrollment in 2015-2016 school year of 2,500 students with a

13

capacity of 2,300.

14

Atrisco Heritage High

We have recently opened a new school on the southwest

15

G.I. Sanchez.

It's K through 8 to alleviate this

16

overcrowding.

In 2015-2016 we opened with 970 students.

17

However, the capacity is for 1,400 students.

18

opened in the first year to serve K through 6th grade, and

19

we will be introducing a 7th grade in the coming '16, '17

20

school year, so that excess capacity is to serve the

21

upcoming 7th grades, and in the subsequent years, '17, '18,

22

we will be serving our K through 8th, and we will be

23

reaching capacity at approximately 1,400 students.

24
25

This school
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1

capacity, and there's various strategies we can employ, such

2

as provision of portable structures, to provide additional

3

classrooms, accommodating growth.

4

facilities efficiencies through various strategies such as

5

looking at master schedules, exchanging scheduling, and we

6

can also consider shifting students to schools with

7

capacity.

8

address overcrowding.

We can avoid all of the above-strategies to

With regards to the Level B phase 1 master plan, going

10

back to that, quantity of the proposed housing units, 9,444,

11

we understand that's approximately a third of the entire

12

Level A Santolina plan.

13

seeking to find a collaboration process that will facilitate

14

the smooth provision of school sites and to possibly obtain

15

assistance from WALH for the building of schools in the

16

area.

17

APS has contacted WALH and is

According to the phase I, Level B Master Plan, the plan

18

proposes three residential villages, and within these three

19

residential villages we understand that at least three

20

schools will be proposed.

21

Albuquerque Public Schools has engaged in ongoing

22

discussions with Western Albuquerque Land Holdings.

Timely

23

-- timely identification and acquisition of land for future

24

school facilities is being requested of the applicant by

25

APS, and the APS School District will be looking to finalize
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1

such land acquisition as the plan is being approved, and my

2

understanding that those agreements haven't been finalized,

3

but they're ongoing.
APS land acquisition will be at least proportional to

5

the quantity of schools presented in the Level B land-use

6

plan, which I stated and to understand that will be three

7

schools or three villages at least as presented in the plan.

8

Land needs are determined by APS educational curriculum,

9

enrollment, and construction standards.

According to APS

10

standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed 9,444

11

housing units, we do have a recommendation of how many

12

schools are needed.

13

but we also have our own standards, and so I wanted to share

14

that with you.

15

So the plan proposes a certain number,

By our standards for that number of housing units, we

16

would need four elementary schools, and again, that would be

17

our traditional model of K through 5.

18

elementary schools, one middle school and half of a high

19

school.

20

comprehensive high school.

21

school comes in.

22

That would be four

There's not enough housing for an entire
So that's where that .5 high

We can explore other models of instruction as we had

23

with the G.I. Sanchez K through 8.

So if we were to provide

24

a K through 8 model with instruction, this would call for

25

two K through 8 schools, and again, half of a high school.
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1

There's varies ways that instruction can be delivered, and

2

Albuquerque Public Schools is responding to community needs.

3

So these quantities of schools are all driven by the

4

enrollment, which, again, is driven by the housing.

5

can't be -- it's not an inflexible quantity.

6

need to look at the number of students.

It's really we

And so to explain a little bit further, the 9,444

8

dwelling units we anticipate to generate a quantity of about

9

4,400 students from K to 12th grade, and so we use some of

10

our development standards to provide these recommendations,

11

and I believe those tables have been provided.

12

any questions about that if you should choose to.

13

I can answer

The cost of these schools we estimate based on current

14

construction costs to be in the realm of $160 million, and

15

that doesn't include the land cost, and with that, I stand

16

for questions.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MS. KELLY:

Any questions?

Thank you.

Commissioner.

This might be a question

19

for Staff, but maybe you can answer it.

20

approval or conditions of approval, is there anything that

21

requires that an agreement be reached between WALH and APS

22

about the schools for phase B funding, location, et cetera,

23

prior to Level B approval?

24
25

MS. LOPEZ:

In the Level A
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can answer that.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Staff, do you to -- Staff, you

3

want to answer that, because it's probably something they

4

wouldn't know.

5

agreement between APS?

6

Is there a condition that requires an

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, there was

7

a condition, and it reads, "The developer will work

8

collaboratively with APS to locate school sites within

9

Santolina, which will be made available to APS on mutually

10

agreeable terms and conditions."

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MS. KELLY:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

And -Go ahead.

This is probably premature, but is it

15

within our purview to develop such a condition as part of

16

our process?

17

So just something I'm rolling over in my mind.

And I guess one more question.

In the -- in the plan,

18

the developer talks about using Carlos Ray on an interim

19

basis, and you didn't mention Carlos Ray Elementary School.

20

MS. LOPEZ:

I wasn't aware of that possibility.

21

MS. KELLY:

It's in the January plan.

22

MS. LOPEZ:

Okay.

That's something we can look

23

at.

Carlos Ray, in terms of their capacity right now, how

24

we might accommodate that, but I would need some time to

25

look at that possibility.
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1

anticipated cost of the number of schools needed for that

2

housing, dwelling.

3

again, I want to remind you are contingent on taxpayer

4

approval.

6
7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Any other questions.

Commissioner, go ahead.
MS. HERTEL:

On this .5 of a high school, what

8

happens to those high school students then until the next

9

phase comes in after Level B when the other half a high

10

school is out there?

11

MS. LOPEZ:

What happens to those students.
Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, that's

12

a great question.

13

can place to phase projects.

14

schools calls for high levels of coordination between

15

Albuquerque Public Schools and the developer.

16

of providing for a full-sized high school, you know, again,

17

the timing of that would be determined by, you know,

18

coordination and the presence of the student need, and

19

phasing can be employed to accommodate --

20
21
22

There's various strategies the district

MS. HERTEL:

Again, provision of these

And in terms

Like phasing and construction of a

high school?
MS. LOPEZ:

We're currently employing phasing

23

strategies to address the multitude of needs and the

24

significant needs at our current -- at our current --

25

throughout the district.
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strategy to address the immediate needs and future needs.

2

MS. HERTEL:

3

MS. LOPEZ:

4

I'm not sure.

5

Okay.

Okay.

Thank you.

I --

I hope I'm answering your question.

Maybe I don't understand it.

MS. HERTEL:

Yes, you are.

I saw that same issue

6

with the aquatics facility where there was one-and-a-half

7

and community centers was one-and-a-half based on the

8

population, and none of that seems to make sense to me,

9

because the phasing that I can find from the applicant, and

10

this may not be accurate, and there may be more discussion

11

on that was, you know, a phase by 2025 and then not

12

something for another 15 years.

13

MS. LOPEZ:

14

MS. HERTEL:

15

So 15 years --

All of it is contingent --- is a long time to wait for the

other half of a high school.

16

MS. LOPEZ:

And all of it is contingent on

17

taxpayer approval.

18

happen before we get to the point of concretely planning for

19

these schools beginning with funding.

20

There's a lot of things that have to

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

That's an interesting point

21

that -- and I'm going to ask the same question as the

22

previous speaker, and that is how long does that take of

23

discussion and approvals, typically take a couple years

24

or --

25

MS. LOPEZ:
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1

master plan.

We've recently updated it, and it's to plan

2

for 2017 through 2022.

3

an extensive process beginning with assessments of our

4

school facilities and their conditions as well curriculum

5

needs, and so we, in this master planning process, also go

6

through a prioritization of needs, and so thinking about

7

something that doesn't exist, you know, is -- needs to be

8

considered as part of our master plan and considering all of

9

our existing -- it needs to be considered along with our

10

existing district needs throughout.

11

it would take, again, we do master planing updates every

12

five years.

13

would become part of that process.

14

So in terms of how long

So with the presence of community input, that

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

And one last question, and

15

that is on this 944 dwelling units.

16

that you're seeing from 944 dwelling units or did you work

17

it backwards --

18

MS. LOPEZ:

Yes, we did.

What's the population

Yes, we did.

We --

19

based on our experience with our existing developed areas,

20

we have an estimate -- estimate of how many students would

21

be generated from that number of housing units.

22

question?

23

MS. HERTEL:

24

MS. LOPEZ:

25

Is that the

Yes.
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1

a total of 4,400 students, and we did break it down by

2

level.

3

school students.

4

high school, about a thousand.

At elementary school, that's about 2,400 elementary

6

MS. HERTEL:
math.

MS. LOPEZ:

8

MS. HERTEL:

10

So I'm just going to do quick

A little over two students per dwelling unit.

7

9

Okay.

Yes.
And do you see population -- have

your studies shown population increasing in Bernalillo
County or flat or how -- how does your group, APS see it?

11

MS. LOPEZ:

We do track population within our

12

district.

13

to plan for all facilities and needs.

14

we have observed that in our district, we have experienced

15

declining enrollments, and we believe that to be direct --

16

indirect relationship and a result of the recession, the

17

great recession.

18

in general of all population as probably has been expected.

19

I think the economy is impacting that and also related to

20

our own district declining enrollments.

21
22

It's a fundamental basic information that we use

We have not seen an increase in the region

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

So your information is showing

flat or declining?

23

MS. LOPEZ:

24

MS. HERTEL:

25

In the last few years

Yes.
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2
3

MS. LOPEZ:

That's based on what we have analyzed

housing units to generate on average.
MS. HERTEL:

And I'm going to suggest that

4

population studies from the applicant are showing population

5

increasing.

6

be low if you use the population studies that the

7

applicant's relying on.

8
9

So your quantities of schools, et cetera, may

MS. LOPEZ:

And we don't confirm that the

population will grow as presented by the applicant.

I'd

10

have to look at that, but right now, with the economy we

11

have seen lagging population growth, and I think that the

12

MRCOG and the other entities that project population are

13

looking to -- paying close attention to the regional

14

population growth as it may not be increasing as anticipated

15

based on the economy.

16

MS. HERTEL:

17

MS. LOPEZ:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. LOPEZ:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Right.

Okay.

Thank you.

Thank you.
I have a question.

Yes.
Does APS kind of -- you know, the

21

State of New Mexico, we've been losing people the last

22

couple of years on population.

23

tells me that if this place starts to grow, it's going to be

24

the same people that live here in Albuquerque moving from

25

one place to another.

So kind of common sense
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1

when you're projecting your five-year plan for schools?

2

how does it work if a population moves from one area to

3

another, the funding is moved, too, with it?

4

with the people that move there?
MS. LOPEZ:

Does that go

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, in terms of

6

considering population shifts as opposed to perhaps

7

population growth and how that relates to our five-year

8

master plan, when a community's there, we need to respond to

9

that need, and what we do is document that need, and so with

10

a growing area, if a population shifted and people are

11

there, there's a need there, and so we would include that as

12

a need in our master plan.

13

However, in terms of how it is funded, that -- again, I

14

go back to that's a taxpayer decision.

15

support funding of new facilities under those circumstances

16

where population hasn't grown and it's a shift, we would

17

have a certain number of resources from our community to

18

take into account.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

If they want to

So when -- when somebody -- you

20

know, APS gets so much for every student that goes to that

21

school.

22

part of it comes from bonds to build it, you know?

23

other words, if some -- a bunch of kids move to a certain

24

area of town, that funding probably goes with them for

25

running the school, but that doesn't pertain to the building

Does that include building or is that the building
So in
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1

of that half high school that you have to build and the

2

elementary schools.
MS. LOPEZ:

The funding is considered

4

comprehensively and through prioritization process that I

5

mentioned, and so the schools with the highest need as

6

determined by the facility conditions, the curriculum needs,

7

the growth needs -- growth is a consideration and a

8

prioritization amongst other needs, health and safety.

9

consider all of -- there's a matrix of considerations that

10

allow us to prioritize the schools with the highest needs,

11

and we can't address all of the needs.

12

We

Right now, APS as a need of $3 billion for our 148

13

school facilities, and recently the voters in February of

14

2016 approved a package of 545 million.

15

20 percent of our current needs with our current facilities.

16

So to answer your question, we look at it through the master

17

plan, and prioritization growth is considered, but the

18

monies don't follow the students exactly in the way that it

19

sounds like you were understanding.

20

We look at allocations for capital.

That would address

We don't -- with

21

the taxpayer funding, that does not have our operating

22

costs.

23

technology, IT, school equipment, primarily school

24

construction and renovations, and how that gets disseminated

25

and used and planned for and budgeted is tied directly to

That goes straight to capital, school buildings,
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1

our five-year capital master plan where we look

2

comprehensively at all of the district needs.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
other questions?

Okay.

That's it.

5

MS. LOPEZ:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

Catherine?

8
9

Thank you very much.

Do you have another agency,

If not, we'll move to Parks and Recreation.
Mr. Chair, so John Barney is on the

I don't -- again I don't think anybody is --

10
11

Are there any

Thank you.

MS. VEREECKE:
way.

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

If he's not here, let's just move

on to the next one.

12

MS. VEREECKE:

So just takes to say, too, that his

13

comments are in Attachment 10 in the Staff Report, and

14

likewise, the comments from the ABCWUA are in the Staff

15

Report, and they did lay out exactly what they're working on

16

now with the developer.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MS. VEREECKE:

Who's the WUA, so everyone -So the Water Utility Authority.

So

19

their representative wasn't sure if he would be able to make

20

it today, but he did emphasize that he submitted comments.

21

So if you -- if you want me to read the comments, I can.

22
23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

be kind of interesting to see.

24
25

Well, the Water Authority would

MS. VEREECKE:
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. VEREECKE:

Yes, on water -And they're not that long, so I'll

3

read them to you, and I know Dan McGregor had also

4

referenced them, too.

5

been providing comments saying what the requirements are.

6

One of -- one of his communications said the water -- the

7

Water Authority is negotiating a Development Agreement with

8

the developer, which is to be concurrent with the Level B

9

Master Plan.

So that was one requirement.

The other, he added -- he said, "I would like to add

11

the following to my previously submitted comments:

12

Santolina has requested a water and water and sanitary sewer

13

serviceability statement.

14

Water Authority Development Agreement as it supplements the

15

Development Agreement," and then no. 2, "The Water Authority

16

Development Agreement will then need approval from the Water

17

Authority Board."

18

This shall be issued prior to the

And then no. 3, "The Water Authority is aware of the

19

Level A and Level B process.

20

on Staff and with the developer."

21

asked -- and the Staff member of the Utility Authority is

22

Chris Cadena.

23

had been issued, and he said the statement has not been

24

issued.

25

They have communicated with us
One other question that I

I asked him if the serviceability statement
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1

that do you understand -- or they understand that for

2

approval of this, they have to have a Development Agreement?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, I think that would be

4

appropriate to -- a question to ask of the agent, and

5

they'll be speaking next, but I just wanted to get that in

6

the record about what the comments were, and I -- I -- from

7

what I've heard, that, yes, they're definitely working on

8

this.

It is under discussion, under negotiation.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10
11

MS. VEREECKE:

The Development Agreement?
That is my understanding,

Mr. Chair.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. VEREECKE:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MR. VEREECKE:

Okay.
And then we can -Anything else?
John Barney is on the way, so we

16

can come back to him later or just to, say, too, his

17

comments have been provided.

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. VEREECKE:

20

Let's move on.
Okay.

Next up, if you're ready, we

would have the agent.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MR. STROZIER:

Okay.

Go ahead.

All right.

Mr. Chairman,

23

Commissioners, once again, my name is Jim Strozier,

24

principal with Consensus Planning, and if I can get the

25

video, the PowerPoint, I'm not sure which button -- if I hit

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

3

TR- 35
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3042

6.A.e

1

a button it will probably shut the whole thing down.

2

have copies as always of the current matrix and handouts for

3

you all, so you can see the changes in hard copy that I know

4

you have electronically as well.
All right.

Awesome.

Thank you, Catherine, and -- and a big -- a

6

big thank you to all of the County Staff and Agency Staff.

7

We've been meeting with them on an ongoing basis since we

8

started this process for the Level B, and we recognize that

9

there's a lot of effort that goes into this process from

10

their side of this, and so we have meetings.

11

comments.

12

then have to review the -- our responses.

13

and we've worked, I think, extremely cooperatively together

14

to make sure that we're trying to package this information

15

as efficiently as possible so that we're trying to make the

16

review not only by -- by the Staff and agencies but also

17

yourselves so that we're providing it as clear and concise a

18

package as possible, and hopefully we've been able to

19

accommodate that as we go through this process.

20

They provide

We generate responses to those comments.

They

We've tried to --

So the development team has not changed.

Garrett

21

Development Corporation is the asset managers for the

22

property owner.

23

Topmiller with the Bohannon Huston will be part of the

24

presentation today.

25

through the process.

Bohannon Huston, engineering, and James
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And then SEC Planning has been helping on the planning

2

and the production of the master plans.

Ourselves, David

3

Tausig and Associates is responsible for all of the fiscal

4

and economic analyses that have been done as part of this --

5

this process.

6

Level A.

7

here today if -- if there are questions of them, and then

8

Rodey Law Firm and John Salazar has been involved also

9

through Level A and is part of the project team as well.

They were also involved in that process from

So we have consistency on that level, and they're

10

So with regard to today's hearing, we're trying to

11

organize this into discussion about the environment and open

12

space and then government and public services.

13

tried to address those.

14

have before you is organized as a response to the different

15

issues that come up in this process.

16

So we've

The matrix, once again, that you

So with regard to the PCC requirements for environment

17

and open space, government and public services, we deal with

18

energy efficiency, the class II archeological survey, public

19

facilities and how they're funded, and the no net expense

20

question and human services facilities.

21

revisions to the Level B plan, which we've provided based on

22

the comments and discussions and meetings, and then I'll

23

provide a conclusion, and we'll go onto next steps.

24
25

We've made
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1

comments.

2

to extract that out of the Staff Report that is relevant to

3

the topics we're discussing today, and we've provided their

4

comment and how we've addressed it in that matrix.
We also have the Level A conditions of approval and our

6

status on those as well, and then the Planned Communities

7

Criteria for Level B.

8

address those three components, and just as a sample for

9

what that looks like, once again, the comments are on the

10

So we've organized that matrix to

left, and the response is on the right.

11

And in addition, so a lot of times those responses may

12

say there's a comment that something needs to be changed,

13

and our response is agreed.

14

we move forward with the redlined version of the Level B

15

Master Plan, you will see that comment reflected in the

16

text.

17

So what that means is that as

So where we've agreed if they have suggested a change

18

something or a refinement to something, that would be

19

reflected in the text.

20

forward.

21

additional dialogue on that.

We agree with that, and we'll move

If it warrants more discussion, then we go onto to

22

MS. HERTEL:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. HERTEL:

25

Mr. Chair, I have a question.
Go ahead.
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1

then you're trying to incorporate it into the document to

2

address those comments, where do you track that they're

3

agreeing that you've -- that they've -- that you've

4

addressed it properly in your document or however you're

5

addressing it?

6

it's completed?
MR. STROZIER:

So I think that -- and I'll get

8

into this in more detail, but I think the answer to that

9

question is that it is an iterative process, and so where we

10

have -- we have made those statements, we have tried to

11

follow up with those agencies and -- and continue that

12

dialogue so that by the time we have the next hearing, which

13

is anticipated to be the final, redlined version of the

14

Level B Master Plan, there -- it is also likely that there

15

will be findings and conditions.

16

So if there is something that there is still an

17

outstanding issue related to that topic, there might be a

18

condition.

19

conditions that need to be placed on the document as it

20

moves forward from the CPC to the BCC.

21

Our goal is to try and minimize the number of

MS. HERTEL:

I just don't think you should write

22

down that the thing is completed until you have some

23

agreement that it's completed.

24

you know, the next party -- the party that made the comment

25

agrees it's done.

That's your opinion until,
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MR. STROZIER:

Understood.

I think if it's -- if

2

it's -- if it's a comment that's fairly straight forward and

3

they've asked us to do X and we have agreed and we have --

4

have incorporated that into the document, then we've

5

anticipated that they asked us to do it, we've done it, no

6

need to revisit.

7

MS. HERTEL:

You just need another column on your

8

matrix saying -- you know, letting somebody else agree that

9

it's done.

10

MR. STROZIER:

11

MS. HERTEL:

Sure.
And you should number your -- number

12

all your items on the matrix so it's easy to refer back to

13

them.

14

down," you know, number whatever.

15

MR. STROZIER:

16

Then you do have to go, "Oh, page 22, the third box

Okay.

That's good suggestion;

appreciate that.

17

MS. HERTEL:

18

MR. STROZIER:

All right.

Thank you.

So same thing with regard to the

19

Planned Communities Criteria, once again, that is the -- you

20

know, the Comprehensive Plan sets up the big picture idea

21

that the Reserve Area is appropriate for planned communities

22

as the development -- as the preferred development scenario

23

for that -- for that portion of the Comprehensive Plan.

24

Planned Communities Criteria document actually spells out

25

what we need to address at each step of the process, and so

The
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1

we have pulled out the Level B requirements directly out of

2

the PCC and have addressed those in the -- in the matrix as

3

well.
So with regards to the Planned Communities Criteria for

5

energy efficiency, we have goals that we've incorporated,

6

and then we've also incorporated design standards into the

7

process, and those are to evaluate energy use within the

8

community, identify renewable energy resources.

9

been working with PNM on a couple of sites on Western

We have

10

Albuquerque Land Holding's property for solar facilities,

11

encouraging the production, recycling and reuse of resources

12

as things develop as part of the process.

13

And also, we've incorporated the Home Builders

14

Association of Central New Mexico's build green New Mexico's

15

program into the residential component of the -- of the

16

project.

17

The class II archeological survey, so it's been in

18

process.

I'm happy to say that it is finished.

It has been

19

-- it is being transmitted to the SHPO probably today.

20

will provide a copy to the County Staff as well that

21

includes both the report and then all of the individual

22

detailed site analysis reports that also go to the SHPO as

23

part of that -- that process.

24

came up in Ms. VerEecke's comments, and I think we're going

25

to hear from somebody today that the directional arrow was

We

I will say that I know it
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1

one of the sites that was identified and is incorporated

2

into that report, and there's data and information that is

3

being provided with regard to the aviation directional arrow

4

that exists on the site, and we're aware of that and where

5

it's located as part of the process.

6

MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chair, I have a question about the

7

class II archeological survey.

8

information you obtained is sensitive, and so that will be

9

provided to the County Staff, and I understand that, but it

So I read that the

10

also talks about the areas that are being studied are

11

potential road corridors and utility corridors.

12

the initial January plan.

13

-- does that give us some idea of, I guess, where those

14

locations will be?

15

MR. STROZIER:

That was in

So I'm wondering is that public

So, Mr. Chairman, Commissioner

16

Kelly, and I think we're happy to make that information

17

available to you all at your request.

18

sensitive.

19

there in the -- in the public domain, because there's risks

20

associated with doing that.

21

they could go try and find them.

22

process that we have gone through with the class II is -- so

23

SWCA is the consultant.

24

SHPO.

25

the areas, and the -- that they would field survey.

It's -- it's just

We don't typically put that information out

If people know where sites are,
Most of the -- so the

They met with the Staff at the
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have done that.

They've generated the report.

2

So I think with regard to the comment about utility

3

corridors and roadways, we surveyed much more than that.

4

was over 20 percent of the Level B area excluding -- I think

5

the comment that you may be referring to is that the issues

6

related to the areas that are already been set aside as

7

major public open space and open space in the plan, that the

8

only areas that are going to probably be focused on in those

9

areas will be roadway corridors and utility corridors that

10

It

pass through that open space.

11

Those areas, it was felt, I think both by our

12

consultant and the SHPO, that the areas that have already

13

been set aside for preservation do not have the same need

14

for survey work as the areas that we're proposing to

15

develop, and not that that won't happen at some point in the

16

future, but it's not a development issue, per se.

17

MS. KELLY:

18

MR. STROZIER:

19

That can maybe just be clarified.
And we can take a look at that

text.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. HERTEL:

Commissioner.

So on the -- to suggest that perhaps

22

the roadways and those areas that are -- as part of the

23

mitigation plan --

24

MR. STROZIER:

25

MS. HERTEL:
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1

you say.

If it's in an area that's -- if the sites in an

2

area that's for open space --

3

MR. STROZIER:

4

MS. HERTEL:

Yes.

5

opposed to something that's in a roadway where it's going to

6

be torn up eventually?

7

MR. STROZIER:

8

MS. HERTEL:

Is that --

9
10

answer.

Yes.

So --

I'm not trying to give you the

I'm trying to ask you is that the answer?
MR. STROZIER:

And this is a little bit out of my

11

wheel house, but I've been -- I've done with it enough, I

12

think I can respond to that.

13

Boulevard extension was -- is a proposed new roadway

14

corridor that would extend up through the escarpment area

15

and connect from the area down below to Santolina Level B

16

planning -- planning area.

17

So -- so, for instance, Gibson

So we recognize in this process that it -- at the time

18

that that roadway is being designed, that our specific

19

archeological surveys of a corridor will need to take place

20

as a part of that design, and any sites that are encountered

21

within that corridor typically are either avoided if

22

possible or mitigated as part of the construction of that

23

roadway and utility corridor, and so as much as possible,

24

especially in the area of the escarpment where we have a lot

25

of space to deal with, I think that our goal is to try and
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1

avoid those sites if possible once we've -- once we've

2

surveyed the corridor.
If it's impossible to avoid a site, then it needs to be

4

mitigated and -- and addressed through the SHPO process.

5

And same thing with the other development areas, that

6

they're -- there are sites that have been identified that

7

either -- and that mitigation has a whole scale of what that

8

-- what that entails depending on the type of the site.

9

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

So you've done the sampling

10

now that's 20 plus percent, but in the future when roadways

11

are further defined, there's going to be additional surveys?

12

MR. STROZIER:

13

MS. HERTEL:

14

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.
Okay.

Got it.

Exactly.

Okay.

All right.

In

15

terms of funding and maintenance of public facilities and

16

sites, so there's -- this is an area where the plan deals

17

with a certain level of discussion on -- on that, and the

18

fiscal and economic analysis looks at the question of no net

19

expense.

20

into the conversation -- because no net expense is one of

21

those things that it's identified first in the Comprehensive

22

Plan, and then it's -- it's identified in the Planned

23

Communities Criteria, and how that's incorporated into the

24

conversation is -- and just to let you all know as part of

25

the Level A Development Agreement, no net expense was

And then I thought it would be helpful to bring
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1

actually defined and is included in that Development

2

Agreement, and that language -- it's 7.1 in the existing

3

approved Development Agreement, and it says, "The

4

Comprehensive Plan provides that planned communities shall

5

not be a net expense to the County.

6

policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a

7

responsible balance of infrastructure costs including

8

construction, operation and maintenance shared between the

9

public and private sectors.
"The no net expense test is satisfied if the County's

11

on-site public expenditures and off-site public expenditures

12

reasonably allocated to the project have been or will be

13

offset by revenues and/or economic and physical benefits

14

direct, indirect, and induced from the project."

15

So one of things is that this idea of no net expense,

16

not only does it exist at every level in the policy side of

17

the document, but it also exists and is dealt with at -- on

18

our side of the equation, too.

19

A Master Plan.

20

that Level A Master Plan.

21

Agreement at Level A.

22

It's addressed in the fiscal and economic studies that were

23

done to support Level B, which are a refinement, just like

24

the Level A -- the Level B Master Plan is a refinement of

25

Level A, and then also the Level B Development Agreement

It's addressed in the Level

It's addressed in the studies that supported
It's addressed in the Development

It's addressed in the Level B plan.
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1

will drill down on that more as it starts to get more and

2

more specific.
All right.

So you've heard from County Fire.

We

4

continue -- we have met.

5

them and with the County Sheriff in terms of figuring out

6

their needs, and as was stated, making sure that that --

7

that those facilities come online as development occurs, and

8

there is phasing opportunities with that, but we are in

9

discussion about how to actually implement that as

10

We continue to be working with

development occurs over time.

11

MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chair.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. KELLY:

Go ahead.

Regarding police and fire, I read in

14

the plan at 7.7.1 that the City of Albuquerque Area Command

15

134 will serve Level B, and I read that the City of

16

Albuquerque Fire Station 14 will serve Level B.

17

explain that?

18

MR. STROZIER:

So can you

So -- well, right now, this -- one

19

of the question was -- because -- because there is

20

development out there, the existing Tierra West Mobile Home

21

Park exists, the detention facility, and there are other

22

businesses that are located out along what is basically the

23

I-40 frontage road, the continuation of Central Avenue as it

24

goes west out toward Shelly Road, and they provide services,

25

and that is -- and my understanding is that that is a shared
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1

responsibility at this time.

2

the area, and there are also City facilities.
And as we would hope and expect, I think they're

4

cooperative in how they do that in these areas.

I think the

5

-- and if it's not clear we will -- we will revisit that,

6

Commissioner Kelly.

7

County facilities that will -- new County facilities that

8

will serve the Level B.

9

of Albuquerque facilities to provide that service.

The anticipation is that there will be

We will not be relying on the City
I think

10

what we're trying to do is acknowledge that some of those

11

nearby facilities right now are City facilities, and so it's

12

anticipated that there will be -- and I think the direction

13

that we've gotten is the preference would be a combined

14

public safety facility similar to Station 40 I believe it is

15

that would be -- would be implemented as part of Santolina

16

at some point in the future.

17

MS. KELLY:

So doesn't the same kind of agreement

18

need to be reached with the Fire -- County Fire and the

19

Sheriff's Office for those facilities, location, funding,

20

staffing, et cetera, as the same issue that APS is facing?

21

MR. STROZIER:

That should be addressed in the

22

Level B Development Agreement.

23

MS. KELLY:

But as part of our process, can't we

24

say that that -- not getting into the terms of the specifics

25

but have that as a checkmark that needs to occur before we
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approve Level B?

2

MR. STROZIER:

So the way the process is set up,

3

we don't enter into -- we don't -- we -- obviously we have

4

discussions with the various agencies and departments as to

5

how things are anticipated to happen.

6

Development Agreement is the vehicle by which the County

7

Manager and the County Commission put those -- put those

8

things in place in terms of the specifics as to how that

9

occurs.

The Level B

10

What we've tried to is, number one, from a planning

11

standpoint is, is the desire -- similar to our conversations

12

with APS, and I'll talk -- talk about that in a minute, but

13

that is their desire to have separate facilities, Fire and

14

Sheriff.

15

their desire is to have either of those, how much land do

16

they need?

17

requirements for them?

18

that into the planning process, and you'll see that

19

reflected on the land-use plan as -- and that -- we just got

20

additional comments, so that could potentially be refined

21

here, but -- but that's -- at the plan we need to make sure

22

that we're accommodating the desires of the departments in

23

terms of the type of facility, the location of the facility

24

and whether it's one facility, two -- just like with

25

neighborhood parks.

Is their desire to have a joint facility?

If

Are there preferred locations, locational
And so we've tried to incorporate
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1

need to provide for community scale parks.

2

sure that we're thinking ahead about the DPS facility.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you.
Okay.

Go ahead.

So in terms of -- oh, and so

5

this -- actually on this slide we actually have a copy --

6

the little aerial photo here is of Station 40, and that's on

7

approximately six acres in terms of what the direction that

8

we've gotten is that's the type of facility that they would

9

like to see developed as part of the Santolina project, and

10
11

this is -- that facility happens to be located in Tijeras.
In terms of the Level B plan related to parks and open

12

space, we've looked at the requirements that are as stated

13

in the Level A master plan.

14

that identifies those.

15

same time that the Parks and Rec -- Parks, Recreation, and

16

Open Space Plan was being developed.

17

nature, and so it's really the Level A plan that takes

18

precedence over that, but they're -- they're very similar to

19

one another.

20

So there's a specific section

That was developed at the -- at the

They're consistent in

So we've identified and we've provided a red line of

21

the changes that we've made and in that discussion in terms

22

of identifying parks, recreation and open space and

23

calculate -- bringing it back to the amount of acre and

24

areas that are anticipated within that.

25

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

3

We want to make

So community centers and aquatic facilities, we've also

TR- 50
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3057

6.A.e

1

identified those as part of the Level B Master Plan.

2

are another facility that's incorporated in that.

3

of like the high school in that you get to 1.5.

4

anticipate that we will reach the threshold at the next

5

Level B plan to incorporate those facilities into future

6

residential villages that come online as a part of that.

It's kind
We

In terms of the major public open space, once again, we

8

have two significant areas that we've identified as part of

9

the Level B plan, one on the eastern escarpment, one on the

10

western escarpment.

11

and anticipated to be publicly owned open space areas.

12

All right.

Those are identified for preservation

Let's see.

Keep myself moving along here.

13

So, once again, analysis of the existing environment

14

conditions -- oh, this is actually where I turn it over to

15

James.

16

over to Mr. Topmiller and let him go through -- he's going

17

to go through drainage and water and wastewater, and then

18

I'll come back into -- but are there any questions before we

19

move on.

So with that, I'm going to turn it over -- turn it

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

22

population.

23

some people in this area.

24

came to that conclusion?

25

Go ahead.
I'm back -- back on the

You've got it figured out that there's 23,000

MR. STROZIER:

Could you explain to me how you

How we do that?

Okay.
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1

first of all, and I probably should have said this at the

2

beginning, because there was some conversation about this

3

among yourselves as part of the Staff's presentation.
So we don't do -- the overall population projections

5

that we have used in looking forward in terms of the overall

6

master plan are developed by -- there at UNM.

7

their actual -- the group that does it.

8

information to MRCOG.

9

the preparation of their 2040 Metropolitan Transportation

10
11

I forget

They provide that

MRCOG utilizes that information in

Plan.
We use those numbers, and we work with MRCOG and their

12

transportation model and how we -- how we allocate

13

population and jobs in that future.

14

you'll hear a number thrown out, 311,000 people in -- new

15

people in Bernalillo County by the year 2040.

16

-- that number comes out of that process, not from us.

17

then when we do --

18
19
20

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

So in terms of --

That's their
And

So is your number based on

acreage in your area now or dwelling units?
MR. STROZIER:

So our area, when we drill down

21

onto Level B, we look at the residential areas, the various

22

components.

23

are anticipated, housing of different types will be

24

developed in those various areas specific to the acreage,

25

and we try and allocate those to the residential villages,

We do have -- and so we look at how many units
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1

the low, medium, and high density areas.

2

anticipated that mixed use areas will have a housing

3

component, we allocate a certain amount of dwelling units to

4

that.
And I say that with the caveat that the Comprehensive

6

Plan has a cap.

So overall, gross, basically it's not

7

exactly this, but pretty much most of the area falls within

8

the reserve designation of the Comprehensive Plan, and that

9

sets a cap of an overall gross density of three dwelling

10

units to the acre, and also we operate under that as well.

11

So that's a factor that we look at to make sure that we're

12

not anticipating too many units in this first phase versus

13

the overall development of the entire Level A area.

14

of that development at the end of the day has to fall within

15

that overall cap that is set by that the Comprehensive Plan.

So all

16

And then we look at those dwelling units by the

17

different types, and we look at the demographics for

18

Bernalillo County in terms of the typical number of people

19

per household, and that number gets us to the population

20

that is generated by that number of dwelling units, and

21

that's similar to what -- although APS does it much more

22

elaborately than we do, because they're actually looking at

23

not just the number of people per household but how many

24

elementary school kids, middle school kids, and high school

25

kids are generated.
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2
3
4

MS. HERTEL:

So what do you think the next phase

is going to be after this Level B phase?
MR. STROZIER:

So in terms of anticipated --

probably to the south of --

5

MS. HERTEL:

6

MR. STROZIER:

Not where.

When.

Oh, when.

So we've anticipated

7

that that would probably occur somewhere in the -- and I'll

8

say all these take so long to get through these processes,

9

that we're probably -- you know, the start date just gets --

10

MS. HERTEL:

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MS. HERTEL:

13

MR. STROZIER:

14

MS. HERTEL:

15

Yeah, ball park.
2035ish.

So another -For the next phase of -So like 15 years down the road after

this one's off the ground?

16

MR. STROZIER:

17

MS. HERTEL:

Yes, probably at the soonest.
All right.

So that's when the

18

aquatic center occurs and will accommodate the zoning on the

19

next phase.

20
21
22
23

MR. STROZIER:

We -- we don't know at this point,

but it's -MS. HERTEL:

But on this phase now, the population

that you're using dictates one-and-a-half aquatic centers.

24

MR. STROZIER:

25

MS. HERTEL:
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1

that you've got proposed.

2

that live in this area have to wait another 15 years to get

3

their other half aquatic center.

4

you'd round up and get these people better services for the

5

first 15 years.
MR. STROZIER:

I think it just seems like

So there will -- I understand the

7

question and the -- and the concern.

I think that the way

8

that will work is that there will probably be some overlap

9

in the planning, design, and implementation of the next

10

Level B Master Plan.

So we don't want to -- you don't want

11

to finish, get everything done and then have a delay in

12

terms of getting the next phase ready to go.

13

be planning and anticipation for that, and really those --

14

the implementation of those facilities is really geared

15

towards population, and if -- if there needs to be a site if

16

things happen sooner, if -- if the absorption and the

17

development takes place on a faster schedule, then those

18

facilities could be -- come online sooner in the process.

19

Whether they're located on this side of the line or that

20

side of the line, I think that's -- that's a question, and

21

if it's the desire to look at bringing those -- at least

22

thinking about the siting of those within this area as

23

oppose to do pushing them into the next development area, we

24

just -- and I -- I think in reality that conversation gets

25

done with the Staff in terms of the best -- the best

So there will
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1

location for those facilities so that they serve the most

2

people, the most conveniently, and if it's desired that we

3

look at potentially moving those facilities into this area,

4

it will be implemented, you know, in discussion with Staff

5

at the appropriate time.

6

MS. HERTEL:

Sure.

It's likewise with community

7

centers.

It's one-and-a-half community centers, and it just

8

seems like that the initial group of residents could be

9

shortchanged, and then I'm hearing you use words like, "It

10

probably could happen this way or could happen that way,"

11

and that doesn't sounds definitive enough to cover it.

12
13
14
15
16

MR. STROZIER:

Right.

At some point our crystal

ball is -- we're trying to look out at that.
MS. HERTEL:

Yeah, I know some of that is

supposition and whatnot.
MR. STROZIER:

Right, and how long these things --

17

and how long that absorption takes, and if -- and as was

18

commented, the great -- after the great recession, the --

19

our population growth went to I think -- went to negative

20

during the recession, and it's picked back up, and in

21

Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque, it's -- it's

22

-- we have been seeing some growth and, in fact, those

23

population projections that I referenced, when we started

24

the process for Level A, we were utilizing the 2035 MTP and

25

the population projects that had been done prerecession, and
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they were very much higher --

2

MS. HERTEL:

3

MR. STROZIER:

Right.

I'm sure.

-- than the new.

So these -- these

4

population projections that we've been using are

5

significantly lower and changed dramatically from 2035 to

6

2040 from their planning.

7

and those get adjusted every five years as part of that

8

process.

9
10

MS. HERTEL:

So we have -- we -- we use that,

Okay.

I've got a couple more

questions.

11

MR. STROZIER:

12

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.
In your matrix, and unfortunately

13

there's no number.

It's an entry where it says is the

14

hearing date is 6-26, but it has to do with land use and

15

open space and what's going to be set aside, and then the

16

comment, your comment is this is going to be part of the

17

Development Agreement.

18

this time because it's going to be part of the Development

19

Agreement, so not the purview of this -- of this group.

20

MR. STROZIER:

21

MS. HERTEL:

So basically not responded to at

Correct.
And you've got that comment on a

22

number of things, and some of them I get it.

It's related

23

to funding, and I understand that you're trying to defer

24

those to the Development Agreement, but not all of these.

25

Not all the ones that have that, "This will be part of the
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1

Development Agreement," are related to funding.

2

you need -- I'm going to suggest you go back and kind of

3

revise those comments, because --

4

MR. STROZIER:

5

MS. HERTEL:

We'll take a look at those.

-- it is not out of our purview.

6

is to be looked at by this group.

7

MR. STROZIER:

It

And I will -- I will certainly do

8

that, and I would suggest if you have specific ones that

9

you've identified, if you share that with Ms. VerEecke, with

10

the Staff, they can provide that to us.

11

that I address those specifics.

12

all of those, but if you have specific ones that you have

13

identified, if you pass those along, we will certainly --

14

MS. HERTEL:

Sure.

I can make sure

So certainly I will look at

I actually have five, five

15

right here, and I recognize the system where you use the

16

word "funding" that you were trying to make --

17

MR. STROZIER:

Okay.

And there may -- so your

18

comment, there may be other aspects that do need to be

19

addressed as part of this process, and we will try and

20

address those.

21

MS. HERTEL:

22

MR. STROZIER:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MR. TOPMILLER:

25

morning to you.

Okay.
Okay.
All right.

Go ahead.
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1

Bohannon Huston.

2

team for this Level B submittal.

3

is 7500 Jefferson, Northeast, Albuquerque, 87109.

If you need it, my address

We will look at an outline today.

My presentation is

5

generally as follows:

We want to review some of the

6

analysis of the more significant existing conditions,

7

environmental conditions on the property.

8

review the storm water and the water and sanitation sewer

9

master plan from a high level and look at those conditions

I will also

10

of approval that came out of the Level A process.

11

a quick check-in on Planned Communities Criteria, and then

12

we'll have a concluding statement.

13

We'll do

I won't spend any time on this when you've probably

14

seen it.

15

have it for reference, and we'll begin now with the existing

16

environmental conditions look.

17

This is the level B land-use plan.

I just want to

Primarily we are addressing PCC, which asks for

18

analysis of really many environmental factors in the Level B

19

plan area, but in the interest of time, we're just going to

20

hit on some of the significant ones and let you see those.

21

They include drainage -- or floodplains really, and what

22

that means to the drainage patterns there, soils, slopes,

23

and groundwater, and I'll really just hit groundwater real

24

quick right now.

25
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1

much saline.

2

deep, include being hot, above average in terms of

3

temperature and also acidic.

4

varies quite a bit, but in general, you might say it's 700

5

to 1,000 feet below the surface through much of the -- of

6

the plan.

Its issues include being

When I say it's deep, it

We talked about floodplain maps and the -- what it

8

tells us about drainage on santolina Level B.

9

lines are shown within the Level B area.

The blue

They are

10

floodplains, and in here we see there are really few FEMA

11

floodplains in the area, and as a result, really it's kind

12

of telling there are few major or distinctive floodplains or

13

floodways in the Level B.

14

process.

15

Engineers, and so County, AMAFCA, and FEMA would be involved

16

if we want to change those.

17

those in place but not always perhaps.

18

Altering these floodways is a

It is a federal process through the Corps of

Often we'll try to work with

The other thing you'll notice is a few three -- kind of

19

to the left of the picture there are three closed-loop blue

20

lines, which are representing depressions, natural

21

depression within the ground that was mentioned by County

22

staff, and what happens there is those are significant

23

depressions and really the drainage from the property or

24

drainage from those depressions and their basins does not

25

reach the river.
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We also did a -- did a soils map, and what we see

2

looking at this Level B imposed over the entire Level A area

3

is that all of the major Santolina soils group are

4

represented in the Level B plan area.

5

colors throughout Level A as in Level B.

6

you might guess, these are sandy soils on the West Mesa

7

area, and then we also find that both federal agencies, like

8

NCRS and our own geotechnical report that we prepared at

9

Level A and Level B are stated in that these soils are

You see all the same
Predominantly as

10

developable, and there's no doubt that developable means

11

that there are different levels of mitigation required for

12

one spot versus another, but they're all developable with

13

mitigation efforts.

14

MS. KELLY:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. KELLY:

17

Mr. Chair.
Hold on just a minute.

James, in the plan there's a

geotechnical section.

18

MR. TOPMILLER:

19

MS. KELLY:

Yes.

And it says that there's, "Preliminary

20

recommendation on foundation design based on slopes,

21

grading, soil conditions."

22

-- is that like a new recommendation that's different from

23

other places in the County because of the sandy soils?

24

then my other question is will those be incorporated into

25

regulatory standards?

Is it -- is that different than

And
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MR. TOPMILLER:

So here's -- here's my best

2

attempt at responding, Mr. Chair, Commissioner.

3

prepare a preliminary, and the term "preliminary" means

4

basically this time that they did a rough look at 20 or so

5

sites, drilled.

6

and most of them, probably around 20 feet.

7

We did

I think we got to 60 feet in some of them,

It's preliminary because they are so -- by the time you

8

get to a residential subdivision or individual commercial

9

lots, you're going to have individual spot locations that

10

could change the recommendations, and some -- some sites are

11

going to need more mitigation than other sites, and those --

12

and that can be regulated more at the building permit time,

13

because again, at that point you're looking site by site.

14

You're dealing with geological conditions on a site-by-site

15

basis, and so I -- you say regulatory.

16

going to -- most of that regulation is going to be done at

17

that time, the building permit, foundation.

18

MS. KELLY:

19

MR. TOPMILLER:

20

I'm thinking you're

And is that how it happens?
That's how it happens.

That's how

it happens.

21

MS. KELLY:

Now --

22

MR. TOPMILLER:

At this point we -- what we've

23

tried to do is simply point out that some geological

24

analysis was done, and it was across -- we didn't pick

25

spots.
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1

and it looks quite developable.

2

MS. KELLY:

3

MR. TOPMILLER:

Thank you.
The yellow

4

and greens are predominant on there, which is basically a

5

slope between zero and five percent, and you see that's a

6

significant part of the development area of Santolina.

7

you see the really dark colors, purple, blue, depending what

8

you see in color range, note that those are -- you know, the

9

master plan itself is distributed those for escarpment areas

10

and open space areas.

11

that.

12

All right.

When

So we use the slope map to help us do

We're going to talk about drainage next,

13

and Level A conditions of approval related to storm water

14

and drainage were essentially two.

15

these things, but essentially there were two.

16

talking about some tweaks to any inconsistencies within the

17

-- within the Level A drainage plan, even the submitted --

18

the second submitted, the addendum one.

19

those tweaks are still kind of in front of us, but they're

20

extremely minor, and the next thing was making sure that any

21

future Level B storm water, which now we're at Level B

22

stage, addressed and required compliance with the EPA MS4

23

requirements, and you've heard a lot about MS4 here already.

24
25

I collapsed some of
One was

So I think some of
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1

full-build real quickly.

2

this -- with the Level B drainage is two part.

3

is -- the first one is on-site management.

4

those natural depressions that we've talked about, that is

5

really, truly on-site management.

6

with development, those flows are going to stay within that

7

natural basin area.

9

Where we have

We will, even if -- even

In other areas, we will discharge developed flows as
Level B develops to existing AMAFCA facilities, primarily to

10

the east and extending down the escarpment.

11

full-build plan and 2025 plan.

12

One of them

Some key points about drainage is this:

So we had a

One is that we

13

complied with the Level A storm water master plan, which was

14

approved with some tweaks as I mentioned, still need to do.

15

Jurisdictions have included the County and AMAFCA, and I

16

show a private there -- in the future there will be some

17

"private jurisdictions."

18

because some of the drainage facilities will be managed by

19

-- at that level.

20

discharged through existing drainage facilities.

21

pointed that out a moment ago.

22

is County ownership and maintenance.

23

storm drain channels and storm drains, dam facilities,

24

whatnot.

25

This would be developer HOA,

Level B drainage is captured on site or
I kind of

Roadway drainage generally
AMAFCA owns the major
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1

on light-impact development, water harvesting, conservation,

2

MS4 requirements for water quality, so we're hitting all

3

those, and they're not ignored in our -- in our plan.
All right.

Quickly moving onto water and sanitary

5

sewer, the Level A conditions of approval, there were

6

multiple.

7

them, and this is really what those -- those are saying is a

8

Development Agreement is needed.

9

timing, responsibility, and maintenance.

There are more than one, but I tried to collapse

It needs to address
It covers a list

10

of things you see there, supply, infrastructure, usage,

11

conservation, reuse, and phasing.

12

negotiations that are happening right now.

13

So those are part of the

And so where are we with the ABC -- I'm going to say

14

ABCWUA.

15

Utility Authority -- where are we with that agreement?

16

there has been some discussions already.

17

to that perhaps.

18

low-level, framework-like discussions that have been going

19

on for quite sometime.

20

management strategy, public hearings that you've perhaps

21

heard about already just in the paper, word of mouth,

22

whatever.

23

part of what's happening with the timing of the Development

24

Agreement with the Water Authority.

25

That's the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water
And

So this will add

We've said there have been some initial

There are also water resource

That is a part of -- in fact, that process is a
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1

Water Authority with key development information, and we've

2

done that; been feeding it to them over time.

3

like water demands and population concepts, phasing as the

4

Level B proposes it, et cetera, what land uses are and how

5

much water they'll use versus the next land use.

6

And with that, over those time -- over that same time

7

period and today even, the Authority is providing capacity

8

and infrastructure studies, and that information we gave

9

them, it's -- it's turned into those studies.

And there has

10

been an initial DA draft submitted to the Water Authority

11

for talking points, for beginning a more detailed discussion

12

of this language and this paragraph and so on.

13

hasn't gone very far yet, but it is in front of them.

14

So what's next?

And that

There is a -- we're going to move from

15

the serviceability letter that you saw with the Level A

16

process to what's called an availability letter, which is

17

much more specific and really needed a lot of information

18

from the Level B submittal.

19

talk about that, where the timing of where the Water

20

Authority is today.

21

Keep that in mind, too, as we

The Level B submittal gave them additional information,

22

more detailed information, which helped them to do better

23

capacity infrastructure studies, and then, of course,

24

finally, the Development Agreement is where we're all

25

headed.
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Like drainage, there are full-build and 2025 conceptual

2

water and sewer master plans.

3

the PCC criteria, we needed to provide these, and

4

"conceptual" is the term there.

5

full-build and phased plans so the Level B has these

6

particular drawings in them.

7

You know, in accordance with

Water and sanitary sewer

Understand that from a water perspective, it's a fairly

8

simple standard level of service concept, and that is, we

9

have infrastructure on the north side of I-40, which is

10

highly underutilized, greatly underutilized, which is not

11

good for tires.

12

good for sewer systems.

13

system there, it's good to use it.

It's not good for water system.

It's not

You want to -- when you have a

14

So the idea here for this early phase, this first

15

phase, this first Level B is to utilize that infrastructure

16

and bring it south, and so you see the lines that are

17

extending south into the Level B from north of I-40.

18

So that is using water from -- physical water from

19

existing system.

20

really isn't a water supply exhibit.

21

differently.

22

things fall under water supply.

23

We call there efficient.

Note that this

That's addressed

Water supply charges, payments, those kinds of

So here's the sewer full-build.

24

MS. KELLY:

25

MR. TOPMILLER:
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1

3

Mr. Chair, I have a couple of

questions about the water before you move into the sewer.
So I saw that in the water supply charge discussion in

4

the plan that there's contemplation that WALH will provide

5

funding for acquisition of water rights.

6
7

MR. TOPMILLER:

10
11

Yes, and that is the water supply

charge concept.

8
9

So --

MS. KELLY:

So it's understood that there's

additional water rights required in order to serve
Santolina?
MR. TOPMILLER:

Well, Mr. Chair, Commissioner,

12

it's difficult to answer.

13

have for me might be difficult to answer simply because the

14

Water Authority is going to make that call.

15

that additional water supply by new water rights is not

16

needed, then they're going to -- they're going to do this in

17

a different way.

18

self-sustaining and at no net expense to existing customers,

19

and so that can be done a lot of ways.

20

going out to -- to buy additional water rights right now.

21

Many questions that you might

If they feel

They're key thing is Santolina needs to be

MS. KELLY:

It may not mean

And I have a real physical question.

22

Typically water is extended via trunk zones, right?

23

saw that there's a trunk zone, the Atrisco trunk zone.

24

MR. TOPMILLER:

25

MS. KELLY:

And I
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from College.

2

Is that --

MR. TOPMILLER:

Typically, Mr. Chair,

3

Commissioner, "typically" is the right word.

It's just

4

there are often physical reasons to change that, and so you

5

see that at Mesa del Sol, which draws from -- I forget the

6

trunk names now but it brings it across the Tijeras Arroyo,

7

and now, you're in a different trunk, but it made sense,

8

because you got -- Mesa del Sol is an appendage.

9

is an appendage that needs water, and right up here is a

Santolina

10

trunk with a lot of capacity, and so you make practical

11

decisions to preserve the infrastructure and use it

12

efficiently, and so, yes, you're right.

13

do that.

14

MS. KELLY:

15

MR. TOPMILLER:

16

MS. KELLY:

17

MR. TOPMILLER:

18
19
20

Typically we don't

And then -And may I also say --

Yeah.
-- I don't know what the Water

Authority's going to actually say in the end.
MS. KELLY:

So that's still a subject of

discussion?

21

MR. TOPMILLER:

22

MS. KELLY:

Exactly.

And then my last water question is

23

that, I saw that the area to the west of Shelly Road

24

couldn't be served by water zone 7W, and so they said

25

temporary water service from 8W might be allowed.
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would that be?

2

MR. TOPMILLER:

Well, that's why it gets pretty

3

jumbled up in that area, in that industrial park area up

4

there in terms of showing blue lines, which are water

5

infrastructure, and I believe the notes says -- which would

6

be note 6, if you had it in your plan.

7

water" -- no.

8

what I'm looking at.

9

lies above water zone 7 based on -- and so development --

Here we go, note 4.

It says, "Localized

It's very small print on

"The western portion of the industrial

10

final service configuration shall be based on actual

11

circumstances timed development.

12

installation of private or public booster station, site

13

grading, land uses with no water use, connection to existing

14

line."

15

Service options include

Depending on what comes in -- for instance, if it's a

16

solar project, there is no water need.

17

quickly.

18

may get a metered service line extension.

19

ways we could do this, but ultimately for that area, we're

20

considering probably an elevated water tank such as you see

21

at Mesa del Sol.

22

We solve that one

If it's a -- if it's a real low water user, they
There's a lot of

Again, the Water Authority may change all of that, but

23

that has been some discussion that makes sense that was done

24

at Mesa del Sol, et cetera.

25

MS. KELLY:
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. TOPMILLER:

Thank you.

Go ahead.

So we now -- I'm just showing you

3

there is a phased plan for the water at 2025 and a phased

4

plan to sanitary sewer.

5

sewer planning at the Santolina Level B project is -- is

6

along these lines.

7

plan, and during that Level A process, remember that we did

8

receive a letter of ability and willingness to serve

9

Santolina.

We are complying with the Level A master

So we have gone that far with the Authority.

We

10

know that they are available to the Level B project; that

11

we've just reviewed the conceptual water and sewer plans,

12

and we've talked about how subject they are to change, and

13

this master plan includes -- I don't have it down here.

14

can see I filled the page, but the planning includes water

15

conservation, reuse concepts.

16

don't have them kind of all listed here, but they're --

17

they're in the -- they're in the framework of discussion.

18

The idea of extending services is based on efficient

19

utilization from existing water and sewer infrastructure,

20

and to some extent the Water Authority certainly has that in

21

mind, too.

22

are discussions and data sharing and capacity studies

23

ongoing at this very minute.

24
25

You

It's a big picture, and I

We do need that Development Agreement, and there
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1

First one is this:

2

recently in a Water Authority bond offering, they made this

3

statement, which we think is key to understanding.

4

Authority believes that the water received pursuant to the

5

contract for San Juan/Chama water and rights to Rio Grande

6

basin water" -- so that's surface water and

7

underground water -- "will be sufficient to support in

8

perpetuity a customer population of more than one million

9

people.

11

In fact,

"The

Furthermore, the current service population is

approximately 660,000."
So if you recognize that the difference there between

12

the million and 660,000 roughly is -- is roughly 350,000,

13

340,000, and then Level A Santolina is only 100,000 people.

14

There's a lot of room for development within the region that

15

is -- includes Santolina.

16

Furthermore, relative to this submittal and this

17

application, level -- our Level B application is 20-, 23,000

18

population.

19

we're a small fraction of the 340,000 that could be added.

20

We're a lot less than that one million, and

Second bullet talks about we're not unplanned.

21

Santolina Level B is not unexpected or unplanned for.

It is

22

a demand for water in the region, and any development and

23

any number of people could be that demand as opposed to

24

santolina.

25

Water Authority's region is growing, and Santolina is just a
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part of that.

2

And finally, if you're following the water resource

3

management strategy public hearings, the Water Authority is

4

moving to a hundred year plan, and they believe they can do

5

that.

6

like that.

7

I think I've read this.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Excuse me.

One of the

Commissioners has a question.

9
10

I'll say it with a caveat

MS. HERTEL:

I'm sorry.

I missed who authored the

report where it says there's a million and 660,000.

11

MR. TOPMILLER:

This came -- I'm sorry.

Mr.

12

Chair, Commissioner, this came from the Water Authority

13

itself.

It's -- they're their author.

14

MS. HERTEL:

15

MR. TOPMILLER:

16

MS. HERTEL:

17

The Albuquerque Bernalillo County -Yes.

Sorry, ABCW.

It's not like the state engineer

or --

18

MR. TOPMILLER:

19

MS. HERTEL:

20

MR. TOPMILLER:

No.

Okay.

Thank you.

Okay.

So I wanted to touch up

21

lastly with Planned Communities Criteria, and that is to say

22

that we were required to look at existing key site

23

environmental features.

24

conceptual drainage plan.

25

facilities -- facilities plans required by PCC.

We did that.

We need to provide

We provided that.
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1

water, sewer, drainage, transportation, and dry utilities,

2

and there's a Development Agreement with the Water Authority

3

and the County.

4

Water Authority's in process, and finally, we provided all

5

these master plans and have address the Level A conditions

6

of approval and have met with Staff and agency, et cetera.

7

With that, I stand for questions.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
questions.

Okay.

I've got -- I've got some

You know, the Water Authority, you know, you

10

read that water's available.

11

we understand this Board, we don't approve or disapprove

12

water going to -- one thing that is in front of us is that

13

Development Agreement.

14

going to be done by the July meeting?

15

One of the things that -- and

Now, is that Development Agreement

MR. TOPMILLER:

I do not believe it will so.

Any

16

further -- I'll leave process questions to Jim to talk

17

about, but I don't believe it will be done by that time, no.

18

And as I mentioned through my talk a while ago, some of that

19

is connected to -- by their own choice.

20

what did Level B look like and the current, ongoing water

21

resources management strategy public hearings, which we've

22

all heard about.

23

little bit further into this whole process by their own

24

desires.

25

It's connected to

So they're pushing this and pushing us a

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
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1

conditions that we had was we have a Development Agreement

2

between you and the Water Authority for approval of this

3

plan.

4

it with us, or is it with the County.

5

condition that this Board put on it, and it's a condition

6

that -- this Board is requesting a Development Agreement to

7

be able to approve this.

8

water.

9

have a big concern about that, of not having a water --

I think one of the questions that was asked is -- is

I know that we don't approve the

We can't -- that's between you and the thing, but I

10

Development Agreement between you and the -- and the Water

11

Authority.

12

your people and APS, too.

13

had on there, too.

14

things.

15

And, of course, it's not just you.

It's also

That's another condition that we

So, you know, we're looking at those

So, you know, I have -- I have some concerns with this.

16

You know, everybody's telling us, yes, we can provide it,

17

and everything.

18

provided, if there's an agreement to provide this water to

19

what we're trying to approve here in front of us.

We want to know if it's going to be

20

MR. TOPMILLER:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. HERTEL:

I understand.
Commissioner, you had a question.

Yes.

The location of your -- on the

23

location of your industrial in Level B Master Plan, can you

24

tell me how that area was chosen?

25

MR. TOPMILLER:
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1

Okay.

Well, it does say it's to

avoid groundwater contamination and thus that's why --

3

MR. TOPMILLER:

Oh, you're looking at that

4

particular.

Well, relative to the location of industrial to

5

groundwater, I think, which is what you're asking --

6

MS. HERTEL:

Yes.

7

MR. TOPMILLER:

-- I talked about a range to water

8

in that area.

That's the highest part of the project.

9

probably in that thousand plus feet range from -- to

It's

10

groundwater.

Contamination -- and then I mentioned the

11

groundwaters already pretty contaminated.

12

anyway.

13

your question, but the contamination of any water below from

14

something -- a thousand feet above in soil conditions like

15

this without fractured rock, there's -- there is no -- no

16

opportunity for water contamination in my engineering

17

perspective or judgment.

It's not usable

Maybe that's not appropriate to your answer -- to

18

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

19

MR. TOPMILLER:

20

MS. HERTEL:

21

MR. TOPMILLER:

So elevation was probably --

Elevation you say?

-- one of the main reasons for -Elevation's a big one, the depth

22

of the water, and think about septic tanks, and then in the

23

Valley, for instance, septic tanks and leech fields exist in

24

the Valley and been part of the state requirements, but the

25

water table is not that far down.
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1

takes tens of feet to provide pretty adequate cleansing of

2

water.

We're talking a thousand plus feet.

3

Okay.

Thank you.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. TOPMILLER:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

Okay.

Are you through?

I am.
Do we have any other questions?

If not, thank you very much.

9
10

That answers my question.

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you, James.

And I would just maybe add on to that, the conversation

11

from the land-use perspective on the industrial area.

We

12

have -- we have three existing uses out in that area on our

13

western boundary.

14

that is an existing use.

15

facility.

16

landfill.

One is a speedway that is an out parcel
We also have the County Detention

The jail is out there, and then we have the

17

So the three uses that we have out there in that area

18

today are not conducive to putting neighborhoods nearby as

19

it exists.

20

land-use planning, looking at identifying that western

21

portion of the property as appropriate for industrial-type

22

uses, and so that's part -- that was part of the thinking as

23

well that factors into that and which probably factored into

24

the location of some of those uses out there that are there

25

today, and so those are all -- those are all in place out

So that was another factor in terms of the
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2

there.
Also, just as I did talk to -- so as I mentioned, Nate

3

Perez from David Tausig and Associates is here, and I talked

4

to him while Mr. Topmiller was giving his presentation about

5

your question regarding getting to 1.5 and how -- he just

6

informed me that in terms of the fiscal analysis that they

7

do, they always -- they push those -- they round up.

8

don't necessarily round up from 1.5 to 2, but they always

9

push that up a little ahead in terms of their anticipation

10
11

They

of when facilities would come online.
So he said it was probably from than 1.5 to 1.7 in

12

terms of what they incorporate in their analysis, because

13

you know, once you get -- you reach a threshold, it's not

14

like once the County gets to the next 100 people or 200

15

people into that next threshold, they don't go out and build

16

those facilities ahead.

17

there to serve it, and so in our fiscal analysis, we look at

18

those levels of service, and they do try and push that

19

forward as opposed to holding it back in that analysis, and

20

if we get much more detailed than that, I'll have to get

21

Nate to respond to the question, which he's available to do.

22

MS. HERTEL:

They wait 'til the population is

Okay.

And if you push it forward,

23

then a location in Level B has to be designated for that

24

potential pushing it forward.

25

MR. STROZIER:
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. STROZIER:

Anything else?

3

are for, if we proceed with the July hearing, is to have,

4

number one, a complete redlined version of the Level B

5

Master Plan that incorporates all the changes, a compiled

6

set of the matrices, and with the comments that were

7

received today in terms of numbering and also looking at and

8

making modifications as necessary to those ones where we

9

have deferred it to the Level B Development Agreement, we

10

will address those and pull those out separately by that.

11

And then we would assume that recommended findings and

12

conditions would come out of that process as well.

13

would be recommended by Staff to you all before any

14

recommendation to the BCC.

15

That

I -- I guess I would like to just really quickly

16

address the comment about the Development Agreement with the

17

Water Authority, and there's just a couple of points, and

18

one is, when we look at that, there's -- just to put it in

19

perspective, we really only -- I think you asked the

20

question of what's typical, how long does it take, our frame

21

of reference in terms of a similar kind of project is Mesa

22

del Sol.

23

Mesa del Sol, the Water Utility Authority Development

24

Agreement was not entered into until after the Level B

25

Master Plan was approved, and -- and so what we have -- so
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1

we have a condition which we have been -- number one, we

2

have started our discussions with the Water Authority about

3

the Development Agreement late last year.

4

it's not like we have waited to start any discussions with

5

his the Water Authority until -- until now or late in the

6

process.

7

have been waiting on two things.

8

the Level B planning area and land uses and that process and

9

additional information on how development will occur, and

10

then they're also working on their water resources master

11

plan.

They -- as Mr. Topmiller pointed out, they really
One is a better sense of

So as another governmental entity, we have -- we can't

13

-- we can't make them move that forward faster or slower,

14

but we are working with them and have been working with them

15

to try and get an agreement in place.

16

would like consideration from this Body that that

17

Development Agreement be addressed between the County

18

Planning Commission and the County Commission in terms of

19

approval.

20

We understand and

I will point out, I did -- I have looked at the

21

recommended conditions that came out of the CPC for Level A

22

and the final BCC approved conditions, and there were

23

significant changes that were made to the three -- there are

24

basically three conditions that addressed the Water

25

Authority and that Agreement.
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1

modified as part of the process from your recommendation to

2

what was adopted by the County Commission.
So we would just ask -- respectfully ask that you

4

consider that as we move forward.

5

done.

6

master planning process.

7

we speak, and they're -- I think that they're looking at

8

this Level B plan.

9

the egg on this a little bit in trying to make sure that

10
11

We're trying to get that

They are in the middle of their water resources
They're having public meetings as

So we get caught between the chicken and

we're doing what needs to be done.
We have been in front of them early, because we knew

12

that this was a condition that was placed on us by the BCC;

13

that we have to get this done prior to Level B approval, and

14

we understand that that's going to need to be done.

15

would just request that since we are likely to have several

16

hearings at the BCC level and dealing with the Development

17

Agreement as -- in concert with that, that you all allow

18

this to move forward with the recognition that it can't get

19

adopted without that agreement in place.

20

MR. MALRY:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MR. MALRY:

23

We

Thank you.

Mr. Chairman.
Go ahead, Commissioner.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Jim, hour next hearing is July 21st --

24

MR. STROZIER:

25

MR. MALRY:
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1

you think you'll -- will that, first of all, give you enough

2

time to get things lined up to move forward?

3

MR. STROZIER:

4

MR. MALRY:

Yes.

5

have a -- you may not -- you may or may not have an answer

6

regarding the water situation; is that correct?

7

MR. STROZIER:

Correct.

I would love to be able

8

to say that we will definitely have that agreement

9

negotiated and in place by the Water Authority, but I -- I

10

don't -- I don't think that's going to happen, and it's --

11

once again, it's -- we are beholden to them and their

12

process, going through that.

13

been pushing on that from quite a while ago so --

14

MR. MALRY:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
And, Jim, I understand you're

beholden to them, but we're not.

17

MR. STROZIER:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

We are working on it and have

Right.
And I don't even see anybody from

the Water Authority here today to answer any questions.

20

MR. STROZIER:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Right.
And, you know, as far as I'm

22

concerned, it's going to be pretty hard to move this on

23

without that, and we're here to recommend to the County --

24

and you said that the County on the Development Agreements,

25

there were some things that were changed --
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1

MR. STROZIER:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
those things?

4

act on this?

5

-- according to water.

What were

I mean, did they anywhere direct us to not

MR. STROZIER:

No.

I think -- I think one of the

6

clarifications was in the specific language about approve --

7

"prior to approval of the Level B plans" was incorporated

8

into that.

9

recommended by this Body and what was actually adopted, and

That language changed slightly from what was

10

I have -- there's a number of changes that occurred.

11

think in substance you're correct, Mr. Chairman, that this

12

Body recommended that a condition that required a

13

Development Agreement with the Water Authority be done --

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MR. STROZIER:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

I

And that --- prior to Level B approval.
And that condition was approved

at the County level?

18

MR. STROZIER:

And the County Commission approved

19

that, slightly different language.

20

that relate to that.

21

language a little bit, but if the basic premise that a water

22

agreement with the Water Authority be put in place, that's

23

-- and that's what we've been moving forward to try and

24

accommodate since we started this process so -- and we also

25

thought that the Water Authority might be here, but once

There's three conditions

All of them changed in terms of the
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again, I think they were invited.

2
3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

What do you mean they weren't

invited?

4

MR. STROZIER:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

everytime where we talk about water.

7

people here to represent their department everytime.

8

mean --

9
10
11
12

They were.

MR. STROZIER:

They have a schedule our hearings

I

I can't comment what they knew.

They were -- I think they were invited.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I didn't know I had to send them

a special invitation.

13

MR. STROZIER:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MR. STROZIER:

16

MS. KELLY:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MS. KELLY:

19

the fiscal analysis because --

20

Everytime they've had

Yes.

I don't think you do.

Thank you.
All right.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Chair.
Go ahead.

Are we going to have a discussion of

MR. STROZIER:

If you have specific questions, we

21

have -- we can certainly speak to -- there were in terms of

22

agency comments that we received, there were no comments on

23

the fiscal analyses that was provided.

24

So there was one that was done with the Level A, and that

25

was -- that was approved as part of that, and then there was

That was provided.

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

1

TR- 84
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3091

6.A.e

1

one that was specifically done and turned in as part of the

2

Level B analysis.

We have not gotten specific comments

3

relative to that.

So we did not address that in this

4

presentation.
Once again, Nate Perez is here from David Tausig and

6

Associates, and we're happen to have him address any

7

questions, present you a summary of what that provided, at

8

your pleasure.

9

MS. KELLY:

I would like that.

He's here, and

10

it's been a big issue for the public, and I'd like to hear

11

it.

12
13
14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

What is it specifically you want

to hear?
MS. KELLY:

Well, I guess my basic question is,

15

first of all, I haven't -- all be honest with you, I haven't

16

digested the Level B fiscal analysis.

17

but there's a lot of public comment to the effect that the

18

economic analysis for Level A did not include an assessment

19

of whether TIDs were going to be in play.

20

MR. STROZIER:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I'm not an economist,

Okay.
And that there was

22

representations at the BCC that TIDs would not be sought,

23

and the public has now brought it to our attention, and I

24

don't know the details or facts of it that TIDs have been

25

sought, and so I'm wondering if that's somewhat of a game
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1

changer for the Level B analysis.

2

MR. STROZIER:

Okay.

We can -- we can speak to

3

that.

I would just make the comment that, just to be clear,

4

at the Level A discussion TIDs were not -- TIDs and PIDs

5

were not on the table at that time.

6

reflected in the conversation and the presentations at that

7

time that as a -- as a potential future tool, those could be

8

sought, and so the fact that they were not being sought at

9

that time was correct.

There has been an

10

application filed relative to those that -- once again, that

11

goes through a different process, but we can -- we can

12

certainly speak to that if -- Mr. Chairman, if you would

13

like, we can have Nate come down and address that questions.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, since it's not something

15

that we're going to thing -- so he can come and address it,

16

you know, but be quick about it so that -- because it's not

17

something that we're going to --

18

MS. HERTEL:

I have another question that kind of

19

relates to the economic and the -- and the open space, and

20

this is from your matrix, and I'm going to read the comment

21

from environmental open space, and it says, "The open space

22

network calls for setting aside major open space, parks,

23

trails, corridors, setting aside various bits of open space,

24

trails, corridors," et cetera, and then your comment or the

25

applicant's comment is, "The land B Developed Agreement will
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1

address open space, parks, and trails.

2

Agreement will be submitted to the County Manager."
So I interpret that that you're saying, well, because

4

that may be -- is a financial thing, so we're just going to

5

put the whole parks and trails thing up to the other

6

Commission?

7

MR. STROZIER:

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner, so in

8

terms of -- and I think we provided this as part of our

9

handout to you, the modifications to page 16 and 17 of the

10

document that reference the levels of service for the very

11

basic -- for the various parks and recreation facilities and

12

the text that we have updated relative to that is provided

13

to you.

14

changes with regard to neighborhood and community scale

15

parks and quantified the open space and park areas that have

16

been designated at this time.

17

believe that we have addressed the Parks and Open Space

18

questions and comments.

19

We have adjusted the land-use plan to reflect those

So from a plan standpoint, we

Relative to the fiscal side of that, the funding and

20

when things happen, that is more appropriately dealt with as

21

part of the Development Agreement in terms of the financial

22

aspects of that and timing aspects of that.

23

So we've identified them in the plan area.

We have

24

located them on the land-use plan, and in some case,

25

conceptually.
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the park areas.

2

trail network that is part of the Level B land-use plan, and

3

so -- so some of those things we have addressed in changes

4

that we have made and specific modifications to the Level B

5

plan, and some will be dealt with in the Development

6

Agreement.

7

everything related to the Parks and Open Space to the

8

Development Agreement.

9

comments in the actual plan document and the master plan

10
11
12

We've identified our internal open space

So I don't want it -- we didn't just kick

We have addressed a number of those

map, itself.
MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Then I'm going to suggest that

you might want to look -- revisit that comment --

13

MR. STROZIER:

14

MS. HERTEL:

Elaborate on it, yes.
Revise it to say that, you know, the

15

location, et cetera, the space that's set aside but perhaps

16

just maintenance --

17

MR. STROZIER:

18

MS. HERTEL:

Maintenance and operation.
-- can develop in a -- because this

19

does not adequately represent what you're -- what you're

20

saying right now.

21
22

MR. STROZIER:

I agree, and we will -- and we will

take care of that.

23

MS. HERTEL:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

All right.
Okay.

question you want to ask him?

Thank you.
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1

of time on something that we're not going to act on here,

2

but if you need information --

3

MS. KELLY:

4

act on TIDs but, I do think that within the context of all

5

of the planning documents that we're asked to look at with

6

regard to this proposal, no net expense is always part of

7

it.

8

level and not the specific dollar amounts, et cetera, but to

9

me, understanding that TIDs are being applied for might

So I think that we're entitled to understand at some

10

relate to phasing questions.

11

if seems like the expert on the economic analysis is here.

12

We should take advantage of that.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I mean, I just don't know, and

Well, you know, we -- we're

14

probably going to recommend on the County a no net expense.

15

That's what we're recommending.

16

negotiated with the County Commission, I don't know if they

17

negotiated already or not, or they're just thinking about

18

it.

19

I don't want -- I don't want -- really want to hear about

20

how TIDs work, because it's not something that I --

I think that's what we need to know, you know.

21
22

MR. PEREZ:

25

I mean,

I could give about 30, 45 seconds

perhaps.

23
24

And if TIDs are going to be

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Okay.

Go ahead.

Try to
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morning, Commissioners Nathan Perez, Managing Director --

2
3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

This is a meeting of information,

so --

4

MR. PEREZ:

5

Good to see many of you again.

6

A process as well.

7

only the Level A, but each of the Level Bs, which will roll

8

up into the Level A and then each of the Level Cs which will

9

be further fractionalized, that no net expense continues,

10
11

-- of David Tausig and Associates.
I was here during the Level

Important to remember, embedded in not

and it has to be met at every level.
Additionally, it also has to be met with any TID or PID

12

application.

Those applications are on a review by the

13

County, but they're baked into there as well.

14

these applications and analyses start conflicting with each

15

other and we start sort of blowing or not satisfying any the

16

tests, we would not be able to get approval and continue

17

within each of those individual processes.

18

net expense within TID, within PID, and then Level A, B, and

19

C here as well.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. PEREZ:

Okay.

So if any of

So there's no

Do you --

I mean, they are interrelated, of

22

course, but the models for each accommodate, and you know,

23

the expectation will satisfy at each stage as well.

24
25

MS. KELLY:
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the Santolina area for Level B.

2

MR. PEREZ:

Uh-huh, for the entire site.

3

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

4

MR. PEREZ:

For Level A, yes.

5

MS. KELLY:

To me, not knowing what an application

6

looks like, wouldn't it be interesting to know does one of

7

them cover an aquatic center?

8

expansion?

9

schools?

Does one of them cover water

Does one of them cover drainage, open space,
I have no idea.

Do they have specific areas that

10

they're targeting so we might have a better idea of where

11

transportation infrastructure is envisioned, for example?

12

You know, DOT expressed a lot of concerns about the

13

impact of these developments on DOT roads and that there was

14

not public financing available for those.

15

you put the TIDs into the mix, does it make Level B a net

16

expense?

17
18

Should we not be looking at that?
MR. PEREZ:

The TIDs could not be approved if it

could not satisfy that test.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MR. PEREZ:

21
22
23
24
25

I have no idea if

Well --

They've not been approved at the time.

They're under review.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It hasn't been approved, so we

can't say that it's going to be part of this plan.
MS. KELLY:
process for TIDs.
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that hears it?

2

MR. PEREZ:

The Commission will hear it, and it

3

will be in negotiations with the County.

We've submitted

4

several large binders, quite large.

5

are well in excess of anything that's been submitted in the

6

Level A, Level B.

I mean, the analyses

7

MS. KELLY:

So are they heard one at a time?

8

MR. PEREZ:

It's in essence sort of a one large

9
10

TID that's sort of be fractionalized for phasing and
neighborhood purposes so -- but they will --

11
12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Is it approved just by the County

Commission or is there a commission to -- for --

13

MR. STROZIER:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

this goes to?

It will be the County.
-- that this goes to this?

Is it the Commission?

16

MR. PEREZ:

Uh-huh.

17

MS. KELLY:

So will they be hearing the TIDs

18

That

before they'll be hearing this plan?

19

MR. PEREZ:

What's the timing of that?

20

MR. STROZIER:

I don't know the timing -- Mr.

21

Chairman, Commissioner Kelly, I'm not sure the specific

22

timing.

23

Improvement District applications of which there are -- so

24

PIDs and TIDs are different -- different tools, that the

25

PIDs are likely to be heard sooner than the TIDs.

My understanding is that the PIDs, the Public
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1

applications require a higher level of review is my

2

understanding, and once again, as nate as mentioned, I've

3

seen the binders.

4

those myself, but they are extensive analyses for each of

5

those applications.
And the PID is a -- is a relatively, I'm going to say

7

that, simpler process in terms of the analysis and the

8

overview.

9

process, and then the TIDs -- how that relates to Level B is

10

-- I would -- my crystal ball is not that good as to whether

11

or not that will be before them at the same time, before or

12

after.

13

So that is likely to proceed faster through that

MR. PEREZ:

And their financial consultants are

14

working through the cash flows and the packages associated

15

with them as well.

16

MS. KELLY:

"Their", their financial --

17

MR. STROZIER:

18

MR. PEREZ:

The County's.

19

MS. KELLY:

So if you put all the binders in

The County's.

20

order, 1 through 40, does it tell you the phasing that's

21

envisioned for Level B?

22

MR. PEREZ:

As best we understand at this time,

24

MS. KELLY:

Well, gosh, that would be --

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

yes.
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him.

2

MR. PEREZ:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. KELLY:

5

Yeah.
I don't want one.

What about a summary of each

application?

6

MR. PEREZ:

Sure.

7

MS. KELLY:

That would be really helpful to me.

8

MR. PEREZ:

Yeah.

9

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yeah.

And if anybody wants to go to

11

the County Commission hearing and express your concerns on

12

this --

13

MR. PEREZ:

But also an important segue, the Level

14

B under discussion today satisfies under our review of the

15

no net expense test as the Level A did given sort of the

16

heavy non-residential land uses on the site.

17

encouraging.

18

that lost.

19

So very

So I just wanted to make that point, not have

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yeah.

I just want to make sure

20

that we're not recommending that they approve them.

21

not recommending that they look at them.

22

concerned, it's a no net expense package that's going from

23

us to them.

24

MR. PEREZ:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

We're

As far as we're

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

1

All right.
Okay.

Any other questions?

TR- 94
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3101

6.A.e

Okay.

2

MR. PEREZ:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

Thank you.
We're going to take a break.

we need one?

5

MS. HERTEL:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

few-minute break.

8

(Note:

9

Yeah.
Okay.

We'll take just a

Deposition in recess at 11:35 a.m.
and reconvened at 11:49 a.m.)

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

back.

12

up real quick, and --

13

MR. BARNEY:

Okay.

Let's get this meeting

Parks and Recreation, are you here?

Would you come

Morning, Chairman Chavez, Members of

14

the Commission.

15

manager for Parks, Recreation, and Open Space for the

16

County, and I just wanted to -- I really appreciate the

17

opportunity to share any comments, and I was at another

18

hearing, the CDRA hearing this morning.

19

appreciate you taking time to hear my comments.

20

Do

My name is John Barney.

How do we turn on this?

Okay.

I am the planning

So I really

Chairman Chavez,

21

Members of the Planning Commission, in general from a Parks

22

and Rec standpoint, I don't feel like there's enough

23

information here relative to this level of a plan for us

24

really to make a recommendation.

25

more that's been included since the Level A plan, but I
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1

think there's still a number of things we would like to see,

2

and my understanding, again, from reading the Planned

3

Community Criteria, this is essentially a sector plan.
Really need to -- in fact, under land-use, Level B, A

5

says, "Identification of land use by parcel, acreage, and

6

type, including residential, retail, commercial, other

7

non-residential space.

8

parks and in addition to the open space, which has been

9

identified, but where the park are going to be, where's the

So the idea that place is where

10

community centers going to be, where the aquatics facilities

11

are going to be is important part of us evaluating the plan,

12

and they're not currently in there.

13

Under A.4, "Delineation of open space system, parks,

14

recreation areas and links and land uses with identification

15

of proposed ownership, management and maintenance.

16

again, if you look at the exhibit here on page 17, which the

17

applicant has put together so show how they're meeting the

18

level of service standards required by the Parks, Recreation

19

and Open Space Master Plan, which is this document, which

20

was adopted in October of 2015 by the Bernalillo County

21

Commission, so all plans subsequent to that that come

22

forward are bound by this document.

23

So,

So if you look at the level of service being shown

24

there, first of all, there is -- there is no -- no

25

discussion about neighborhood parks or community centers or
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1

aquatic facilities -- I mean, there's one per each of those

2

two, but they're not located anywhere on this map here.

3

would like to see that those be located.
Furthermore, the fully inclusive playgrounds, we feel

5

like because it is such a substantial development at full

6

build-out, there should be a fully inclusive playground

7

included in it, because although it's not -- it won't reach

8

the full 1 per 50,000, it is -- this is actually the town

9

center, and so it would most likely be beneficially located

10
11

within this area.
Going down through some of the other facilities, as has

12

been previously mentioned by Commissioner Hertel, there --

13

they can came up with this motion of 1. -- or their math

14

shows 1.5 community centers and 1.5 aquatic facilities --

15

it's actually 1.54 if you do the math out, and I mean,

16

again, given the location, given this is going to be -- this

17

is one of the core areas of the plan where some the highest

18

intensity development is going to take place, we believe

19

there is a need for both those aquatics facilities and both

20

those communities centers, and in fact, we would also

21

recommend that -- that the community -- or I'm sorry, the

22

regional scale park come in with this application, which is

23

a little bit to the west of this area.

24

is so we can serve this part of the community in the future.

25

So, again, just this
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1

just let me summarize sort of, we would really like to see

2

the matrix reflect -- and we're willing to work with the

3

applicant on that, what we're -- our perception of what they

4

should be and also have those facilities located just so

5

that they actually meet our level of service standards.

6

Right now, the applicant is just showing that there's

7

going to be 183.6 acres of community parks.

8

are one scale of park.

9

neighborhood park.

Community parks

It doesn't take into the account the

There's various scales of facilities

10

that a community needs, and they're important.

11

just one facility that is needed, one type of facility.

12

With respect to dedication, we would like to see a

13

discussion, you know, in the -- in the plan reflect that all

14

the open spaces and park shown on this level will be --

15

basically are serving these communities or the future

16

communities of Santolina primarily and, therefore, should be

17

dedicated, which is at no charge to the County so that it

18

actually is a -- at no net expense to the County.

19

It is not

Next point really deals with the process of dedication

20

phasing.

It's not clear from the plan other than, you know,

21

as development occurs that these projects would be -- or

22

these facilities would come online, and the problem from my

23

perspective is we just -- we won't know how to be sure that

24

we're actually -- that those facilities are actually going

25

to be accounted for in the revenue stream from the new
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development in this area.

2

me and to us in Parks, we need more of a -- of a phasing

3

plan or at least some triggers that would be -- so at a

4

certain point, you know there's going to be a certain number

5

of residences or if Level C comes forward, then at that

6

point, you know, the neighborhood parks would be in the plan

7

and/or dedicated.

8

There needs to be -- it seems to

Right now, it's just -- it's all -- it's, like, looking

9

at this huge area with all these facilities in the future,

10

but we have no idea when they're going to come online, and

11

that has a huge impact from a fiscal standpoint for us, so

12

-- and it's going to -- I mean, because it's not just like

13

when a facility comes online, then that money magically

14

appears.

15

working, you know, through finance department and the County

16

Commission to be sure that the personnel -- that the budgets

17

reflect these new facilities coming online.

18

there's a considerable, you know, up-front process to that

19

for us, and so if there isn't really a definitive plan, at

20

least -- at least from their perspective how they think this

21

is going to -- how this develops in the future, there's no

22

way for us to really gauge that and plan for it.

We have to be planning ahead of time to be

So there's --

23

And I think, furthermore, you know, this is not

24

necessarily in any of the planning, you know, policies or

25

documentation anywhere, but from a Parks and Rec
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1

perspective, these are community facilities.

We -- what we

2

do with our master plan, what we do with all our planning

3

processes is we make sure the community has an opportunity

4

to give input and feedback on what is being proposed.

5

put this all off to the future as development unfolds or as

6

-- you know, or it's going to be in the Development

7

Agreement, it precludes the community from having

8

opportunity to weigh in on the types of facilities and how

9

they're going to be used and how they're needed by the
community, what they're going to be needed for.

11

-- that is on a concern of ours as well.

12

So that's

In respect to the fiscal analysis, there was some

13

comments that we had.

We're happy to visit with the

14

applicant afterwards.

We've been in conversation with them

15

from time to time about different things, and we've been --

16

we do have a working relationship, but there -- we do still

17

have some concerns that they don't correspondence -- that

18

the fiscal analysis doesn't really correspond to the matrix

19

that we would propose be used.

20

And so, therefore, I mean, especially given -- you

21

know, if we don't, again, know what -- how the phasing is

22

envisioned over time, we would want the fiscal -- how can we

23

know, again, that there's going to be enough money to

24

support them, and so that fiscal analysis needs to be -- to

25

dovetail with the phasing, whatever that is, so we can see,
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1

okay, you know, so this -- for example, if this part of the

2

area is going to come on first, okay.

3

many DUs does that represent?

4

in terms of tax dollars over time.

5

translate from, you know, directly to -- essentially to the

6

County's bottom line so we have enough money to pay for the

7

community facilities in that area, and that level of

8

analysis it's just done -- it's been done with overall Level

9

B area analysis, but it hasn't been drilled down to that,

Well, how many -- how

What does that then represent

10

and that's what's really going to effect us, because we

11

don't want, you know, a facility to come online that we

12

don't have the ability to fiscally support.

13

Anyway, I've said this two or three different ways, but

14

that's really a major concern of ours, and I think it gets

15

also to the TIDs, PIDs discussion that was raised earlier by

16

Commissioner Kelly, and I mean, if there's a PID or a TID,

17

it's my understanding that that's going to be -- you know,

18

that's -- would use -- would take a lot -- lot or most of

19

the tax dollars and basically put it into the development of

20

the capital infrastructure.

21

Well, that's great, but there's also the O and M costs,

22

and those are huge for us.

So we can't -- so we need to

23

make sure there is enough funding for both -- you know, if

24

there is going to be a PID or a TID in place, that there's

25

actually going to be sufficient funding, not just the
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capital portion of the project.

It's going to go to the PID

2

or TID, but there's going to be sufficient funding to --

3

coming to the County to then operate those facilities and

4

manage them and maintain them, and right now, it's not clear

5

to me that that is so.

6

I think in terms of the overall comments that are

7

specific to Parks and Recreation in here, I think that our

8

first comment is -- has been personally addressed with the

9

table narrative in the Level B plan relative to Parks and

10

recreation.

11

feel comfortable with that going forward.

12

haven't fully discussed with the applicant, but we had --

13

there has been effort to coordinate between us, between the

14

agent and us, and we'll look at that further, but if -- you

15

know, anyway, that's in process, but that hasn't been fully

16

addressed yet.

17

Our comment 2 has been addressed, and so we
Comment 3, we

I stand for questions.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I have a question.

You know,

18

when you're talking about the parks and the open space and

19

you're talking about the land hasn't been designated or

20

who's going to pay for what, is that -- is that negotiated

21

with the Development Agreement with the County Commission?

22

Is that something that -- it's not something that -- we know

23

where they're going to go, but we don't know who's going to

24

pay for them, or the land, is that donated, or where are

25

those agreements done?
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MR. BARNEY:

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

2

Commission, my understanding is -- I mean, their locations

3

and the number of them and kind of the acreage of what

4

they're -- that needs to be in the plan.

5

description of the phasing, so that we can know -- and the

6

phasing as it -- of the community facilities as it relates

7

to the development phasing in the future, and that needs to

8

be in the plan.

9

correct, the final dollars and cents piece, like how much

The -- at least a

So otherwise we can't -- but you're

10

will be paid for by who and at what point those get

11

triggered, that would be in the Development Agreement, but I

12

think the -- it is, again, my position that that strategy

13

should be defined more clearly in this plan so that in order

14

to inform you all's recommendation, Chairman Chavez and

15

Members of the Commission.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. NELSON:

Okay.

Question?

A little further clarification for

18

me.

Are we talking about two sets of costs?

There's

19

capital costs, and then as I understand it, I mean, who

20

maintains Parks and Rec?

Isn't it Bernalillo County?

21

MR. BARNEY:

Chairman --

22

MS. NELSON:

So you have costs associated with the

23

maintenance afterwards?

24
25

MR. BARNEY:

Is that what you're talking about?
That's correct.
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MS. NELSON:

So that's not something that the

2

developer is expected to cover, or it's got to be your --

3

your personal -- not personal, your department's budget --

4

personal budget.

5

something that you have to plan for if you know that there

6

are, you know, four parks coming on in the next five years

7

and you try to figure out how to get personnel and supplies.

8

Is that what you have to do?

No, let's not say that.

But that's

9

MR. BARNEY:

Yes, Chairman Chavez, Commissioner

10

Nelson, well, so yes.

11

so that we can actually maintain and operate those

12

facilities, but furthermore, I mean, the notion of no net

13

expense means that there is sufficient tax revenues coming

14

to the County to be able to -- to support those O and M

15

costs.

16

is very much at issue in this plan, and the adoption of this

17

plan is -- we need to be sure that there is not going to be

18

-- that these are coming in at no net expense to the County.

We need to be able to plan in advance

So it's not -- so that's why it does -- it is -- it

19

MS. NELSON:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

24
25

Thank you.

Any other questions?

Commissioner.

22
23

Okay.

MS. HERTEL:

Are all aquatic centers the same

MR. BARNEY:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

size?

not necessarily.
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1

aquatic facilities.

2

pool" we call it, and then the other is an indoor facility

3

that's operated -- it's operated year-round.

4

much more substantial facility.

5

both types of facilities, and then often as an adjunct, we

6

will also have -- may have a splash park or -- that may be

7

adjoining one of those.

8

purposes of our level of service standards, we just lump

9

them altogether.

We do not distinguish them.

10

our master plan.

We know that periodically we will need to

11

build what's called a regional facility or -- and we will be

12

-- we're working with the City and in some cases, APS to

13

identify where we're going to need a regional facility,

14

which would be that more indoor facility.
MS. HERTEL:

"Recreational

It's usually a

Both the City and us have

So we'll -- basically for the

That's within

So then this equation of

16

one-and-a-half per this number of people, you really kind of

17

need to know what size it is, don't you?

18

MR. BARNEY:

Chairman Chavez --

19

MS. HERTEL:

Have them specify -- maybe the

20

applicant should say, "This is an indoor or an outdoor

21

facility," or something like that.

22

centers, how big is a community center?

23
24
25

MR. BARNEY:

Likewise with community

Commissioner Hertel, Chairman Chavez,
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1

dialogue with the -- with the applicants to get more

2

specificity to this?
MR. BARNEY:

Sure.

Commissioner Hertel, Chairman

4

Chavez, we would love to have that, more of a level of

5

specificity, but I mean, at this point, we're just getting

6

to the point of identifying where they're located and kind

7

of -- and we would definitely work with the applicant on

8

terms -- in terms of overall costs for and overall sizes for

9

our centers based on median size based on where we see them

10

trending and kind of what we're planning for our future

11

facilities.

We could definitely do that.

12

MS. HERTEL:

All right.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Thank you.

Now, have you expressed this to

14

the -- our Staff as to what you're requiring or what you

15

want done in this plan so that we -- and if we had, why

16

isn't it in our plan?

17

saying there's a lot of things that you'd like to see in

18

this plan before it's approved, but I just want to know why

19

the developer hasn't -- if he has to provide it, why hasn't

20

he?

21

I mean, because, you know, you're

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, we

22

received these comments a couple of weeks ago and they are

23

-- they're included in the Staff Report, but I don't think

24

the applicant has responded to the comments yet.

25

still waiting for that, but in the next draft of the plan
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1

that is going to be submitted in a couple of weeks, we're

2

hoping that that will be included.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Just make sure it is,

4

because it's -- I think it's something very important that

5

we need to have on this plan.

6

Any other questions of -- if not, thank you very much.

7

MR. BARNEY:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

Thank you, Chairman Chavez.
Okay.

We're going to move into

the -- we're not going to have a lunch break.

So we're

10

going to get into the public comment, and we have a lot of

11

public here that -- I apologize for this meeting, but we're

12

trying on get as much information as we can.

13

to read three names out.

14

speak, come up, and the other two, kind of sit right behind

15

them, so that you can speak.

16

and she'll be timing you, so --

17
18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Victoria Edwards followed by

Okay.

They're not here, these

people, I guess.
MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

22

All right.

23

and Judy Call.

25

You'll have two minutes each,

Matt Wehling and Joseph Garcia.

21

24

If you -- the one that's going to

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

19
20

So we're going

Thank you.

Victoria Edwards, no.

Okay.

Rod Mahoney followed by David Vogel

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
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MR. MAHONEY:

No swearing allowed.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. MAHONEY:

4

before we get started.

5

need to state my name and address?

I need to adjust this here first

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MR. MAHONEY:

9

Do I

Yes, please.

Rod Mahoney; live at 1838 Sedora

Road, Southwest.
It's interesting that the conversation we've had today

10

actually got tunneled in on the matrix, also, and I actually

11

did a search on how many mentions of Development Agreement

12

were percolated through that document.

13

different pages, and you site cited about -- you essentially

14

pulled out about six.

15

Maybe they're the same also.

They're on 15

I pulled out a number of those.

16

Certainly the Development Agreement associated with

17

Water Utility Authority we've had a lot of conversation with

18

that today.

19

of goes over that.

20

actually talk about the things that I think are very

21

important.

22

I'll hand this packet in, and actually it sort
I've circled things in this packet that

One of the things that I look at here is the fact that,

23

you know, the Development Agreement is sort of the how of

24

all of this, but we need to know what the "what" is of all

25

these things that are in these particular topic items, and
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1

certainly we're going to return back to this no net expense,

2

because ultimately if you sum up what the obligations are

3

right now in the County and APS, we're talking about $3

4

billion.
The County has a billion dollars in capital outlay

6

requirements on the books.

7

about $3 billion within their current master plan, and also

8

the Water Utility Authority has about a billion dollars in

9

infrastructure outlay.

10
11

The APS representative talked

So no net cost is absolutely a very

important topic that we need to talk about.
There's been discussion about the parks and recreation.

12

There's mechanisms for achieving economic development.

13

of the things that was mentioned earlier is the fact that

14

there was very little comment from -- about the fiscal

15

analysis in the Staff Report.

16

believe that the economic development director is actually

17

on leave for National Guard duty at this point.

18

probably very difficult for her to respond in an expedient

19

manner ultimately for this sort of thing.

20

important to consider.

21

One

Based upon my knowledge I

So it's

So that's

You know, we're talking about the issues associated

22

with this.

Let me go -- and I don't have a lot of time

23

here, but we have -- we talked about the TIDs, the public

24

incentives, that sort of thing.

25

there's not enough information, I believe, in disclosure to
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1

be able to do an assessment and to really evaluate whether

2

or not these things are viable.

3

recommendation would be that we need to know these things,

4

and we need to know what the "what" of these things are in

5

order to be able to make that assessment.

6

And, finally, here we're talking about the economic

7

housing, jobs-to-housing ratio, the fiscal responsibilities,

8

that sort of thing, and I pulled out actually Policy D in

9

the BCC criteria that talks about the generic requirements

10

that must be met.

11

that, self sufficiency, economic sensitivity and that sort

12

of thing.

13

with me when I started looking through these documents --

14

and I looked through the air quality report that actually

15

was -- was presented, is the sense of place.

16

Certainly the no net expense piece is

And one interesting thing that sort resonated

We haven't talked about sense of place since the very

17

first hearing that we started about three years ago, and

18

it's interesting.

19

drawing, it was actually figure one in the air quality

20

document, it shows these various village centers and so

21

forth that actually are apropos for at least enabling a

22

sense of place.

23

If you take a look at this particular

And I took a look at the next figure, which is figure 2

24

in that same report, and I really don't see what sense of

25

place really is supposed to mean for us and for me
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1

associated with sort of the breaking up of this, and we've

2

got part of this here.

3

village center is, and ultimately we have a major disconnect

4

out here with this industrial area.

5

folks have not talked about is we have open space out here

6

that's designated, and it's fundamentally disconnected from

7

any sort of residential area.

9

So that's all I have.

Any questions?

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

MR. WEHLING:

I'm going to call, is

Could I submit a document to the

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

You can give it to Staff there.

Is it for the record or --

17

MR. WEHLING:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. WEHLING:

20

Okay.

Commissioners?

15
16

Thank you.

Matt Wehling here?

13
14

I'll move on.

Thank you very much.

10

12

And then one thing that

Wehling.

Yes.
Name and address for the record.

Commissioners, my name is Matt

I live at 1914 Telesfor Drive, Southwest.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MR. WEHLING:

Thank you.

Go ahead and start.

I'd like to make the Commission

23

aware or remind the Commission about a -- in the document

24

it's defined as an FAA arrow, and that doesn't -- that

25

summarizes it, but it doesn't really say a lot about it, and
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1

I don't know how much you're aware of it.

2

what's out there.

3

precedes the FAA by many, many years.

4

and it reflects the early history of aviation in

5

Albuquerque.

6

preserved in some way.

This is the FAA arrow, although it
This is 87 years old,

And as such, I think it's very important to be

And what I'm asking for is conditional approval based

8

on a plan to preserve it.

The developer has already

9

indicated that they know it's there, and it's part of an

10

archeological survey.

Again, I wouldn't want it to get lost

11

in the process of all of this, and I think it would be

12

fairly easy to maintain, and it could bring quite a bit of

13

history to any number of people, travelers on Route 66 or

14

school kids, just if it could be incorporated into a park or

15

some such as that.

16

development and also an asset to Bernalillo County and

17

Albuquerque.

I think it would be an asset to the

Are there any questions that I might clarify?

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. WEHLING:
Let me see.

Where is this located at?

This is located in the town center

20

portion.

Basically right here, sir.

21

about .4 miles from the interstate.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

It's

And that was an arrow for

23

the airlines or the airport to point them where the runways

24

were or what.

25

MR. WEHLING:

Yes, sir.
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as an airway, a lighted airway.

In the late 1920s airlines

2

began to -- well, they started off by moving the mail, and

3

then started to move passengers, and if they wanted to move

4

them safely, basically during the day that was easy, because

5

you could see, and at night, they couldn't, and so they

6

started these lighted airways, and this -- this particular

7

arrow would have had a tower, a lighted tower that could be

8

seen at night, and the aircraft could basically fly point to

9

point.

They were located approximately every 10 miles, 10,

10

15 miles depending on terrain.

11

here today would have looked like this less this little

12

beacon hut, because there was electric power available to

13

it.

14

taken down during World War II, because it was no longer

15

necessary as electronic -- electronics, radio and navigation

16

aids came into effect.

17

So this arrow that you see

So the tower is long gone, would have been probably

But this is still there, and it serves to remind us of

18

this -- of these early days.

19

point.

20

go where they wanted to, but the passenger liners would fly

21

-- this is on the Los Angeles to Amarillo airway, and there

22

were a large number of airways crisscrossing the United

23

States during this time period, two major ones across New

24

Mexico.

25

Aircraft would fly point to

Passenger -- mostly the military would pretty much

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.
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1

submit it to them, and Staff will make sure that the

2

applicant gets it and see what we can do with this.

3

MR. WEHLING:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MR. WEHLING:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

9

Appreciate it.

Thank you.
Any questions.
Joseph Garcia followed by

David Vogel and Judy Tall.
MR. GARCIA:

My name is Joe Garcia.

My address is

10

2708 Rosendo Garcia, Southwest, 87105, and I represent the

11

Town of Atrisco.

12

Chairman Chavez and Members of the Committee, we're the

13

town of Atrisco, a political subdivision of the State of New

14

Mexico and a very historical community founded in 1692.

15

I wanted to thank you for allowing us to give you the

16

statement if you have -- you accept it?

17

Commissioners, as a legal description for the request for a

18

Level B Master Plan located within the Town of Atrisco Land

19

Grant is presented before this Body.

20

remind you that the trustees of the Grant hold the patent

21

and are opposed to any development that might change the

22

character of the land and are entrusted with preserving and

23

protecting our traditional assets.

24
25

Thank you.

I respectfully must

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

8

Thank you.

It would be prudent to identify all cultural resources,
traditional uses, and historical sites within the proposed

TR-114
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3121

6.A.e

1

development area; example, NEPA, the National Environmental

2

Policy Act, review that will lead to an EIS, environmental

3

impact study, to assess -- to assess all cultural impacts by

4

assessment and study.
It must be noted that the West Mesa escarpment area

6

near the Petroglyph National Monument is connected to Las

7

Imagenes Archeological District, a sacred landscape to local

8

pueblos and Indio, Hispano people.

9

aboriginal and official committees are subject to the Treaty

Historically, these

10

of Guadalupe Hidalgo of 1848 and is contained in the New

11

Mexico State Constitution.

12

these communities are existent today as a result of their

13

traditional agricultural heritage, and these land to this

14

day are agriculture -- or are agricultural and are

15

traditional agricultural lands of the Atrisco Grant.

It has already been noted that

16

This information is contained in all deliberations that

17

lead up to the formation of the Petroglyph National Monument

18

as a sacred site.

19

The developer has failed to identify water resources.

20

This development is developer driven for a strictly profit

21

motive.

22

of this area and lacks historical understanding, community,

23

interaction, cultural sensitivity, and community connection.

24
25

Developer has failed to consider the special nature
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1

services to its existing Community, the older areas of

2

County, and the City needs to develop priorities in order of

3

development.

4

last.

5

communities and is destabilizing these communities through

6

such planning and developmental proposals.

7

is clearly out of sink with the land and has created a

8

normal -- an enormous public distrust for government and

9

private speculation.

Existing communities first, new developments

The development

The environmental justice concerns

10

here are profound as are the social and cultural impacts.

11

Civil rights are now called into question --

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MR. GARCIA:

Yes.

Sir, can you wrap it up?
-- as behavioral -- I'm going

14

to take longer now.

15

working to destabilize the distant communities in favor of

16

artificial, unsustainable communities ready to build their

17

dreams on shaky sand without understanding this special

18

place.

19

staggering to say the least, and both the County and the

20

developer are the culprits.

21

I'm sorry -- as corporate behavior's

The implications on healthy biodiversity are

There is a lack of understanding and knowledge by these

22

parties, and it would be wise to stop now before the public

23

distrust -- public trust is further eroded.

24

relations, trustees, Town of Atrisco Land Grant and Atrisco

25

elders, thank you.

To all my
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. GARCIA:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes, sir.
Any questions?

MR. GARCIA:

6

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.
David Vogel followed by Judy

Call and then Santiago Maestas.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. VOGEL:

Name and address for the record.

My name is David Vogel.

10

601 Aliso Drive, Southwest, in Albuquerque.

11

handouts -- have the handouts been distributed?

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MR. VOGEL:

14

MS. VEREECKE:

15

MR. VOGEL:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MR. VOGEL:

18

Thank you

very much.

5

7

No.

I live at

Have the

What -- what is it, the handout?

If I could -Explain what it is.

Yes.

I'm going to give you -Are you going to hand out copies?

I'm going to give you my testimony --

my comments in writing so you can follow them.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Just submit them for the

20

record, and then if you're going to make the comment there,

21

go ahead.

22

MR. VOGEL:

Well, there's a couple of graphics in

23

there that might be helpful.

I don't -- I don't know that

24

they'll -- okay.

25

been a resident of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County for the
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1

last 45 years, and I'm a professional planner, and I'm

2

currently volunteering on several community and economic

3

development projects.
I'm asking to you deny approval of the proposed

5

Santolina development for the following reasons:

Number

6

one, the Santolina proposal is based on an obsolete and

7

archaic planning model from the 20th -- mid-20th century

8

that is dependent upon the automobile, a design that is no

9

longer relevant or appropriate in the 21st century and

10

contradicts almost all contemporary urban planning

11

principles that call for in-fill development versus

12

continued urban sprawl.

13

Number two, the Santolina development will not be built

14

or maintained at no net expense to the County or even more

15

importantly, adjacent communities and jurisdictions.

16

three, radically speculative land use and planning

17

strategies not based on economic reality promote sprawl

18

development and exacerbate private and public sector

19

disinvestment in economically depressed community.

20

some examples of that that I can show you just very quickly

21

that -- that's not going to show.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. VOGEL:

Number

There's

That's not going to show.

Staff, can you help.

But it will give you a sense of the --

24

of the differentiation between the actual growth of

25

Bernalillo County and the projections being used by
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1

Santolina.

Number five, suburban development costs, the

2

public, almost more than double -- if we can zoom in on that

3

-- more than double the cost of more compact urban

4

development.

5

household versus $1,400 per household per year.

6

major -- that's a major difference between the two.

As you can see in this example, $3,400 per

7

Number six, as you can see in the -- in the graphic

8

that hasn't been handed out, there is an abundance of vacant

9

land in Bernalillo County, in Albuquerque, more than enough

10

to meet the housing needs of 90,000 people.

11

seven, there is a better alternative, I believe, based on

12

contemporary urban planning principles, which would be far

13

superior than the current Santolina proposal.

14

So number

Simultaneously it would give WAHL an opportunity to

15

move forward with a substantial development effort.

16

would also give Bernalillo County an opportunity to create

17

major County -- a major County asset by creating over 13,000

18

acres of open space on the West Mesa.

19

It

The alternative I'm proposing is a land swap between

20

Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque and WAHL, an

21

approach that would benefit all parties.

22

would involve the County and the City offering WAHL selected

23

parcels of land for in-fill within the City and County,

24

along with appropriate economic incentives in exchange for

25

the current Santolina site, which could then be preserved in

The land swap
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1

perpetuity as open space.

This approach could be a major

2

win/win for all parties and should be explored as soon as

3

possible.

4

various land swap structures as an alternative to the

5

current proposed Santolina development and as a mean of

6

protecting the fragile West Mesa while stimulating economic

7

development within the County.

8

opportunity to offer my comments, and thank you all for your

9

service to our community.

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you for the

Thank you, and we were seeing

11

your graphics up on the screen.

12

MR. VOGEL:

13

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:
Santiago.

Thanks.
Okay.

Let's see.

14

sorry.

15

and then Virginia Necochea and Robert Roibal.

16

Wait.

Judy?

MR. MAESTAS:

Is Judy here, Judy Call?

Santiago

Mr. Chairman, Santiago Maestas.

17

president of the South Valley Regional Association of

18

Acequias.

19

I'm

I'm

I want to go ahead and concur with your concern over

20

the lack of a Development Agreement, and I did submit a

21

letter to the Commission on June the 5th expressing those

22

concerns.

23

Also, on June the 19th, I addressed a letter to the

24

Albuquerque Water Utility Authority, which I also copied to

25

you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the -- of the Commission.
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1

for the benefit of the public.

3
4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
it?

5

MR. MAESTAS:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Just one page.

7

County for the record?

8

MR. MAESTAS:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

It's not a very long letter, is

MR. MAESTAS:

I mean, you submitted it to the

Yes, I have.
Okay.

We are alarmed by the cumulative

11

effects of the expansion of both the Westland development

12

and the Santolina development.

13

States geological survey investigation, increases in the

14

aquifer levels that have been promoted and noted by the

15

Albuquerque Water Utility Authority have not been uniform.

16

Although conservation on the east side of the river has, in

17

fact, resulted in increased water levels.

18

had the most substantial water level decrease equivalent to

19

minus 3.7 feet per year.

20

is -- has been good, but the expansion and the continuing

21

development on the west side is using more water and is

22

basically balancing out that -- that conservation.

According to the 2014 United

The west buff has

So conservation on the east side

23

Investigation also noted that the groundwater pumping

24

has had a lesser effect on the water table elevations near

25

the Rio Grande and our Valley.
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1

itself, the river size drains, irrigation by our acequias in

2

the Valley have recharged the upper parts of the Santa Fe

3

group aquifer, thereby mitigating some of the effects on the

4

pumping of groundwater at the water table.

5

You know, the injections that the Water Authority is --

6

has been making or is proposing to make aren't the source of

7

increase levels in the water aquifer.

8

irrigation and the seepage from the river in the Valley.

9

And we're still experiencing the fifth year of this drought.

They're due to the

10

The State Engineer recently reported that although El Nino

11

mitigated a little bit of it, we're still way below average.

12

And finally, Dr. Phillip King, he's the consultant and

13

hydrologist at New Mexico State University for the Elephant

14

Butte irrigation district has noted in his -- his spiral of

15

death, he calls it, positive feedback group where

16

conservation initially, you know, mitigates the effects of

17

pumping, but then it also creates more economic expansion,

18

which we're now seeing a demand for now, which ultimately

19

then does basically take away and negate the gains made by

20

conservation and will ultimately dry up the river and the

21

recharge of our aquifer.

22

So the Water Utility Authority in its resource

23

management strategy L requires that the other entities, such

24

as Bernalillo County and the City, consider the cumulative

25

effect of your land-use decisions on the water needs of the

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

6.A.e

TR-122
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3129

6.A.e

1

Water Authority.

2

a decision, and it's okay to give water.

3

your decision whether to approve this land and these

4

developments.

5

development.

They base it on

So please don't approve this -- this

I think Mr. Vogels' proposal that this land be

7

maintained in reserve while in-fill within the core of this

8

-- of this City is allowed then to be developed.

9

Mr. Chair.

10
11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you, and I have a question

for you.

12

MR. MAESTAS:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

Yes.
That picture you have, is that me

or the developer, or is that the Water Authority?

15
16

MR. MAESTAS:

Mr. Chairman, it's Chairman Del

Cruz's face.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MR. MAESTAS:

19

Thank you,

Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Are there

any other questions?

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. MAESTAS:

22

MS. NECOCHEA:

Thank you.

You're welcome.
Good afternoon.

I'm Dr. Virginia

23

Necochea.

I'm at 1212 Montrose Place, Southwest, 87105.

24

I'm a longtime educator, parent of APS students, concerned

25

citizen, and I want to, first of all, point out that drought
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1

conditions continue in our state just like Mr. Maestas just

2

stated and across the Southwest and beyond.

3

drought conditions worsen every day if some of you are not

4

aware.

5

worst droughts in a thousand-year period that we're facing.

According to a Cornell study, this is one of the

I also want to point out that Dr. King, the professor

7

at New Mexico State, also has stressed that it's not just

8

about decreases in water in drought.

9

be very wary of increased temperature, and that's something

It's also we have to

10

that we always seems to leave out of the conversation.

11

increased temperature actually worsens conditions in our

12

state.

13

So

And so the developer continues to refer to an increased

14

population growth in Albuquerque, Bernalillo County, and

15

although this can be contested with current census dated

16

that has shown slow population growth including significant

17

number of individuals who are leaving the State -- New

18

Mexico's population growth, it grew only 1.3 percent from

19

2010 through 2015.

20

the past five years.

21

both natural increase in migration was 0.9 percent.

22

This trend has been accelerating over
Population growth from 2010 to 2011,

Growth dropped year after year until it was negative

23

0.1 percent.

Again, negative 0.1 one percent from 2013 to

24

2014, and from 2014 for 2015, it showed no population growth

25

at all.
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But if there is population growth, aren't the

2

developers assuming that incoming individuals would even

3

want to live in Santolina?

4

surveys have shown that especially the millennials who this

5

development is being projected to, they prefer to live in

6

core areas, and that many progressive cities across the US

7

are moving away from sprawl development.

8
9

Vast amounts of studies and

And I just have one last point that concerns APS and
APS schools.

Can I continue that?

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MS. NECOCHEA:

If it's short.
It is short.

And so as an educator

12

and a parent of students who are in APS, I work visiting

13

numerous schools across APS, and I personally witness the

14

overcrowded conditions throughout, and what I heard this

15

morning is that $160 million will be needed for schools in

16

Santolina for this first phase, and that's contingent on

17

taxpayer approval; meaning, that not only do we have to

18

approve it, but we also have to use our tax dollars to pay

19

for this.

20

And given that the current needs of APS schools are not

21

being met at this given point, allotting money to a new

22

development does not make sense.

23

know, the developer continues to state that it's no net

24

expense, but obviously that doesn't apply to the taxpayers.

25

And the other last thing I want to remind the Commission or

As a parent, taxpayer, you
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the Board is that -- I brought this up the last time.

2

is a resolution that was signed by APS Board unanimously on

3

March 18th, 2015, that asks the Commission to deny the

4

Santolina Master Plan unless certain conditions were met,

5

and I'll gladly forward all of that information, studies to

6

you.

7

we also need to be reminded of that as well.

I've already sent them in.

8

MS. HERTEL:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

Thank you.

I have a question.

MS. HERTEL:

Thank you very much.

Hold on.

What is the source of your statistics

on the population growth or decline?

13
14

They're in the record, but

Go ahead.

11
12

There

MS. NECOCHEA:

That's from the US census data, and

I could gladly forward that information to you.

15

MS. HERTEL:

That's all right.

16

MS. NECOCHEA:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Yes.
Yes.

And as far as APS voting

18

against Santolina, I think we have school board member here

19

last time, and he stated that, that they had voted against

20

it.

It's in the record.

21

MS. NECOCHEA:

22

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

23

Great.

Thank you.

Roberto Roibal followed by Don

Hyde and Elaine Hebard.

24
25

Okay.

MR. ROIBAL:
Roibal.

Good afternoon.

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

1

My name is Roberto

I live 2233 Don Felipe Road, Southwest, 87105.

TR-126
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3133

6.A.e

I'm the president of the Pajarito Village Association,

2

and our neighborhood association continues to be extremely

3

concerned about Santolina Master Plan and particularly Level

4

B.

5

have water in perpetuity for this area is nonsense.

6

in drought, as people have testified before, people here

7

today.

8

explained we are going to run out of water if we're not

9

careful, if not stewards, and we're -- our neighborhood

We're concerned about the water.

The illusions that we
We're

Norm Gaume, our water expert before with the BCC has

10

association is also concerned about the huge tax increases.

11

Yes, the developers keep talking about no net expense.

12

guess no net expense to the County, but we know that there's

13

a billion -- there's going to be over a billion dollars in

14

increased taxes to the taxpayers.

15

the taxpayers.

16

No net expense?

I

That's a net expense to

I guess developer means there's no net

17

expense to the developer, obviously, and there's a

18

multibillion dollar net profit by the developers, and that's

19

what this is all about.

20

out our communities and everything.

21

Mr. Vogel's proposals that we should leave those areas

22

pristine like they are.

23

dunes, they need to be protected and not developed.

24

sand dunes will not hold the houses that they want to build

25

on there.

It's not about giving it -- helping
I totally support

The sand dunes, our kids' sand
The
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1

Mr. Barney expressed there wasn't any -- wasn't enough

2

information about the open space, who's going to pay to it,

3

the cost to maintain it.

4

that you, the Commissioners, would have had another hearing

5

on no net expense and the TIDs, but in light of that and all

6

the questions, we highly recommend that you just develop --

7

that you just deny the Santolina Master Plan Level B and

8

just wipe it out.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10
11

14

Thank you.

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Don Hyde followed by Elaine

Hebard and Sarah Beltran.

12
13

Thank you very much.

MR. HYDE:

I'm Don Hyde, 4326 Pan American

Freeway, Northeast, 87107, and I forgot my jacket today.
And anyway, Chairman Chavez and Commissioners, I

15

support the previous comments and proposals.

16

of those.

17

I wasn't aware

They sounded really good to me.

On the fiscal matter, one little thing from the August

18

2015 agreement.

19

pay more than its proportionate share of any system

20

infrastructure, the County will reimburse the owner for that

21

share.

22

things, and the County has to pay half of it back.

23

If the owner chooses to construct and/or

So it's like the owner has the power to do those

Okay.

The City/County Comprehensive Plan, I'd like to

24

read it a little bit.

25

in-fill location in appropriate places in sustainable growth
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1

patterns over time.

Outward expansion is problematic,

2

because it puts additional strain on the limited

3

infrastructure funding and finite natural resources and

4

doesn't achieve the kind of place making goals and makes it

5

least attractive.

6

specified by the Planned Communities Criteria, page 23.

7

Santolina is sprawl and an example of global real estate

8

investor, which is not responsive or beneficial for our

9

communities.

And lastly, I hope the County respects the

10

cultural concerns of the people of the local pueblos.

11

you.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

14
15

Thank

Thank you.
Elaine Hebard, Sarah Beltran,

and Antonio Maestas.
MS. HEBARD:

My name is -- sorry, my name is

16

Elaine Hebard.

I live at 1513 Escalante, Southwest, 87104.

17

I would echo a lot of the comments about the concerns of the

18

lack of the TIDs being evaluated in terms of economic no net

19

expense and also the lack of the Development Agreement for

20

water with ABCWUA.

21

This is the planning approval board according to the

22

BCC, and yet, you don't have the tools in front of you to

23

make those kinds of decisions.

24
25
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1

flow credits from their pumped water have not been

2

sufficient to cover the demands they're pumping now and

3

before have created on river flows.

4

release excess water that they have stored in Abiquiu to

5

cover those.
More currently, San Juan/Chama water provides about 55

7

to 60 percent of water needs.

The rest are covered with

8

groundwater.

9

have to buy more water rights to cover additional depletions

If that continues, then the Water Utility will

10

that the pumping, additional pumping requires on the river.

11

That will in effect have to come from current users.

12

current years typically are farmers.

Those

13

The impact then of transferring wet water rights to

14

cover those depletions will impact the County, and those are

15

not being considered by the land-use agency, and I think

16

they have to be in order to provide additional information

17

for you to make your decisions.

18

Summed up, what additional -- while additional users

19

and uses are projected to needing water, where will it come

20

from?

21

The ABCWUA has sufficient paper water rights but not wet

22

water rights, and so in a very short time that I have

23

remaining, I would also say under climate change, surface

24

water supplies will also be reducing, so, again, forcing us

25

to probably rely more on groundwater.

All surface water is appropriated, if not overly so.
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1

in front of you before you make this very important

2

decision.
I raised a lot of those issues last year, and I have a

4

list of the information that I did include in my

5

presentations last year, and I'd ask that it also be

6

included in the record this time, and I have a list of those

7

submissions for catherine.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

10
11

Thank you.
Sarah Beltran, Antonio

Maestas, and Michael Roberts.
MS. BELTRAN:

Hello.

My name is Sarah Beltran.

12

live at 3911 Silver Avenue, and I'm here to represent

13

Juntos, our water.

14

Borders of New Mexico.

15

I

It's from the League of Conservation

First of all, I want to thank you for your service to

16

our County and to its.

Citizens I'm also just representing

17

myself as a concerned citizen.

18

resources are very scarce, specifically water, and they're

19

already many pressing issues that are effecting our

20

communities right now, like the fact that we've got a great

21

F for the quality of air for the Bernalillo County, and I

22

wanted to just comment that focusing our resources whether

23

it's economical or natural towards a new development will

24

only put a major and bigger strain on our communities that

25

are already struggling.

As we all know, our
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We survey our communities.

We try to be the voice for

2

our communities for clean air and clean water, and we know

3

that they're struggling.

4

that.

5
6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Any questions?

Thank

you very much.

7
8

Just wanted to make you aware of

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Antonio maestas and Michael

Roberts.

9

MR. A. MAESTAS:

Good afternoon.

My name is

10

Antonio Maestas.

My address is 94 Moriarty Road, Tijeras,

11

New Mexico, 87059.

12

address as part of the la Merced de Pueblo de Chilili, and I

13

know what it's like to lose land that is, you know, cultural

14

and part of heritage and part of your identity, because of

15

this Dog Head fire that just took about 10,000 acres of

16

ours.

So you may or may not recognize my

17

But we've heard, you know, about the past years and

18

even today about the cultural significance and traditions of

19

this traditional land to the Town of Atrisco and to the

20

people who live here, and you know, we can all, you know,

21

agree that the Dog Head fire was tragic, but why doesn't

22

anyone bat an eye, you know, when these lands that are being

23

taken away by settler colonialism.

24
25
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1

very quickly despite, you know, the huge resistance from

2

community members saying they do not want this and, you

3

know, coming to countless meetings, community members have

4

come here and testified in front of boards saying they do

5

not want this, because it does not benefit them.

6

see it as benefiting them.

7

So also, you know, developers talk about this

8

development being for the millennials and being for the

9

youth, and it's going to be in my generation when I

10

eventually -- you know, on down the road 15 years from now.

11

I don't see myself in this development, and I don't see this

12

development, you know, helping my communities, help our

13

communities, and what I want to see is, you know, these tax

14

dollars and our money being spent and bettering our

15

communities, our schools instead of, you know, trying to

16

fund, you know, new schools in this, you know, supposedly

17

privately funded development.

18

when I was in APS, I remember my books were falling apart.

19

I went and bought my own books on Amazon.

20

You know, we -- you know,

And, you know, just driving around town, we can see the

21

effects of, you know, the economy, and I just want to see

22

these tax dollars and this money being spent into my future

23

in the City of Albuquerque and not in this corporate

24

development of Santolina where they say that they have my

25

best interest and our community's best interests in mind
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2

when they actually don't.
So, you know, please consider that, and please consider

3

everything that community members have been saying for the

4

last three years of in these past meetings when you make

5

your decision, and thank you for your service to our

6

community, and thank you.

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MR. ROBERTS:

9
10
11

Hi.

Thank you.
My name is Michael Roberts.

My

personal address is 18 Davis Street in East Hampton,
Massachusetts.

The zip code is 01027.

So I'm a graduate students.

I'm a researcher from the

12

University of Massachusetts, and I have a background in

13

water resources management.

14

my field, I spend a lot of time thinking about and worrying

15

about present and future water security particularly here in

16

the desert southwest and particularly given the challenges

17

that we're facing due to climate change.

18

Like many other researchers in

My primary concern with the Santolina Development Plan

19

-- and I'm only just sort of to begin to digest this

20

information -- is its unsustainable water development.

21

While most cities around the world and in this country are

22

trying to find ways to shrink their footprint and conserve

23

resources, it seems clear to me that plan is doing the

24

opposite in this sort of out of touch and out of step with

25

where the rest of the country is headed in terms of future
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1

development and water resource management.

2

really urge this Commission to take that into consideration

3

when they're considering passing this current plan.
I grew up in New Mexico, and even though I'm going to

5

school right now in Massachusetts, my future plan is to come

6

back and come back to Albuquerque.

7

the comments that have been made in terms of that this plan

8

does not represent the economic realities of my generation

9

or the way that we want to live our lives.

And I can second some of

10

And so I am questioning whether or not this plan

11

actually has this generation in mind, and I would goes ask

12

you to think about that, too, as you consider passing this

13

plan, because I think that if this plan is developed, that

14

it will eventually be a ghost town with nobody living in it.

15

Thank you.

16
17
18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Okay.

We're -- we're

through with this.
Agent, did you have any closing comments?

19

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and

20

Commissioners.

It's been a long day, long morning so far.

21

We certainly appreciate your time and attention to this

22

matter.

23

agencies and comments and questions from you all.

24

be addressing those and providing revisions and comments

25

back to Staff.

We have heard the comments both by the Staff and
We will
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1

the schedule for each of these hearings, and we'll continue

2

to do that for the scheduled next hearing in July, which I

3

believe has us providing those comments and materials back

4

to them in the next two weeks, which we have -- many of

5

those things are in process and under way, and we will make

6

the additional modifications between now and then, get that

7

in.

8
9

We will also as we go through this process and as we
went through the Level A, we continue these -- the dialogue

10

and the communication with Staff as we go through this

11

process and preparation.

12

So with that, we looked forward to coming back before

13

you at the next hearing with a full, complete, red-line and

14

updated compilation of all the matrices addressing the

15

comments that we've heard today.

16

We will continue to be working with the Water Utility

17

Authority on that agreement, and we'll have -- obviously

18

have an update.

19

the Authority here at that next meeting.

20

personal goal.

21

With that, we'd be happy to answer any questions that you

22

have here at the end of this hearing.

23

forward to being back before you next month.

24
25

Hopefully we may have representatives from
That will be my

We'll see if -- if we can effectuate that.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Otherwise we look
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1

concerns that we're asking, you know, and I know we had

2

scheduled these hearings for July to kind of finalize

3

everything.

4

we're going to be able to finalize it at the next meeting

5

unless everything is supplied to us.

6

coming to us that they're going to be taken care of down the

7

line.

8

take care of, we are going to take care of them.

10

We don't want things

If it's something that's our responsibility here to

MR. STROZIER:
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes.
And we're not going to expedite

11

things just because something's not submitted to us that

12

we're asking for.

13

MR. STROZIER:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Correct.
And I know some of the board

15

members are going to have discussions with Staff between now

16

and the next meeting as to, you know, what they're concerns

17

are, and you know, I just hope that, you know, you're able

18

to provide to Staff what all the concerns that were brought

19

up or at least some answers to what you're looking at, you

20

know, and --

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes, sir.
But, you know, we had scheduled

23

one more meeting, and if it's -- if we're not done, we're

24

not going to move it forward.

25

understand that.

Okay.
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1

MR. STROZIER:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes.

3

Commission, it's going to be a complete package that's

4

approved by us that we feel comfortable recommending to the

5

County Commission, and we're not going to send them a

6

package saying, "You fix it over there."

7

MR. STROZIER:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

recommend to them.

Yes, I understand.
It's our responsibility to

That's what's going to happen.

So just

10

try to work as hard as you can in getting everything done,

11

and you know, so when we make the final decision, our

12

recommendation -- you know, we don't -- we don't approve or

13

disapprove here.

14

Commission.

15

expect us to send them a package that's complete.

16

our job is to recommend to them, and they're elected by the

17

people, and we're appointed by the Commission for that

18

purpose, and you know, we're going to do what we have to do

19

here.

20

All we do is recommend to the County

They're the ones that approve it, but they
That's

So hopefully everything's -- I know you've -- there's a

21

lot of information that has come forward, and there's a lot

22

more I think that needs to be done.

23

project for this County.

24

has happened in this County and that might ever happen -- is

25

going to be happen.

This is not a small

This is the biggest project that
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1

everything right here, and not only for us benefit but for

2

the community's benefit and for the Commission's benefit and

3

everybody else that, you know, that's coming in front of us.
So, you know, I really appreciate the cooperation that

5

you and your people have done, and I know Staff is -- we

6

have a great Staff.

I mean --

7

MR. STROZIER:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

I agree.
And they're very thorough, and

that's the way we want them.

So I just want to, you know,

10

make sure that we're not going to send something to the

11

Commission that's not complete.

12

MR. STROZIER:

So okay.

Thank you very much, and we

13

certainly acknowledge that, and once again, we appreciate

14

all the -- all the hard work that Staff has done and all the

15

comments and work that you all have done as a Commission,

16

and we certainly appreciate that, and our goal is to get

17

everything resolved and a complete package before you so

18

that we have that, so that you can -- and we recognize and

19

understand that if you're not comfortable moving it forward,

20

that it won't happen.

21

comfortable and get everything addressed.

22

there, we understand that you'll let us know, and it won't

23

move forward.

24
25

So our goal is to try and make you

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

If we're not
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1

this or they want different -- you know, I just want when it

2

comes to the end that each Commissioner here is comfortable

3

with the way they're voting and to have the proper

4

information that they had need to be able to make a decision

5

on this thing.

6

MR. STROZIER:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MR. STROZIER:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

MS. VEREECKE:

Agreed.
So thank you very much.
Thank you.
Staff, do we have anything else?
Mr. Chair, just one comment, that

11

we did try to see that the Utility Authority would be here

12

at the hearing.

13

getting into until very late last night, and they just

14

reiterated that the comments that I read to you are their

15

current position, and that's the current status with the

16

review of the request to the Utility Authority.

17

They're staff was on vacation, wasn't

And then also, our economic development is in the

18

process of reviewing the new fiscal materials that have been

19

submitted.

20

what was submitted was similar to what they had reviewed for

21

the Level A plan, and that it seemed like a sound argument,

22

but again, that, you know, it depends on the current

23

conditions, the market conditions as to whether that would

24

materialize in the future.

25

going to be here today, but I guess they couldn't make it.

Just that they did say that it appeared that
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So just those updates.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I understand that.

I mean,

3

you know -- I mean, my main concern is not that they're here

4

but that we have a Development Agreement in front of us that

5

we -- you know, we need it in front of us and economic

6

development is, too.

7

but you know, right now we have a document, Level A.

8

want to follow that.

9

wanted for Level B to come from Level A, we need that

I mean, they're trying to create jobs,
We

What we approved there and what we

10

information in front of us.

11

I appreciate -- I know everybody can't make every meeting,

12

and really my concern with the water part of it is -- is

13

between the developer and the Water Authority.

14

That's -- you know, like I say,

I don't -- I don't really want to know details of

15

what's going on between them.

16

the agreement.

17

-- you know, when we first started this thing as far as the

18

water goes was something that we said, "Look, we don't have

19

authority to allocate water.

20

that.

21

developer."

22

okay.

23

All I want to know is where's

That's all I'm concerned about, because we

We don't have authority to

That's the water board responsibility and the
So we just expect them to do their job.

MS. VEREECKE:

so

So, Mr. Chair, Commissioners, the

24

next hearing is schedule for July 21st.

25

providing you with an update on where we are with everything
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2

and for you to decide how you want to proceed.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And we'll play it by -- you know,

3

we'll play it to see what we have in front of us.

4

the next hearing, don't advertise it as a final decision.

5

We'll decide that at the hearing.

6

MS. VEREECKE:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. VEREECKE:

9

MS. KELLY:

10

I just --

Okay.
Okay.
Thank you.

We're going to be able to share

closing thoughts or --

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MS. KELLY:

Sure.

Well, I'm really concerned about how

13

deliberative of a process we're conducting, I guess.

14

know, we started into it that we thought certain portions of

15

it were fairly complete, and I would like to just plan on

16

the next hearing touching base back on all of those topics.

17

Zoning was huge.

18

was a big difference of opinion of how detailed zoning

19

should be and whether something should be still left for

20

site development plan and what -- what the leap was from

21

Level B to C.

22

transportation, DOT's comments.

23

SPECTATOR:

We can't hear.

24

MS. KELLY:

I'm -- I'm really intrigued by MRCOG's

25

You

I was looking at the Minutes, and there

I mean, those -- those are big issues,
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1

way that makes sense to us.

2

concerns.

3

would like the next meeting that we kind of touch base on

4

what we've already gone over and just sort of assess where

5

we're at without any expectation that we're going to make a

6

decision.

So I just wanted to put that out there that I

And I said this at the last meeting, but I really --

8

whenever the final meeting is I want to be sure that there's

9

time for the public to make written comments that become

10
11

part of the package that we get a week before the hearing.
I just really got concerns similar to what I sent to

12

County Staff about the Westland Master Plan on June 1st,

13

that this was submitted without a lot of neighborhood

14

meetings, not a lot of meetings with Staff before this was

15

submitted, and so things are coming in piecemeal, and I

16

think it's made for a very difficult process.

17
18

So I guess that's it.

I just wanted to put those

concerns out there.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Go ahead.

Are you suggesting that in the next

21

meeting we revisit the -- basically the four topics, perhaps

22

go through transportation and what are all the loose ends on

23

transportation, and likewise, zoning, what are all the -- is

24

that kind of where you're --

25

MS. KELLY:
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1

then based upon how that conversation goes, we maybe set a

2

new schedule.
MS. HERTEL:

So -- and I'm just trying to clarify

4

what you're saying so that if there is going to be that type

5

of organization for the next meeting, that Staff and the

6

applicant are, you know, prepared to go at it that way.

7

MS. KELLY:

Well, I don't have it in front of me,

8

but the next meeting was basically to make a decision,

9

right?

10
11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
make a decision.

12

MS. KELLY:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

Our next meeting is basically to

So that covers all those things.
And we're going to discuss the

whole package at that meeting.

15

MS. HERTEL:

Those topics again.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Now, if we feel that we're not

17

comfortable at that meeting to make a decision, you know --

18

I mean, we might have a vote.

19

or no.

Each Commissioner votes yes

I mean, you know.

20

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

But we're not -- we're not going

22

to prolong this thing more and more, because you know, the

23

Commission's expecting us to make a recommendation to them,

24

and this is a recommendation.

25

mean, they'll have another shot at it, but when we feel

It's not a final approval.
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1

comfortable that we can make a decision, that's when we'll

2

make it, and at the next meeting we've asked for certain

3

things that we'd like to see as a Commissioners, and we'll

4

see what happens at that meeting.

5

comfortable at that meeting or -- you know, we're going to

6

vote on it.

7

concerns, we'll always have.

8

never are we going to have everybody agree to everything.

9

At some point we've got to vote yes or no as Commissioners,

We'll vote on it, you know, but I mean,
I mean a project this big

10

you know, but -- so, I mean, we've just got to get ready

11

ourselves, every Commissioner.

12

Staff.

13

know, but our meeting, our last meeting was scheduled for

14

July.

15

we vote on it or if we don't vote on it, but I want to see

16

what comes at that meeting before we make that decision, and

17

I don't want to start scheduling meetings -- now, Level A

18

took us almost a year.

19

months into it.

20

this thing, but still if we don't have enough -- you saw

21

what I told the developer.

22

going to move on, but I'm not ready to make a decision to

23

schedule more meetings at this point, and we might be at our

24

next meeting.

25

satisfied to vote on it, I mean, we're not -- we'll defer it

We have questions, ask

They're there every day, you know, and then -- you

Now, at that meeting is when we're going to decide do

This one's -- we're almost six

I mean, we've had plenty of time to look at

If we're not ready, we're not
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or -- defer or continue it, you know.

2

MS. HERTEL:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

Okay.
I mean, that's a decision we can

make at that point.

5

MS. NELSON:

I have a question.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MS. NELSON:

Go ahead.

Catherine, I think, at what point

8

will we have for our perusal, our study the redlined, marked

9

up, final version of the Level B plan?

10

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Nelson, so

11

the plan is to have a digital version of the plan, a

12

redlined version of the plan and hopefully supporting

13

documentation by July 1st.

14

Friday.

15

to the Commission as well, and then the plan is to have hard

16

copies available for you at the next CPC hearing on July

17

6th.

18

We'll ask Staff to take about 10 days and get their comments

19

back to us to allow me to incorporate into the Staff Report.

20

Potentially if issues, outstanding issues have been

So that would be a week from

And we will get that out to Staff.

We can sent it

So that would give about three weeks for review.

21

addressed, those comments may come back in the form of

22

conditions from some of the departments.

23

feel that it's not ready, then they'll let us know, and they

24

won't offer conditions.

25

that we're working with now is next week to have a document

If departments
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1

that we can circulate among everybody to allow about two to

2

three weeks for review.

3

MS. NELSON:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

And then for Level B, there's a

criteria, you know, that they have to submit for approval?

6

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, that -- that's correct.

7

So that is something that we -- we will need to revisit

8

prior to the recommendation of approval.

9

the request adequately addresses the Planned Communities

10
11

That would be if

Criteria.
I know that there's been some discussion, too.

There

12

are matrices that have been compiled with lists of Staff's

13

comments that I think we could take another look at that

14

prior to the next hearing, too, that we can make sure that

15

Staff goes through those matrices to make sure that they're

16

complete, that all of the comments are reflected on those,

17

and then also, that Staff provides the current status of

18

those items on the matrices.

19

suggested that, and that's also something that could come

20

into play at the next hearing, too, as you're deciding how

21

you would like to proceed.

22

I know some of you have

If -- if this is ready for approval, then certainly

23

looking at if there are outstanding comments, that that may

24

be one thing that figures into your decision, but just to go

25

back to what Commissioner Kelly said that, yes, the plan
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will be to revisit each of those areas.

2

land use, the zoning, the transportation, natural resources,

3

parks, and to spend -- ask Staff and the agent to spend some

4

time stating exactly where -- where we are with everything

5

particularly for zoning where there's been a lot of work

6

being done on the zoning for Santolina.

7

hopefully will be ready by next week.

8

to look at it, and we'll see how -- we'll see how it goes.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10
11

there's going to be -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And our next meeting is scheduled

for?
MS. VEREECKE:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. VEREECKE:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

July 21st.
July the 21st.
So that's four weeks from today.
That's not a regular meeting.

That's a special --

19

MS. VEREECKE:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

24
25

Mr. Chair, that's correct.
That's all we're going to have

that day.

22
23

You'll have a chance

I guess it'll be -- sounds like

14

18

That will be --

Okay.

MS. VEREECKE:

12
13

Like you said, the

MS. VEREECKE:

You have the room for the whole

day, too.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Any other questions?
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1

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. NELSON:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Second.

All those in favor

signify by saying aye.

5
6

Second.

COMMISSION:
(Note:

Aye.

Hearing in recess at 1:14 p.m.)
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2
3

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

)
)
)

ss

I, B. JULIAN SERNA, Certified Court Reporter in the

4

State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I reported, to the

5

best of my ability, the above Bernalillo County Planning

6

Commission hearing; that the pages numbered 3 through 149,

7

inclusive, are a true and correct transcript of my

8

stenographic notes, and were reduced to typewritten

9

transcript through Computer-Aided Transcription; and that on

10

the date I reported these proceedings, I was a New Mexico

11

Certified Court Reporter.

12
13

Dated at Albuquerque, New Mexico, this 13th day of
July, 2016.

14
15
16
17
18

B. JULIAN SERNA
New Mexico CCR No. 206
Expires: December 31, 2016
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1

BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

2
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(Note:

Hearing in session at 9:15 a.m.)

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. GRADI:

Let's call this meeting to order.

Good morning, Chairman Chavez, Members

4

of the County Planning Commission.

5

21st, 2016, this is the continuation of the public hearing

6

series for the Santolina Level B Master Plan.

7

Today, Thursday July

Staff has created a format for the hearing presentation

8

this morning, which has been distributed, I believe, to all

9

who need one, and if you don't have one, people in

10

attendance, we can provide you with one.

11

form or a matrix for presentation, and Catherine will be

12

making the presentation this morning regarding the Level B

13

plan, and I stand for any questions having said that.

14
15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

We have prepared a

Any questions of Staff?

If not,

thank you very much.

16
17
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Next order of business is approval of the Minutes for
June 23rd.

18

MR. MALRY:

So moved.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. NELSON:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. KELLY:

I had one correction which I already

23

mentioned to Julian.

On page 142, he attributes something

24

to Irene Serna, and she wasn't here, and it's something I

25

said.

Been moved.

Second.
Second.
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2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Is that correction okay?

those in favor signify by saying aye.

3

COMMISSION:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MS. VEREECKE:

Aye.
Opposed?

Motion carries.

Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members

6

of the Commission.

7

is a continuation of SPR2016-0001.

8

approval of the Santolina Level B Master Plan.

9

All

My name is Catherine VerEecke, and this
It is a request for

So as you are aware, this request is -- is the

10

continuation of a process that began back in 2013.

11

this is the Level B request.

12

Plan, together with planned community zoning, was adopted --

13

was recommended for approval by this Commission in December

14

of 2014, and then it was approved and adopted by the Board

15

of County Commissioners on June 16th, 2015, and the Level A

16

approval was for the entire 13,700 acre property, and you

17

can see, this is the Level A plan that was approved.

18

request was approved with 24 findings and 22 conditions.

19

There was also a Development Agreement that was agreed to by

20

the County and the developer.

21

Now,

The Santolina Level A Master

The

For the Level A plan, the County Commission agreed that

22

the plan had adequately addressed the planned communities

23

criteria and policies for such a community.

24

that approval in hand.

25
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1

the planned communities criteria, but this time, for more

2

specific Level B policies that are for specific geographic

3

areas such as villages with more detailed provided in the

4

plan.

5

and that this encompasses about a third of the Level A plan

6

area.
So this should be to the point when it is approved that

8

the applicant or subsequent owners of the property would be

9

able to apply for subdivisions or site plans.

So this is

10

really the last time that this Commission will -- will see

11

this as a whole.

12

guided by the Comprehensive Plan Reserve Area policies that

13

are specific for this type of development.

14
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So as you recall, this is the Level B land-use plan

And also to mention, too, the request is

The Level B request was first submitted in January, and

15

the first public hearing was on March 2nd, and at that time

16

as you recall, the CPC decided to hold four hearings.

17

we've had already three specialized hearings for

18

transportation, land use and zoning, and then government and

19

public service, and environment and open space.

20

the hearings, there were new materials that were submitted

21

by the agent including a matrix that summarized the

22

different comments that were coming up, particularly the

23

ones that were submitted at the beginning of the process

24

when the plan and the technical documents were first

25

submitted.

So

At each of
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So we have had a lot of comments that have come in, and

2

Staff has noted comments, and the agent in the matrices has

3

made an argument that many of the comments would -- were

4

addressed or that they would be addressed.

5

So for the July hearing, again, this is the fourth and

6

final special hearing that is scheduled, and it's intended

7

to provide a summary of the areas under consideration, so

8

we're not going to represent what we've already presented

9

but instead to identify the outstanding issues and then to

10

have the Commission weigh in about where they think this --

11

this request should go.

12

So on July 1st we did get a submittal from the

13

applicant for today's hearing including a revised master

14

plan with language added or previous language that had been

15

included in submittals to be added.

16

document.

17

there is also a revised consolidated matrix that was

18

submitted by the applicant that took all of the matrices

19

from each of the hearings and put them all in one.

20
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blank column for Staff to fill in their response and to

22
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23
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24
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25
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1

that the density level from the Comprehensive Plan is

2

maintained related to land use, additional information on

3

parks and open space types and information on services.

4

Revisions to the zoning chapter have been provided, although

5

the design section has not been fully reviewed by Staff,

6

because it was submitted after that July 1st deadline.

7

it's not complete yet.

8

transportation revisions to the transportation plan,

9

language for phasing, information on possible funding

Additional language for

10

sources, because funding becomes a more important element as

11

we go through this plan have been submitted.

12

So several Staff have looked at the matrix, and they

13

have filled in their responses.

14

but thank you to Staff for dealing with that, and I think it

15

was very helpful for us to go through that exercise of

16

having Staff respond to the comments, and we're hoping that

17

we'll have more time to continue working with that.

18
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19

be made, Staff is still noting that there are still

20

outstanding issues.

21

areas within Public Works, Parks and Open Space, land use

22

and zoning, and specific services.

23

issues as the yet-to-be-completed zoning chapter, the lack

24

of a Development Agreement and other documentation with the

25

Water Utility Authority, the need for an acceptable phasing
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1

plan for land use and facilities and including parks and

2

open space, along with concerns about the jobs-to-housing

3

ratio that was agreed to in the course of the Level A plan.
And there are other comments that have been included

5

that have been carried through into the comments matrix.

6

Some of them are not major comments, like semantics as Don

7

Briggs said, language that needs to be changed.

8

other hand, there are portions of the plan that still need

9

revision that -- that is significant.

10

On the

There are also some -- we just received an

11

archeological study that is one of the requirements, and

12

there may be some concerns with as we proceed through the

13

discussion.

14

study is required with a mitigation strategy as one of the

15

planned communities criteria.

16

The archeological -- class II archeological

You may have also noted from the packet that the Water

17

Utility Authority has requested that the CPC move ahead with

18

this request and that they feel this -- the CPC needs to

19

weigh in on the land use before they want to weigh in on a

20

Development Agreement.

21

further along today.

22
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23
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25
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1

Level A plan have not been met, including such areas as

2

jobs-to-housing, water, and open space.
Based on the matrices completed by Staff and agencies,

4

it appears that a little bit less than 50 percent of the

5

comments have not been fully addressed.

6

quite a few comments out there that need some work.

7

either partially or fully -- like I said, some are major,

8

like, the zoning chapter and design standards.

9

definitely an issue, and some of them are really just

So there are still
They're

Water is

10

requesting additional language, but it still needs some

11

work.

12

And although attempts to address the planned

13

communities criteria have been made -- and there is

14

reference to that throughout the plan, throughout the matrix

15

where they're pointing to specific language in the plan that

16

attempts to address the criteria, several of Staff feels

17

that many of the criteria have not been fully addressed and

18

potentially could not be addressed until all of Staff's

19

comments are addressed or until we have a complete plan.

20

Staff is, therefore, recommending continuation of the

21

request, but that the CPC facilitate the discussion with

22

directions for the applicant for proceeding with the

23

request.

24
25
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1

from the Atrisco Land Grant, and I -- are you here?

2

here, and they wanted to be able to speak as an agency or as

3

a jurisdiction.

4

you.

5

public.

6

So, Mr. Chair, I just wanted to point that out to you, and

7

with that I stand for questions.

They could also -- and that would be up to

They could also sign in and speak as part of the

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
with some.

Questions of Staff.

I'll start

You know, we got a letter from the Water

10

Authority, and exactly -- is there somebody from the Water

11

Authority here?

12

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, it does not appear that

13

there is.

14

Staff and especially where they're requesting some changes

15

in our process in the way we've been proceeding and have

16

requested that some of the conditions not be considered at

17

this point and instead be passed along to the BCC.

18

strongly encourage them to attend the hearing and to come

19

with a statement as stated in that letter and that they

20

should be prepared to answer questions from the Commission,

21

but it doesn't appear that they are here.

22

I did have a conversation with a couple of their

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I did

So has the Water Authority had a

23

board meeting where this thing is discussed, or is this all

24

coming just strictly from Staff?

25

MS. VEREECKE:
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1

read the comments from the Utility Authority historically --

2

and we can also come back to this later when we talk about

3

service, but their comments did indicate from the last

4

hearing that their requirements, including a Development

5

Agreement agreed to by the Utility Authority and the

6

developer would be required along with a water master plan

7

and a serviceability letter, and that that was all required.

8
9

At this time they have specified that those
requirements would need to be met that they haven't -- that

10

they are not in process with -- they haven't yet submitted

11

anything to be considered, and I don't know.

12

been some documents submitted, but that nothing is currently

13

under consideration by the Utility Authority and that those

14

documents, which are fairly involved would need to be

15

submitted.

16

documents have not been submitted, and the Board has not met

17

to consider this request or a Development Agreement.

18

There may have

So -- so just to get to the point that the

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So it's a condition that the

19

County Commission put on this.

You know, we as a Board here

20

don't have authority to change any conditions that were

21

approved by the County Commission.

22

that can change that, but the condition was that, you know,

23

they get to some agreement, and if they haven't even

24

submitted it to their Board, it looks like they're just not

25

doing anything, and that concerns me, because that was a

They're the only ones
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1

condition that the County put -- am I getting a signal or

2

what?

Is that the Water Authority?

3

MS. NELSON:

They're cutting off our service.

4

MR. MALRY:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Mr. Chairman, I move we adjourn.
It's

6

concerning me a lot, because we've been going through this

7

thing for quite a while.

8

approved -- I mean, it's been how long, six months?

9
10

MS. VEREECKE:

The -- I think the Level A was

Mr. Chair, it was approved by the

BCC in June 2015.

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And they don't seem to be in any

12

hurry or care about this project, because they haven't

13

acted.

14

like to get a letter from the Chairman of the Water

15

Authority, of the Board, not from Staff, because this thing

16

is getting a little ridiculous.

17

concerned and dissatisfied with the Water Authority, and I

18

don't know if it's the Staff or the Board or who it is, but

19

you know, they also have a responsibility to this community

20

to come in with their recommendation to this thing.

21

We're talking about Staff sending me letters.

I'd

I'm getting a little bit

The County has been having hearings for it's over a

22

year now between us and the County Commission.

That was --

23

that was a condition that the County Commission put on.

24

It's something that should have been at least at a hearing.

25

I don't know what the disconnect is over there, because you
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1

know, the Water Authority is made up of City Counselors and

2

County Commissioners.

3

on and why they're not acting on it.
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, just to say that when I

5

spoke to the Staff at the Utility Authority, they said they

6

were of the position that the CPC needed to approve this

7

plan before they would enter into the process with the

8

developer to consider the Development Agreement.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

MS. VEREECKE:

Well -And I told them that this would --

11

would need to be considered by this Body as well because of

12

the conditions of approval, and then also that this is the

13

technical body that works with Staff as applications are

14

being evaluated.

15

I also told them that we do have a land-use plan before

16

us and that our thought is that this land-use plan could be

17

approved.

18

-- that would necessitate this Body having to grant an

19

approval so that it could proceed to the next level, and

20

then -- and then be considered by the Utility Authority.

21

We were not anticipating any major changes that

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Now, are they asking us for us to

22

do our work and then -- and then before the County

23

Commission approves it, they will have an agreement?

24
25

MS. VEREECKE:
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1

approval from the BCC, but when I informed them or reminded

2

them of the conditions of approval, then they said that it

3

should be prior to the approval by the BCC but after the CPC

4

recommends approval, so that there would be some certainty

5

about the land-use plan, but what was suggested to me by one

6

of their higher level Staff --

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. VEREECKE:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Who's the higher level staff?
John Stomp.

10

MS. VEREECKE:

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MS. VEREECKE:

Who?
I believe John Stomp.
Okay.
He suggested that after the CPC

13

recommends approval of this request, that the Development

14

Agreement could be considered by the Utility Authority

15

concurrently with the consideration by the BCC.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And, you know, that's something

17

that -- because we don't have -- we, as Commissioners here,

18

if the County Commission puts a condition on it, we don't

19

have the authority to change that.

20

to have to stay on there until it gets back to the County

21

Commission.

22

the Level A are going to have to be met, because we don't

23

have the authority to change any of those conditions that

24

the County Commission approved, and I think that's where

25

we're getting -- you're not getting all the information.

That condition's going

I mean, but all the conditions that were put on
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1

All those conditions have not been met, and we're, like, at

2

a standstill here, and I mean, the conditions by the County

3

Commission cannot be changed by us.

4

understand that.

5

there.

6

but I don't think that we're going to start challenging the

7

County Commission on their conditions that they approved.

9

Those are conditions that they put on

We can recommend things to the County Commission,

So I think that, you know, this is getting -- and then
we get a Water Board, they want to tell us how to run or

10

meetings, and that's not going to happen.

11

maybe I need to have a meeting with the Water Board.

12

the chairman of the Water Board?

13

MS. VEREECKE:

So somebody --

Mr. Chair, I'm not sure who of the

14

-- who's the chair of the Board.

15

Commissioners on the Board.

16

We also have the director of the Utility Authority.

17

still Mark Sanchez as far as I know.

18

Who's

I know we have three

If it's the Mayor, it may be.
It's

But just to say, Mr. Chair, too, that's one component

19

in this discussion, and that Staff has noted a number of

20

other issues that -- that need to be addressed with this

21

request so that it may be appropriate to proceed with those

22

and then also to convey the concerns to the Utility

23

Authority, and if the Commission conditions this request as

24

Staff has recommended, that we can try to get them more

25

involved and possibly communicating with management and
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legal that we can try to work this out.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, if the Water Board is

3

saying that they're waiting for us to see what we do and

4

then before the County Commission approves the plan, then

5

they could have an agreement done, and -- because we don't

6

have the authority here to agree to any agreements with

7

anybody.

8

but you were talking about Mr. Stomp making that statement,

9

but that letter that we got didn't say that.

10

That's -- only the County Commission can do that,

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, yeah, if you read

11

through there, there were a series of emails and comments

12

where they did -- they did state that, but there were

13

discussions that I had as well.

14

would be appropriate as you proceed through this discussion

15

to provide some direction about how to -- how you would like

16

to deal with this, and Staff can work towards that.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

for them to deal with it.

19
20
21

So it sounds like maybe it

MS. VEREECKE:

Well, I think that we all want is

Mr. Chair, so the chair of the

Water Board is City Counselor Trudy Jones.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

And maybe I need to get

22

some communications with them, from Board to Board to see

23

what's going on.

24
25

So let's get -- other Commissioners?

MS. VEREECKE:

Thank you, Mr. Chair.
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1

specific discussion about land use.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
question?

4

Okay.

Anybody else has a

We'll move on.

MS. VEREECKE:

So we now have Staff, and first

5

we're going to have transportation, Richard Meadows, and

6

then NMDOT is here and MRCOG.

7

MR. MEADOWS:

Good morning, Mr. Chair and

8

Commissioners.

9

and I just wanted too quickly go through the conditions and

10
11

Richard Meadows with County Public Works,

the comments and summarize what -- what we have recommended.
So, first of all, for the Level A Master Plan all of

12

those conditions have been met as far as transportation.

13

Those mostly dealt with -- we had asked for some

14

improvements to the roadway network and to remodel that

15

network using the 2040 MRCOG projections, and that -- that

16

was done.

17

So then for Level B, we had a number of comments, and

18

most of those comments have been addressed.

19

handful left to be addressed.

20

them has to do with there was a new roadway cross-section --

21

-section that was submitted, and we asked to remove that one

22

and make some changes to another cross-section.

23

There's only a

They're fairly minor.

One of

And then finally, we have modified our conditions for

24

Level B, and basically we are just asking that the final

25

report address the few remaining comments that are there,
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1

and then when a Development Agreement is prepared, that it

2

identify which roadway improvements are system roadway

3

improvements and which ones are system -- I mean, I'm sorry,

4

which ones are project-related improvements and which ones

5

are system-wide improvements, and that way we'll know how

6

the costs are going to fall out from the -- from the

7

improvements, and then that pretty much summarizes it.

8

MS. HERTEL:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10
11

I have a question.
Questions?

Go ahead,

Commissioner.
MS. HERTEL:

So you've gone through the matrix,

12

and can you confirm that all your comments ended up in the

13

-- in the matrix, and I'm just holding up this document, but

14

all of your documents ended up in the matrix?

15

MR. MEADOWS:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, yes.

16

All the comments were reflected in the matrix, and the

17

majority of them -- the vast majority of them were

18

addressed, and if you'd like I could list out the ones that

19

have not been addressed, but there's only four, four or five

20

of them that were not addressed and --

21

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Actually I would like to see

22

your response in the matrix as well, and I know there's

23

slightly more recent matrix that I haven't printed out yet.

24

So I know some comments have been put in there or responses,

25

but I'd like to see all your responses in the matrix, and
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1

then there's a status there where you can indicate that it's

2

now a closed item, that no further action is necessary.

3

if you put your comments in the matrix, it would be a much

4

-- I think a much more useful document for this whole group,

5

for everybody to work with, because it would all be

6

summarized there as opposed to I see your papers there with

7

lots of tabs here and there.

8

response and the current status, and that would be really,

9

really helpful.
MR. MEADOWS:

11

MS. HERTEL:

12

MR. MEADOWS:

All in the matrix with your

All right.
Okay.

Thank you.

And, Mr. Chair and Commissioner

13

Hertel, we did -- we did put our responses in the matrix and

14

indicated if it's completed.

15

partially completed, and some were fully completed, so --

16

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

There were some that were

Thanks.

I probably just don't

17

have the most current print of them, but I'm sure we will

18

before, you know, we have additional discussion on this

19

topic.

Thank you.

20

MR. MEADOWS:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

Thank you.
Any other questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

23

MR. MEADOWS:

All right.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. JULIAN:
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1

and Commission members.

2

representing the New Mexico Department of Transportation,

3

District 3 Office.

I am here

The comments we submitted, I guess, for Level A I would

5

like to address their status.

Note 20, we have no

6

additional comments.

7

we've asked for additional response from the developer on

8

the statement that says, "We anticipate that the approved

9

Level A Master Plan and future Level B Plan will impact

The comment was resolved.

Note 21,

10

future MTP efforts."

11

the -- there is no guarantee that the design and phasing of

12

the Santolina plan will coincide with the projects that are

13

in the outlying years of the MTP, and so we'd like some

14

additional clarification on what was meant by that comment.

15

And note 22 we have no additional comments.

16

The NMDOT would like to reiterate that

We did submit five comments on the land-use plan dated

17

June 28th, 2016, and the Santolina Level B Plan.

18

one is that, in general, DOT concurs with the transportation

19

analysis with the understanding that Level C will provide

20

more detailed transportation analysis, and there may be

21

additional recommendations from the DOT to be implemented

22

that fall out of that analysis.

23

The first

The second comment is concerning the NMDOT frontage

24

road that is going to be used for basically the primary

25

access for the initial stages of the development.
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1

contemplating a planning-level-type study for I-40 from --

2

you know, for this section of I-40, and one of the

3

considerations from that study may be that -- may be that --

4

the addition of one-way frontage roads, and if that is the

5

case, that would impact the -- the access that is proposed

6

for the Santolina development in the early stages.

7

The third comment involves the industrial and business

8

park land use that, again, is using the NMDOT frontage road

9

for the primary access.

Currently that road is a -- it's

10

classified as a minor collector, and there's about -- I

11

think there's about 2,500 vehicles that use that on a daily

12

basis.

13

that many bump that up into a different classification which

14

would require some improvements on that facility.

15

now, that road -- the typical section of that road reflects

16

a minor collector.

17

and there's very little shoulder.

18

Depending on the increase in volume of that road,

Right

It's just two lanes in each direction,

The fourth comment was on a -- on the land-use plan,

19

that exhibit dated June 28th, 2016.

20

-- appear to be consistent with section 4.4, access of the

21

Santolina Level B Plan, and I believe the concern there was

22

that the text stated a half mile spacing increment for

23

access, and it looks like the exhibit was showing

24

quarter-mile spacing.

25

It did not appear to be
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1

be seeking a separate Developer Agreement with Santolina to

2

establish the fund requirements for the system

3

infrastructure that's mentioned in the Level B plan.

4

will be established through public and private funding, and

5

with that, I stand for questions.

7
8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Are there any questions?

Go

ahead, Commissioner.
MS. HERTEL:

I'm going to have the same comments

9

that I had for the previous gentleman, and that is, can you

10

confirm that all your comments have been put in the matrix?

11

And then, if you could add your responses in the matrix, so

12

that we have one document that we can get our arms around?

13

MR. JULIAN:

Chair and Commissioner Hertel, yes,

14

we will -- we will provide that.

15

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

And so the next time we have

16

any discussion that relates to NMDOT, we'll be able to refer

17

to this matrix, and then, when you're saying comment 22 or

18

whatever, we'll be just be able to go here and kind of

19

follow along with what you're talking about.

20

lot easier.

Thank you.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

Thank you very much.

23

Who's next, Staff?

24

MR. GINGRICH:

25

It will be a

of the Commission.

Any other comments?
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1

on behalf of the Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning

2

Organization, which is in -- within the Mid-Region Council

3

of Governments.
I have comments for transportation and land use, so

5

I'll just speak to the transportation comments here.

6

also been informed that I think there's an attachment in the

7

packet, attachment 13 that has the matrix with the Staff

8

comments.

9

I've

That might be helpful.

So we have a few outstanding comments for the

10

transportation components to the Level B plan.

11

terms of the matrix, most of the edits have been either made

12

or they have -- they've been basically agreed to be changed

13

for some of the minor text edits especially.

14

meeting with the County Staff and Bohannan Huston, who's the

15

-- who's in charge of the transportation modeling piece for

16

the applicant on a couple Fridays ago and went through the

17

matrix and tried to work out some of the nitty gritty.

18

in a lot of the minor text changes, those have been made,

19

and most of them have been agreed to change.

20

The -- in

We had a

So

So I think probably it's best use of time to talk about

21

the larger outstanding transportation issues.

The first is

22

that there's a -- there's a -- in the Level A Development

23

Agreement, there's categories of roadway infrastructure that

24

are broken up into system infrastructure and project

25

infrastructure, and project infrastructure is completely up
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1

to the applicant or the developer to take care of, and

2

system infrastructure is that which there's a -- you know,

3

impacts or -- it serves broader than Santolina, and so that

4

could be outside of Santolina or inside of Santolina, and in

5

those situations, it's our understanding that the County

6

would be responsible for paying for their proportionate

7

share of that infrastructure.

8

This is important to the MPO, because we are

9

responsible for kind of gathering all the significantly

10

regional roadways into our MTP network, or that's our

11

long-range plan network, and we've them categorized as

12

publicly funded, privately funded, or a combination of

13

publicly and privately funded.

14

MTP list has to be claimed by somebody that's -- they're

15

going to pay for.

16

list.

17

And so what gets onto the

It's a physically constrained project

And so reading through some of the documents again in

18

this last round, we're not sure exactly which roads are

19

system infrastructure and which are project infrastructure,

20

and so as we do our MTP list, we need to know which ones of

21

those are anticipated to be privately funded and a

22

private/public partnership.

23

there was some kind of map that would show the system

24

infrastructure and then what the proportion of the share

25

would be to the public, and so -- and so that's kind of our

So it would be helpful to us if
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1

-- there's some -- there seems to not be some clarity around

2

exactly which roadways are considered which.
Kind of related to that in our comments is the added

4

section 8.5 to the Level B plan, which talks about the

5

different funding mechanisms.

6

most of our funding concerns are around transportation

7

infrastructure.

8

clarify the different mechanisms for paying for

9

infrastructure, that you would also clarify, which I think

10

is the case but maybe should be clarified, that in that --

11

if those -- if those funding sources, outside funding

12

sources aren't available, that the developer's still

13

responsible for providing adequate infrastructure to

14

whatever level of development there is.

15

concerns there.

We would recommend -- I mean,

We would recommend if you're going to

So that's the basic

16

And then, finally, as Mr. Meadows mentioned, that

17

concern about the ride -- the wide right-of-ways, we'll go

18

with what the County's recommending there.

19

know, maybe a way of mitigating some -- you know, being

20

creative with the width of some of the different facilities

21

to -- if we would do a multiway boulevard or something like

22

that, but definitely getting over 200 feet of right-of-way

23

is a very wide road for pedestrians to cross by an urban

24

center.

25

conversations with the County and the applicant on that, and

There's, you

So we'll just go with the County there.
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2
3

I'm confident something can be worked out there.
So with that, I'll stand for questions on
transportation.

4
5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions?

Commissioner, go

ahead.

6

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

In your -- in your letter or

7

memo on July 11th, you were mentioning the forecast data for

8

growth projections, and it seems to be specific for open

9

space.

10

MR. GINGRICH:

11

MS. HERTEL:

Yeah.
Do you want to comment on that,

12

because what you're saying here is that the growth

13

projections -- I'm just reading it for the benefit of

14

everybody else -- is inconsistent with the most recent 2040

15

MTP data.

16

MR. GINGRICH:

Okay.

Yes, Madam Chair and

17

Commissioner -- sorry, Mr. Chair and Madam Commissioner.

18

That was in regards to a specific diagram.

19

bring that up in the land-use comments, but I can talk to

20

that now.

21

added.

22

this exhibit specifically.

That's for this exhibit, Exhibit 3 that was

And that's just this -- we were just talking about

23

MS. HERTEL:

24

MR. GINGRICH:

25

I was going to

It uses --

Open space.
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1

open space section and I think taken maybe from the Open

2

Space Master Plan, but it was -- but in the context that it

3

was presented in the plan was an overall growth forecast,

4

and this doesn't use -- this map does not contain the

5

current growth projections for which we are to now to 2040

6

and are -- actually forecast quite a bit less growth than

7

what was previously forecasted, because this is prerecession

8

data.

9

MS. HERTEL:

So the basic population growth

10

projections for Santolina is not exactly the same as what

11

your -- your, MRCOG's current 2040 road projections are?

12

that kind of what I'm hearing you say?

13

MR. GINGRICH:

Is

Mr. Chair and Madam Commissioners,

14

so let me separate this exhibit first, and then I can talk

15

about --

16

MS. HERTEL:

17

MR. GINGRICH:

In general.
And then I can talk in general.

18

the -- the 20- -- our current forecast in the 2040

19

long-range master plan, those were incorporated into the

20

transportation analysis for Santolina Level A.

21

redone for Level A and done for the Level B transportation

22

document.

23

So

It was

The reason why it had to be redone for Level A was

24

because while the Level A Master Plan was being heard was

25

while we were writing the MT- -- the 2040 MTP, which had not
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1

been finalized, and the -- so the 2035 MTP would have been

2

the most current while the first Level a was being heard.
The 2040 MTP forecast showed quite a bit less growth in

4

the region than the 2035, because the population numbers

5

were reprojected.

6

coming, and we were very -- everyone knew that at the

7

beginning of the Level A process, and the applicant knew

8

that, also, but those official numbers hadn't been -- hadn't

9

been put forth -- hadn't been approved yet in the plan, or

10
11

That -- we knew that that drop was

the plan hadn't been approved, I should say.
So the -- so the -- the total growth numbers for the

12

region in the 2040 MTP are consistent with the

13

transportation master plan.

14

order to -- to study the transportation system that's being

15

proposed for Santolina at the level of development that is

16

anticipated by the developer, that level of development is

17

-- is quite a bit different than the level of development

18

that is in the trend scenarios, which is our official

19

forecast in the Santolina area.

20

The difference is in the -- in

So the total number of people in the region is the

21

same, but there's almost a separate scenario for Santolina

22

where the growth was reallocated from other parts of the

23

region in the trend scenario and put into Santolina to build

24

out Santolina so that we could measure -- what we're

25

measuring is the impacts of Santolina if Santolina would
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1

grow and other places wouldn't grow, because we have to keep

2

the same number of people in the region.

3

difference in what's anticipated by the trend scenario and

4

what's anticipated by the developer's level of development,

5

that's where the difference comes from, but the -- but we

6

worked with them to help them do that study, but that's the

7

assumptions going into the study.
MS. HERTEL:

9

MR. GINGRICH:

10

Okay.

MS. HERTEL:

So I know that -- sorry.
Yeah.

I think I understand that.

11

We're saying that the growth projections are -- the

12

population is going to be the same.

13

MR. GINGRICH:

14

MS. HERTEL:

15

population.

16

would increase.

17

That's --

In the region.
It's just there's shifting

Like, some areas may decline, but Santolina

MR. GINGRICH:

That's right.

Yeah.

That's what's

18

was required to make Santolina build so that you could

19

analyze the Santolina development as built and the roadway.

20

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

That explains a lot, because

21

in various places in the attachments there's different

22

population projections that population is not drawing at

23

all, but now, I'm understanding that we're just seeing that

24

may be -- may -- potentially a shift to the Santolina area.

25

MR. GINGRICH:
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1

and Mr. Chair, that's not -- that's not MRCOG's position

2

that development will shift.

3

MS. HERTEL:

4

MR. GINGRICH:

"Potentially," I said.
But that's taking this -- you know,

the applicant's expectation of level of development.

6

know, we didn't -- we don't go to them and say, "This is the

7

level of development that's going to happen in Santolina.

8

That was them saying this is we anticipate, and the basis

9

for that is -- that's for them to --

10

MS. HERTEL:

11

MR. GINGRICH:

It's their pro forma -Yeah, but for us, it was just

12

saying in the scenario, that that would happen.

13

-- this is the appropriate way to --

14

You

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

This is how

I have one more question, and

15

that's the same I asked the previous gentleman, and that is,

16

do you think -- do you think all your comments are in the

17

matrix.

18

you know, subsequent version, but I'd like you to confirm at

19

some point that all your comments are in here, and then add

20

your staff response, your response in the matrix, too.

21

My version is June 30th.

MR. GINGRICH:

I know there's another,

Yes, Madam Commissioner, Mr. Chair,

22

our -- we work to fill out those comments.

The most recent

23

one that came out in July '06 or something like that, and so

24

we worked hard to get those in.

25

sure, but I believe that all of our comments from our first
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1

round of comments from February or whatever the -- the very

2

first one that had our bigger -- our first review, those

3

were in the matrix.

4

that on -- for the land-use hearing and some correspondence

5

that I added as an attachment to those comments with the

6

applicant that were not in the matrix.
MS. HERTEL:

Yeah.

Let's try to get all of it in.

8

I don't want to miss anybody's comments when we, you know,

9

look at this matrix.

Okay?

10

MR. GINGRICH:

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MS. KELLY:

Thanks for that extra effort.

Sure.
Any other questions?

Quick question.

Thank you.

13

On Exhibit 9, the cross-section of the arterials, I

14

know that it's wide, but I was noticing that there's a 6- to

15

10-foot trail with what appears to be a wall.

16

end of the right-of-way.

17

really not a pleasant trail corridor experience, and in

18

fact, it might not comply with standards which requires a

19

little bit of space, and I was just thinking that maybe some

20

extra -- the median is 30-foot wide.

21

applicant and the road designers to consider putting a

22

little more space next to the trail.

23

MR. GINGRICH:

So that's the

I'm just observing that that's

Yes.

So I would ask the

Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chair and

24

Madam Commissioner.

We can keep working on it.

25

long-range roadway -- the LRTS Guide, the long-range
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1

Transportation System's guide does show trails along side

2

the proposed roadways, and I believe that those were taken

3

from the Level A plan, and -- yeah and, you know, there are

4

different contexts that this arterial will go through.

5

of them may be more urban where there's more buildings close

6

by, and some of them may be more suburban where there's more

7

space.

8

that you have sections for the different kinds of context

9

that the roadway goes through, like this is a suburban

So that might be another thing to -- to recommend is

10

context versus the urban street context.

11

we can -- I don't know what's going on here.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MR. GINGRICH:

Yeah, but I think

I think your time's up.
That's my time.

Yeah.

All right.

14

I'll take the hint or whatever from speaking.

15

keep working on that, and I'll say, too, that our -- we're

16

at a loss because our transportation -- our bike/ped

17

planner, Julie Luna, who's wonderful, she's moved your

18

County Planning Staff.

19

you and bad for us, but she's the one who wrote the LRTS

20

guide, so she can fill you in for sure.

21

you.

22
23
24
25

Yeah.

We can

So you have her, which is good for

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So anyway, thank

Any other questions?

If not,

thank you very much.
MS. VEREECKE:
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1

and their representative needs to leave at 10:30.

2

it's okay, she could speak now so that --

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. VEREECKE:

6

questions.

Go ahead.
-- give her comments and stand for

So Alvira.
MS. LOPEZ:

Good morning, Mr. Chair,

7

Commissioners.

8

planner, manager with APS Capital Master Plan, and I'm here

9

to reiterate our comments submitted July 12th, 2016 and to

10
11

My name is Alvira Lopez.

I'm senior

answer any questions you may have.
In reference -- in reference to our previous comments

12

submitted, all previous Albuquerque Public Schools comments

13

continue to apply to the current applicant's submittal.

14

particular for the scale of development as proposed for the

15

Santolina Level B plan calling for 9,444 dwelling units, the

16

district would need at least 101.6 acres of land, five

17

schools, assuming a typical and traditional educational

18

curriculum.

19

talks about a K through 12 school.

20

on traditional models of instruction, and at least 162

21

million, approximately 163 million for new construction, not

22

including the cost of land.

23

In

I want to clarify that, because I know the plan
Our analysis was based

Such figures are consistent with APS's previous

24

comments regarding the applicant's submittals.

25

reiterate, all new and future construction is contingent on
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taxpayer approval.

2

Regarding the most current Santolina Level B plan

3

revised July 2016, the applicant identifies in section 7.6

4

schools, pages 86 and 87, that 134.6 acres are needed to

5

plan for new APS school facilities.

6

9,444 dwelling units, and we concur with that.

7

indicated, we said we needed 101 acres, and in -- in their

8

plan they state 134 acres are needed.

9

That would sustain the
As

The district continues to work with the applicant and

10

hopes to come to an agreement with the applicant so that

11

land can be conveyed to Albuquerque Public Schools as per

12

the quantity of land acreage indicated in section 7.6

13

schools of the Level B plan.

14

Again, according to the Santolina Level B plan the

15

quantity of land needed for APS school facilities is 134

16

acres.

17

all future schools to be located within Santolina Level B

18

plan, in other words, a K through 12 model versus a K

19

through 5, middle school, high school, traditional model

20

will be determined by the district and in response to

21

community educational needs and their academic master plan.

22

And I have one last comment that I noted on page 88 of

APS would also like to note that curriculum model of

23

the plan.

There's a section, 7.76, a separate section to

24

the other sections just referenced.

25

Schools.
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1

Heritage Academy High School, Rudolfo Anaya, Jimmy Carter

2

Middle School, and G.I. Sanchez, the newly -- recently

3

constructed K through 8 school, there's a comment that

4

states, "These existing APS facilities can temporarily

5

accommodate the initial residential development within the

6

Level B plan until the APS facilities within Level B plan

7

are constructed and open for enrollment."

8

comment to -- to that statement in the current July 2016

9

draft, Santolina Level B plan, is that that comment is

I believe my

10

really incomplete and inconsistent with our previous

11

submittals in that it dismisses the fact that population

12

growth from Santolina -- Santolina development would

13

exacerbate existing overcrowding at Atrisco Heritage High

14

School, Jimmy Carter -- and Jimmy Carter Middle School.

15

think all of your previous comments have spoken about that

16

existing overcrowding at those particular schools.

17

simply say that the future development will be addressed by

18

those schools or accommodated by those schools, I think it's

19

-- we're going to have to take a look at that, and we have

20

provided comments on how we might address that.

21

list of strategies that have been provided through -- in our

22

comments on how we would provide for new capacities or look

23

for efficiencies and perhaps even entertain boundary changes

24

which are very difficult, but we would have to look at

25

various measures.

I

So to

There's a
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1

crowded schools, Atrisco Heritage High School or Jimmy

2

Carter Middle School would simply just accommodate that

3

growth I think is an incomplete and maybe contradictory to

4

our concerns of overcrowding on the west side right now,

5

some of our schools.

6

questions.

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. HERTEL:

9

Any questions?

Okay.

The same question, I don't

think -- I don't think all of your comments are included in

10

the matrix, and I think it would be a good idea if you could

11

go back and review that, and from your -- as an example,

12

from your May 16th memo, you had Roman Numeral, i through vi

13

or i through iii are in the matrix.

14

made it for some reason.

15

later version.

16

that to get the full attention to all your comments and your

17

responses.

18

reflects your position, please.

19

MS. LOPEZ:

20

Iv, v, and vi never

Now, maybe that was corrected in a

I don't know, but I'm just to suggesting

Just check through the matrix and make sure it

certainly do that.

Mr. Chair, Commissioner, I will

I concur with that.

21

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. VEREECKE:

Great.

Okay.

Thank you.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Chair, that concludes the

24

presentation for transportation.

25

second area, and that is land use and zoning and -- and,

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

And besides that, I can stand for any

We now move on to the

TR- 36
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3193

6.A.e

1

again, this goes into other areas besides -- besides just

2

land use and zoning.

3

transportation, but we're trying to fit everyone into a

4

particular place.
So -- so I just wanted to say a few words about the

6

land-use plan.

I already mentioned this, and to say that

7

this is the land-use plan.

8

It includes areas designated as residential of different

9

densities now.

I think you're familiar with it.

It includes a town center, an employment

10

center, industrial and business park, and an urban center,

11

and over time more details have been provided for these

12

areas.

13

shown as a land use, and then there is zoning, a zoning map

14

that goes along with the land-use plan so that for the

15

different land uses, there are particular -- particular

16

zones.

17

Recently, we've had open space added more clearly

So overall the land-use plan does reflect the Level A

18

submittal but with -- with more -- more detail.

19

recently acreage has been provided for each of these areas

20

that you can see here, and these are land use -- residential

21

land uses ranging from high density to lower density.

22

the acreage of these individual -- all of these individual

23

areas has been provided, and this is an attempt to address

24

the planned communities criteria.

25

Most

So
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1

zoning is one way of providing more specific details and

2

implementation for the land use, the land-use plan in terms

3

of land uses, area requirements, design standards that

4

really help to give more character and more specific -- more

5

specific elements or use information than what is -- what is

6

shown on the land-use plan, and the Zoning Administrator is

7

going to say a few words about that, but that -- once we

8

have that completed, then that would add important component

9

to the land-use plan.

10

But Staff has noted that, again, there -- there's a

11

concern, a general concern among the planners about whether

12

or not enough details have been provided in -- in this plan

13

and where it does show smaller pieces, but it doesn't really

14

show if they are cohesive entities within this -- within

15

this plan such as smaller villages or neighborhoods or

16

specific areas within the town center or the urban center

17

that can more clearly be identified, and that is called for

18

in the planned communities criteria.

19

As I said, there are little pieces here that have sort

20

of been created by the road network, and the acreage has

21

been provided for that, but it's still not clear what these

22

little pieces are.

23

neighborhoods?

24

still is not clear, and I'm thinking that there is supposed

25

to be more of a description of what these different areas --

If they're subdivisions or they're

Are they portions of neighborhoods?

That
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1

what they are and then also, how they're -- how they figure

2

into the phasing plan.

3

or are they will all going to be develop at the same time?

4

I know there's been a lot of discussion about that where it

5

looks like these potentially are little neighborhoods that

6

they each have a school.

7

fire station, and I know we've had that discussion with the

8

agent, but so far that doesn't appear to be clearly depicted

9

in the land-use plan.

They have a park.

They have a

10

So there are some other comments that were provided in

11

the Staff Report, but overall to say that the land-use plan

12

appears to be generally acceptable, but that maybe we do

13

need some more -- more details that give more character to

14

the specific areas, and then also, again, insurances --

15

assurances that the overall density that has been agreed to

16

or is required following the Comprehensive Plan, an overall

17

density of three dwelling units per acre -- or it's a little

18

bit different for this plan, because it also has some rural,

19

that that be achieved or may not exceed it, and there is

20

language in the plan about that, but as we proceed through

21

this process, I think we're going to need additional

22

mechanisms to ensure that the allowed density is not -- is

23

not exceeded.

24
25

So I'm thinking that those are my comments.
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. NELSON:

Hold on.

Yes, I do.

Go ahead.
Thank you.

When you said

3

you needed further assurance that the overall land is going

4

to be complying with the planned communities criteria for

5

the Reserve Area, what form would these assurances take?

6

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Nelson, so

7

in the plan there is a chart that includes the allowable

8

density for Level B.

9

dwelling units.

It comes out to approximately 10,000

So there is an attempt to break that out in

10

terms of the different zones, the low density, medium

11

density, high density, so that -- and there is a statement

12

that they're not going to exceed that in the course of

13

development.

14

that Staff will need to work with the applicant to establish

15

some benchmarks about how this will be maintained or how it

16

will progress over time, which might be like -- like what

17

was done for jobs-to-housing jobs-to-housing, that by such

18

and a time there can be this many dwelling units and there

19

needs to be this many jobs.

20

graphic that shows the number residential units that will be

21

allowed over a certain period of time.

22

So there is additional language that was added

So there could be some kind of

So there could be by 20 -- 2025 that there could be

23

3,000, and I think it is actually already depicted in the

24

Development Agreement from what we're talking about, so that

25

that could kind of be carried forward into a condition, and
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1

then a section of the Level B Development Agreement that

2

limits how much residential development will occur over

3

time.
So we haven't really discussed this yet.

It's

5

something that we're still working on and would need to.

I

6

could envisage this as a condition of approval if this

7

proceeds, but just like for jobs-to-housing, where we're

8

thinking there needs to be -- for Level B that there needs

9

to be more discussion about -- about how we're going to keep

10

track of all of this, the jobs-to-housing, the number of

11

dwelling units that -- the agent has suggested that Staff be

12

responsible for that, and I'm not sure how that's going to

13

work out.

14

that.

15

reminds me, too, we did have a condition of approval in

16

Level A and for where Level B there needs to be more

17

discussion about jobs-to-housing and how that goal of

18

creating -- and I think it's 75,000 jobs that are

19

anticipated as part of the entire plan and about, I think,

20

it's 25,000 as part of Level B is what is the strategy for

21

achieving that.

22

we're hearing that there are going to be so many jobs and in

23

these areas, but will the land-use plan by itself ensure

24

that, or are there other strategies that will ensure that

25

this development takes place as it is being proposed.

I'm sure he's going to explain more to you about

We haven't -- we haven't yet resolved that, but it

And that's something that we -- you know,
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So those are issues that I feel haven't been resolved,

2

and to -- you know, to work that out in an acceptable way to

3

Staff and to the agents and then to see it carried through

4

into conditions of approval, and the Development Agreement,

5

I'm thinking this is where that would go.

6

MS. NELSON:

Okay.

So when you were talking about

7

this, it seems to me that this would be part of a -- I don't

8

know, a phasing plan for the development of the density of

9

the housing because we're just talking about land use right

10

at the moment, and -- and some way to report or to guarantee

11

that the overall density is being maintained; is that

12

correct?

13

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair and Commissioner Nelson,

14

yes, and I did want to mention that phasing is an important

15

component of this, too, and where -- right now there are two

16

phases that are being proposed, and they're mainly in the

17

context of transportation but not specifically related to

18

land use and density and community facilities that are

19

shown, and yes, phasing, this could also be shown as part of

20

a phasing plan and where several of us have been asking for

21

more specific phasing than what has been provided.

22

MS. NELSON:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. VEREECKE:

25

Andrew.

Thank you.
Any other questions?
Next, we have John -- no.
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2

will go last.
MR. GINGRICH:

Mr. Chair, Members of the

3

Commission, again, my name is Andrew from the Metropolitan

4

Planning Organization.

5

So one of the comments I was going to make was about

6

the -- that Exhibit Number 3.

So I think I covered that in

7

the last section.

8

transportation, and that's just I wanted to emphasize,

9

again, that when we talk about -- sorry to go back to that,

I did forget to mention one thing in the

10

but when we talk about funding for -- public funding to

11

roadway infrastructure, that in the MTP or the long-range

12

plan, it says that -- that the priority for public funding

13

is going to be in preserving existing infrastructure,

14

redevelopment, and that funds, federal funds that were

15

programmed through us are competitive, increasingly

16

competitive and that roadway expansion, capacity expansion

17

projects on the edge of the City is not something that's

18

being prioritized.

19

talk about public funding for some of these shared-cost

20

roadways, that the federal dollars are likely to not

21

prioritize those.

22

So just that's on the record.

Anyway, so back to land use.

When we

I can start with, I

23

guess, the -- you know, one of the bigger concerns that's

24

been talked about, and that's the concern around phasing.

25

We still have the same general concern we shared before that
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1

the phases, the 2025 and 2040 are quite large.

2

reference, Mesa del Sol had four phases on smaller --

3

smaller acreage than this.

4

Plan that's just to the north and the same group has six

5

phases and also has some of the same kind of transitional,

6

multistep, you know, like phase one to three or whatever a

7

maybe an urban center or village center, something like

8

that, but it's been -- it's been demonstrated before.

9

light doesn't like me.

The Westland -- the Westland

This

I don't know.

So we still have that basic concern, and it doesn't

11

seem that the 2025 and 2040 phase will necessarily even be

12

in subsequent phases, because my understanding is that there

13

could be another Level B plan that's submitted and begun

14

before the end of this one.

15

to clarify, our anticipation of what a phase is, is, you

16

know, it's a subsequent development.

17

and then you do the other piece, and then you do the other

18

piece.

19

us than the actual sequence.

20

So, you know, again, to just --

So you do this piece,

And the actual years are probably less important to

And Catherine mentioned, and I think the Commissioner

21

brought this up, too, that the jobs-to-housing condition,

22

which is very important to the transportation system, that

23

was a condition of approval, to submit a plan to achieve the

24

jobs-to-housing balance so that as Santolina develops, it

25

develops in a way that is reasonably balanced.
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1

waiting for full build-out to achieve some of these

2

benefits.
That, as far as we have seen, does not seem like it's

4

been developed much further than Level A, and so we would

5

expect that that condition implied that there be more detail

6

around the jobs-to-housing plan, and we do think that this

7

dovetails very nicely with our concerns around phasing, and

8

that the different phases could be a way of evaluating this

9

plan to achieve this jobs-to-housing balance, because as

10

Commissioner mentioned, that would have those measures in

11

it.

12

a suggestion as opposed to a possibility.

13

that's our concern on phasing there.

14

So that's maybe not the way it has to happen, but it's
So that's --

And then I'll talk about zoning and the design criteria

15

section.

16

over the past hearings, and things, I think, were tightened

17

up.

18

found where, you know, the urban center is described, for

19

example, as mixed use place, but then, as I looked at the

20

zoning, it doesn't look like it allows mixed use in the

21

zoning and things like that.

22

that need to maybe be cleaned up.

23

The zoning there was a lot of good progress made

There's still some contradictory components that we

I think there are some tweaks

Also, we disagree with -- we appreciate the -- the

24

attention to mixed use that was put in.

25

horizontal mixed use versus vertical mixed use, and the
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1

vertical mixed use piece we're fine with those -- with those

2

-- with parsing that out.

3

mixed use is saying the different uses on the same block,

4

and we -- we don't believe that that's quite specific enough

5

that it needs -- language needs to be that those are

6

integrated, that -- you know, it's not just that you have

7

this use on the same block as this use, but that all of

8

those developments are integrated with each other in a

9

pedestrian kind of a way or whatever so they're not just --

10

you know, they can't be separate from each other.

11

to be designed in a integrated way.

12

They need

So that brings then -- me to the final point, which is

13

the design criteria section.

That was -- it was drafted for

14

the Level B hearing.

15

It's not included in this most recent draft, and I thought

16

that -- we thought that the design guideline section really

17

had made a lot of progress to some of our concern about

18

creating these kinds of environments that would be

19

pedestrian-friendly, that would create the kind of

20

environment that would created a sustainable community,

21

create the kind of environment that would benefit active

22

transportation.

23

with this last round.

24

conversations since the land-use hearing.

25

what happened with that, but that was going in a good

It was never part of the first draft.

And that section's not -- wasn't submitted
We haven't been a part of any
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1

direction I -- we thought.

2

put back in and continued to be developed.

3

had to do with the sidewalks and orientation of parking and

4

building to the street, and those kinds of design features

5

that we thought were going in a good direction.

6

like to see those back in.

7

So that's all I have.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MS. HERTEL:

In fact, that

So we'd

I'll stand for questions.
Any questions?

Go ahead.

I have one really quick comment for

10

you, and this is back to the matrix, and maybe you will find

11

this helpful, but your May 3rd memo and your May 12th memo,

12

I could not find them any place on the matrix.

13

go back and you're reviewing your stuff, you can start with

14

those.

15

couldn't find them.

16

So when you

And maybe it's redundant with some other memo, but I

MR. GINGRICH:

Yes.

That's correct, Mr. Chair and

17

Madam Commissioner.

Those weren't in the -- in the matrix

18

that came out, but we tried to address the basic concerns in

19

our most recent comments and some of the follow-up in the

20

matrix, but we can make sure that we can put that into a

21

matrix and go through --

22

MS. HERTEL:

23

MR. GINGRICH:

24

MS. HERTEL:

25

If they're closed?
Yeah.
Great.
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got close.

Okay.

All right.

2

MR. GINGRICH:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

Thank you.

Sure.
Any other questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

5

MR. GINGRICH:

6

MR. BARNEY:

Thanks.
Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Members

7

of the Commission.

8

planning manager for Parks and Open Space at the County.

9

My name is John Barney.

I am the

I'm going to refer to basically an email.

First of

10

all, we -- Mr. Chair, Members of the Commission, we have met

11

with the applicant, and we've made -- a number of changes

12

have been made to the plan based on that meeting, based on

13

other correspondence.

14

Hertel's question, we do not have all our comments in the

15

matrix, nor are all of our responses.

16

the applicant to -- to get those in before the next time

17

this comes before this Body.

However, to address Commissioner

So we will work with

18

MS. HERTEL:

Thank you.

19

MR. BARNEY:

So I just wanted to reiterate, you

20

know, this is the first Level B plan under the planned

21

community criteria that's come before this Body, and it's

22

the first one I've had a chance to review as the Parks

23

Planner.

24

we do here and what you do here and what the Bernalillo

25

County Commission decides to do, and so I just want to --

So I think it's a really important precedent what
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1

you know, I think we're setting a precedent for future Level

2

B plans, and if that's been stated perhaps by other -- other

3

members of Staff, but I just think this is really important

4

-- a really important process.

5

opportunity to comment.
I just want to read a couple things into the record and

7

talk a little about -- through some of my comments and how

8

they've been addressed up to this point.

9

should be stated that Parks and Recreation at this time has

10

no funding or plans to plan, design, construct, or operate,

11

maintain any parks or recreation facility or open space in

12

the Santolina Level B plan area.

13

In general, it

Parks and Recreation has met with the agent for the

14

applicant, appreciates the changes that have been made to

15

date.

16

we'd like to see addressed further, and changed in the plan

17

prior to recommending approval, because this is a Level B

18

plan and will be the last time that these concerns,

19

especially those surrounding phasing and physical

20

implications of the plan can be addressed in a comprehensive

21

manner to ensure that the dedication and subsequent

22

operations and maintenance of Parks and Recreation

23

facilities at the Level B plan area will be at no net

24

expense to the government in this plan area.

25

However, there remains some outstanding items that

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

6

I really appreciate the

So I'm going to refer to, I think -- Mr. Chair and

TR- 49
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3206

6.A.e

1

Members of the Commission, I think this was included as part

2

of your comments, our comments to Catherine.

3

was included in your packet or attached at one point or

4

another, but I just want to go through them.

5

essentially six comments that were addressed to the plan,

6

itself.

7

the planned community criteria and to meet the requirements

8

in the Parks and Recreation and Open Space plan.

9

number of -- progress has been made.

I think this

A number of them focus on the need to meet the --

And a

We really, really

10

appreciate what the applicant has done.

11

like the facilities that are projected for the Santolina

12

Level B plan area are sufficient to meet the level of

13

service requirements in the Parks, Recreation, and Open

14

Space Master Plan.

15

you look at one, three, four, in those -- the only issue we

16

still are concerned about is the way they're described as

17

either system infrastructure or project infrastructure.

18

I mean, we now feel

The only issue -- and that's in -- if

Now, from our perspective, if these are -- facilities

19

are intended to meet the level of service for this community

20

area, they are, by definition, project infrastructure,

21

because it's for that community.

22

we have a level of service standards.

23

considered system infrastructure, and this has important

24

fiscal implications based on the Level A Development

25

Agreement, because basically there's a delineation between

That's what -- that's why
So we should not be
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project infrastructure and system infrastructure.

2

Project infrastructure must -- the cost both in terms

3

of capital expenses and operating expenses must be sustained

4

by the revenues of the project for that area.

5

system infrastructure it's maybe kind of a split between

6

potentially between the County, other entities and the

7

developer for that -- for that particular area.

8

why that's a very important consideration from our

9

perspective.

10

Whereas, a

So that's

Moving down to comment 5 relative to dedication, I

11

think, again, a lot of progress has been made in terms of

12

our conversations with the applicant and what is now in the

13

plan.

14

by other members of Staff, but it's just the issue of

15

phasing, and how do we -- you know, how do we ensure that we

16

have the facilities to support the community as this project

17

gets built out over time as the overall area gets built out.

18

The problem we're still having, it's been addressed

So in terms of our response to the bullet item no. 5,

19

we came up with what is a suggested strategy.

We haven't

20

really discussed this in detail with the applicant yet, and

21

I'm not sure if they've had a chance to really respond to

22

it, but this is something we will be talking with them

23

about, but this could also change depending on how they're

24

going to deal with phasing relative to some of the other

25

comments today.
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1

But basically we established sort of thresholds or

2

benchmarks when, you know, a certain number of dwelling

3

units that is -- is being planned and coming before our --

4

be coming before this Body, again, through the subdivision

5

process, we want to make sure that there is also the

6

appropriate facilities in terms of Parks and Recreation to

7

support that community at that point in time.

8

So moving on to our comment 6, which really is focused

9

on phasing, it was helpful to -- for -- the applicant had

10

laid out in the very last section of the plan a series of

11

tools, what I would call for -- for how these facilities

12

will be funded over time, and I think that was helpful, and

13

that was -- came out of the discussion we were having.

14

However, they're -- the way they're laid out at this point

15

is a series of tools.

16

just to refer back to the planned community criteria, there

17

is -- it does require, under D, for -- for a Level B plan,

18

under D, Government Services, no. 1, strategy for funding

19

and maintenance of public facilities in sight, including

20

open space.

21

of these tools are going to be used and how, because

22

otherwise, it's difficult for us to evaluate is there going

23

to be enough revenues to actually support our facilities in

24

the future.

25

There isn't a strategy, and I -- and

So the strategy would show us, you know, which
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1

think, but there, again, the concern is, you know, how do

2

they get put together into an overall strategy so that we

3

can be sure that we can -- that we're going to have

4

sufficient funding to support those facilities in the

5

future.

6

And I think this is all goes back also to a request

7

that we made both at Level A and Level B that the financial

8

analyses, you know, be updated, so that -- again, so that we

9

can really evaluate what's going on.

The financial

10

analysis, which is document here, at this point, the fiscal

11

and economic impact study has different numbers than the

12

numbers in the plan at this point, and I know -- I mean, I'm

13

sure they're struggling as much as we are to try to keep up

14

with all -- everything that -- you know, that's changing,

15

but those -- that really should fit lock step with this

16

document, and if it doesn't, then it's hard for -- again,

17

hard for us to evaluate what's happening here in terms of I

18

can't come before you say, "Yes, this will occur at no net

19

expense."

20

These are the tools that I'm using to value it, and

21

it's not clear to me, and so the -- in B under my email

22

letter, there's also a couple other comments relative to the

23

fiscal analysis, which have not yet been addressed.

24
25

I think -- oh, and one other thing.
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1

mean, this question has come up.

This actually did come

2

from the Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan.

3

started -- it is not -- does not reflect the most current

4

projections of the Council of Governments.

5

our planning process.

6

October.

7

commission-review process.

8

August, we were making changes.

9

numbers for the MTP 2040 were not included.

We

This was part of

It actually went before -- into -- into the
Actually, I think, back in
So this -- this -- the
I mean, this

10

map dates back to very early last year.

11

that it's necessarily relevant to anything in the plan.

12

probably should be removed at this point, I would say.

13

Basically, we were using it to show where the overall areas

14

are -- of major growth were going to be in the County, and

15

however, this -- you know, wherever that growth is

16

projected, still that new growth if it's, you know, pursuant

17

to the planned community criteria and in a Reserve Area, it

18

still has to meet the no net expense.

19

So it's not some -- so an area in the Reserve Area.

20

not an area that we would plan to have facilities, because

21

we would expect the applicant to come forward and show those

22

facilities and their correlation to the development that

23

they're proposing.

24

questions.

25

So I don't think
It

It doesn't matter.
It's

And I think with that, I stand for

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Questions.
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Commissioner.

2
3

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

John, I have one question about the open space on the

4

western edge.

5

the open space sufficient to allow for a space between the

6

steep slopes of the western escarpment and the flatter playa

7

area up on top of the mesa?

8

saying?

9

Shelly Road, and then the open space that's shown to the

Okay.

Have you physically looked at that, and is

Do you understand what I'm

The plan shows industrial development along

10

west of that, my question is, is it sufficient to keep the

11

development away from these steep eroding slopes that go

12

down to the Rio Puerco.

13

physically looked at how that open space looks in the field

14

compared to the proposed industrial?

15

MR. BARNEY:

I'm just asking if you've

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Kelly, I

16

have not physically gone out there and looked at that, but

17

I'm happy to do so prior to the -- again, before this

18

appears before the Body again.

19

MS. KELLY:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

24
25

Any other questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

22
23

Thank you.

MR. BARNEY:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Members of

the Board.
MS. JUANITA GARCIA:
Commissioners.
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1

Zoning Administrator for Bernalillo County, and I just kind

2

of want to give an update on what has happened with the plan

3

since we met in May, which was the zoning focus for these

4

meetings, and so since that May hearing, I met with the

5

applicant and their staff probably around eight times

6

lasting around two to three hours to go over the zoning

7

chapter.

8
9

So there was lots of work that needed to be done, lots
of clarification in regards to how the uses were to be

10

structured, trying to get what their intent was for some of

11

the language to make sure that how it was written was going

12

to be enforceable.

13

language is written well and that somebody down the road can

14

understand, read the language, understand the language, and

15

interpret the language.

16

That's my major concern is that the

So it's -- that's very important.

I see the Level B plan as a sector plan.

It's

17

equivalent to a sector plan in my mind, so it needs to be

18

written similar to a sector plan in terms of the zoning

19

aspect and the permissive uses, conditional uses, prohibited

20

uses.

21

so we did meet, and I think that we -- we covered a lot of

22

the process part.

23

we went through the actual zone categories, went through

24

some of the uses, permissive uses, and you know, what the

25

applicant is trying to do is bring in uses that are found in

So as you can imagine, it's very detailed, and so --

We covered the definitions part, and then
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1

the County, bring in uses that are allowed in the City of

2

Albuquerque and try to regulate, mesh them together into

3

this one document, and you know, the fortunate part for me

4

is that I have experience in the City, so I know where

5

they're going.

6

coming in with specific language and how -- how it needs to

7

be clarified, and so there was a lot of -- a lot of work

8

done in regards to that.
So it got to the point where we ran out of time

10

unfortunately.

11

standards, and that's why that was not included in the

12

version that you see that was submitted July 1st, I believe.

13

We could not finish through the design

So the design standards are intended to be within the

14

zoning chapter, but we are still needing to work through the

15

zoning section, and -- I mean, the design standards.

16

also found that there were instance where is things were

17

getting removed just for the sake of, you know, let's try to

18

speed this along, let's move this along.

19

sections instead of reviewing those sections.

20

that happening, but you know, I'm hoping that with some

21

sometime we'll add some more stuff, so -- and I do know that

22

the applicant submitted the design standards, the latest

23

version of them, I believe it was last week for your review

24

and consideration, but I have not had time to review those

25

design standards, and so they are still -- you know, I have

So I

Let's just remove
So I did find
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no comments for those.

2

But I do believe that we've made a lot of progress.

3

What I did indicate to the applicant, indicated to our Staff

4

that, you know, what I'm finding in terms of permissive uses

5

in the residential zones is that the zones allow for what is

6

considered accessory dwelling units.

7

would allow for an accessory dwelling unit typically as a

8

conditional use, but in my mind, that would impact the

9

overall number of dwelling units for the general area.

So some of the zones

So I

10

think that needs to be vetted, considered by all to make

11

sure that even though we may allow for some as a conditional

12

use, I think those need to be considered as the count -- and

13

the number of dwelling units and the count of dwelling

14

units.

15

Potentially in some areas you could have a conditional

16

use, not knowing how many lots you're going to have in some

17

of these areas.

18

can you bring me that map again -- that where you have

19

middle density or high density residential where you can

20

have some of the accessory dwelling units.

21

was a concern of mine.

22

You've seen the areas -- sorry, Catherine,

So -- so that

The other concern of mine was that we didn't have the

23

zone category for the open space.

I thought that was

24

important to include in the -- in the document, and the

25

applicant has done that.

Thank you, catherine.
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1

see that they -- the language is similar to what was

2

recently reviewed and approved for West -- for Westland, and

3

so we're -- we're kind of duplicating some of the language

4

there, and then still modifying it to fit the needs for

5

Santolina.

6

category inserted into the list of zone categories in the

7

sector -- in this chapter.

9

So, you know, I don't have specific comments for the
matrix.

I can tell you right now if I include my comments

10

for the matrix, it would be very bombarding, because I just

11

have so many comments in regard to that, and so right now,

12

my only comment is that it's still being reviewed.

13

design standards are still -- need to be reviewed and work

14

through with the applicant, and so once we finish that

15

section, then I'll start to get to some general comments,

16

and hopefully, I won't have any comments because everything

17

has been reviewed and vetted through, and I have no comments

18

so -- so that's where I'm at with zoning.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Questions?

20

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

The

Commissioner.

I mean, I just have a

21

question.

22

at in timeframe?

23

how long do you think a process for you and your section

24

would take to get there?

25

You talked about it a lot.

What are you looking

I mean, if you were to put it out there,

MS. JUANITA GARCIA:

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

8

So I was glad to see that we had that new zone

Well, right now, we have a

TR- 59
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3216

6.A.e

1

meeting scheduled with the applicant next week.

2

don't think that we're going to be able to complete it

3

within -- and have it finalized and printed out for you all

4

to consider in 30 days.

5

days for me, and that's, again, working really hard like we

6

did between May and now, so -MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. KELLY:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

I had that same question.
Okay.

Thank you.

it?

11

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, we now have government

12

and public service.

13

and I believe, we have PNM is here as well.

14
15
16

Staff, is that

So we have Don Briggs, Dan McGregor,

MR. BRIGGS:

Good morning, Commissioner Chavez,

Commissioners -- Chairman Chavez, I'm sorry.
I had approximately 11 comments on this case, and the

17

applicant has essentially agreed to fix all of them, and

18

what it boils down to is essentially two things.

19

terminology in the document that I would like revised.

20

has to do with the MS4 permit requirements.

21

volume requirement that we have to meet, and the terminology

22

that the applicant used was "first flush," and I'm asking

23

them to change that to water quality volume, and so that's

24

an easy fix.

25

document.

There's
It

We have a water
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1

although they didn't catch every instance, so that's an easy

2

fix.
The second issue that I had was this area that lies

4

outside the urban area of the MS4 urban area, so I'm asking

5

them that they provide us with predevelopment hydrology to

6

determine the water quality volume requirements, and they

7

have done that, and they've presented a revised technical

8

report to this Board, and however, they haven't submitted it

9

to Public Works yet.

Public Works has a separate case file.

10

It's a grading and drainage case file that this document

11

will go into and be commented on ultimately, and that has

12

not been done yet, and so essentially those are the only two

13

things that I have outstanding, and with that, I'll stand

14

for comments or questions.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. HERTEL:

Questions?

And those two outstanding things,

17

could you add that to your matrix?

18

also?

19

MR. BRIGGS:

Go ahead.

Don Briggs.

And what was your name,

I'm very sorry.

I'm the

20

drainage engineer for Bernalillo County, and they are in the

21

matrix.

22

MS. HERTEL:

They are?

23

MR. BRIGGS:

Yes.

24
25

Okay.

Great.

They are on page 1 and 2 of the
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. McGREGOR:

Thank you very much.
Chairman Chavez, Commissioners, my

3

name's Dan McGregor.

4

infrastructure, planning, geo resources.
First off, my comments and response have been compiled

6

and put into Attachment 13.

They are all there.

The

7

changes that we want have been indicated that they would be

8

in the zoning section, which was submitted after the review

9

deadline, so I've not had chance to see that those were --

10

have actually been implemented.

11

criteria.

12

they're particular show stoppers.

13

moving forward with the developer to make sure we know where

14

they're headed.

15

They're more design

So while they're important, I don't know that
It's a matter of just

The large issue obviously for us is the ABCWUA

16

Development Agreement, and I think Chairman Chavez

17

summarized the situation closely.

18

that, and with you all's forbearance, I prepared some

19

comments that would like to read through and enter into the

20

record in that regard.

21

I do feel strongly about

So we have before us an unsatisfied condition of the

22

Level A Master Plan for an ABCWUA Development Agreement.

23

The Level A approval was based in part on July 29, 2014,

24

letter from ABCWUA wherein the ABCWUA outlined certain

25

contingencies, expectations, and requirements.
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1

specifically, that letter recommended that if approved, the

2

CPC provide conditional approval, which requires the

3

developer successfully execute a Development Agreement with

4

the Water Utility Authority for the Santolina Master Plan.

5

And it also stated that if the Santolina Level A Master Plan

6

is approved by the Bernalillo County Commission, only then

7

will Water Authority staff proceed in negotiating the draft

8

agreement with the developer.

9

Accordingly, finding 18 made reference to the letter as

10

being sufficient proof of water availability for a Level A

11

Master Plan approval.

12

and the CPC recommended condition number 8, that prior to

13

approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the

14

applicant will provide a fully executed Development

15

Agreement with the ABCWUA, and also indicating the general

16

structure needed in such an agreement as outlined by the

17

ABCWUA.

18

Based on the letter, Staff developed

Approval of the Level A Master Plan by the BCC occurred

19

one year ago.

To date no draft agreement, status update, or

20

other communication regarding status of the ABCWUA

21

Development Agreement has been formally submitted to the CPC

22

by the applicant or by at ABCWUA.

23

communication from the Water Utility Authority occurred on

24

July 13st, 2016, wherein a staff from ABCWUA is now

25

requesting the CPC proceed with making a determination on

The most recent
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1

the Level B plan to provide some certainty on the approved

2

land uses for the Level B plan.
I would comment that certainly changes can occur during

4

the land-use approval process between Level A and Level B,

5

but those changes can also be reflected in amendments to a

6

Development Agreement, or a Development Agreement can be

7

crafted to incorporate such changes once they occur and are

8

approved.

9

I cannot recommend approval of the ABCWUA request to

10

revise the condition to state prior to BCC approval or

11

approval of the Level B Master Plan at the current time for

12

the following reasons:

13

been given to ABCWUA and the applicant regarding the July

14

29th, '14, letter as the basis for approval of Level A and

15

which resulted in the CPC condition.

16

condition has still not been satisfied after a year.

17

However, as it is a CPC condition approved by the BCC, the

18

CPC has the responsibility or option to determine when the

19

condition, before approval, must be satisfied.

20

First, consideration was previously

The resulting

Secondly, I believe that I should also point out that

21

the Level A Development Agreement with the County

22

specifically precludes the County involvement with ABCWUA

23

concerns and negotiations between the developer and the --

24

and the developer.

25

deadline at the request of the ABCWUA, which happens to
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1

benefit the applicant, constitutes such an infringement to

2

the responsibilities of the Utility.

3

that may need to be addressed before approval.
Information on land use provided in the Level B

5

application when coupled with the Level A approval should be

6

a sufficient basis for a Development Agreement negotiation

7

at least insofar as Level A land uses have been identified

8

and approved.

9

Level A and does indicate by ABCWUA, should have allowed

10
11

The intent of the land use was approved for

negotiation of a draft agreement to have occurred.
Again, certainly minor changes can occur during

12

land-use approval process, but any major changes would

13

necessitate -- presumably necessitate resubmittal of the

14

Level A plan.

15

this morning wonder if part of the reason for not being able

16

to enter into a Development Agreement is the lack of a

17

phasing plan and/or lack of specificity in zoning.

18

I, also, after hearing other Staff members

If uncertainty in Level B prohibits determination by

19

ABCWUA at this point, then I also have to wonder what's to

20

prevent a later request that it be delayed until Level C or

21

subdivision plan.

22

ABCWUA ordinance requires that a land-use master plan be

23

approved prior to the Water Authority providing service to a

24

master planned community outside the service area.

25

the concurrent process requested in the July 13, 2016,

As stated in the July 29, 2014, letter,
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1

letter is already in place.

2

to proceed with negotiations as an approved land use, and

3

master plan has been designated.

4

would be the completed Level A, Level B, and Level C

5

agreements be provided by the Utility to the applicant to be

6

included with subsequent level planning submittals to the

7

CPC and prior to consideration of the next level of

8

planning.

A truly concurrent process

As stated in the July 29, 2014, letter, ABCWUA requires

10

that a land-use master plan be approved prior to the Water

11

Utility providing service to a master plan outside of the

12

service area, and it's through this agreement that the

13

planned community criteria will be addressed.

14

with the latter portion of the statement inasmuch as that

15

without the ABCWUA Development Agreement, the planned

16

community criteria have not been adequately addressed.

17

I would agree

Without a Development Agreement and without the

18

associated serviceability statement, which outlines the

19

specific water and sanitary sewer improvement needed to

20

serve the entire development and the Level B plan as stated

21

in the July 13 letter, then the planned community criteria

22

for a detailed plan including detailed location, phasing of

23

water systems, sewer systems, drainage systems, and mobility

24

systems can not have been satisfied, nor can the requirement

25

for statements of water availability and availability of
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1

public services, including liquid waste, have been -- have

2

been adequately addressed either.

3

Secondly, without the Development Agreement in place,

4

CPC approval would in essence be accepting the applicant's

5

Utility Master Plan as a recognized an appropriate document

6

without any assurance from the accepting utility that the

7

plan was, in fact, acceptable.

8

only the applicant's conceptual plan without adequate -- or

9

assurances from ABCWUA that that is implementable.

10

What we have before us is

If, in fact, the final negotiated utility plan was

11

significantly changed, say, for instance, use of existing

12

capacity versus extension of other areas was not acceptable

13

to the Utility for the initial development or say water

14

reuse was not adequately addressed by the ABCWUA, then the

15

level plan may to have been resubmitted to CPC as the

16

applicant's utility plan would be one of the basis for

17

approval and had been significantly altered.

18

I'm also concerned in that ABCWUA has indicated in the

19

July 13 letter, again, from Staff, not from upper

20

management, that they will determine the forecast of potable

21

and non-potable water demands, along with projected sanitary

22

service flows.

23

determination differs significantly from the analysis

24

provided by the applicant at Level A, then this could also

25

trigger need for a resubmission if the change is determined

I raise this concern because if the ABCWUA
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2

to be material.
Thirdly, approval of the Level B Master Plan without an

3

ABCWUA Development Agreement that at least addresses the

4

general infrastructure associated with the Level A approved

5

plan, which should, again, outline the specific water and

6

sanitary sewer improvements needed to serve the entire

7

development, hence, Level A, would essentially be approving

8

a subsequent plan with the -- no documentation of physical

9

or legal water availability, quantity, and quality, which is

10

actually a Level A planned community criteria, which brings

11

us full circle to the Level A approval that was based on the

12

ABCWUA letter indicating that ABCWUA needed a Level A

13

approval to be able to proceed with negotiating a

14

Development Agreement, which they also requested as

15

condition of approval.

16

By extension, then, approval of the Level B Master Plan

17

without a Development Agreement in place could then call

18

into question whether the July 29, 2014, letter documented

19

as finding 18, which required the Development Agreement,

20

was, in fact, sufficient documentation to have done the

21

Level A approval.

22

I think moving forward without the Development

23

Agreement puts us in several quandaries, and I just would

24

summarize it as this.

25

master plan applications for the applicant, it is a chicken
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1

and egg question with regard to water availability, and I do

2

appreciate the Utility's need or nod from this CPC saying,

3

"Yes, this is a development that we're intending on seeing

4

going forward."

So I guess my challenging question and meant to lighten

6

the letter a little bit is, yes, we have a chicken-and-egg

7

problem.

8

provided the chicken, and what we really need from the

9

ABCWUA for the applicant to move forward is the egg.

10
11

you.

With the approval of the Level A Master Plan, we

Thank

I'll stand for any questions.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

You know, what bothers me is that

12

they haven't had board meeting to discuss this thing, and we

13

keep talking to Staff.

14

make policy there for everything?

15

like they -- the board is not interested in even hearing

16

this proposal, or what's going over there?

17

MR. McGREGOR:

I don't know.

Are they -- do they

I mean, what -- it looks

Chairman Chavez -- and I don't want

18

to speak or get too far into the Utility process as I'm

19

intimately involved with that.

20

have is that a draft of the Development Agreement hasn't

21

been able to be reached between the applicant and the Water

22

Utility Authority.

23

Utility staff could take something forward to the Board for

24

a decision or determination, and I'm not sure I'd really

25

want to go into any more detail than that.

I think the basic problem we

Barring that, there's no way that
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understand the --

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, you know, the process here

3

is somebody applies.

4

then decisions are made here.

5

If staff don't want to hear it, the Board doesn't hear it?

6
7

MR. McGREGOR:

Is it different other there?

Again, Chairman, I don't -- don't

really have knowledge to speak as to their process.

8
9

They come in front of us, okay, and

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Because that's what it sounds to

me, that the Staff is saying, no, the board's not even going

10

to look at it.

I mean, if staff can recommend it not be

11

approved, but I still think that they should be able to have

12

a hearing.

13

I don't know what the process is over there, if the

14

applicant has applied for this Development Agreement and

15

it's just stuck there with Staff.

16

mean, I would like to hear those answers, you know, and I

17

think something's going to have to be done here, because we

18

have -- I mean, you know, it's not the applicant's fault

19

either if they don't even hear it, and if the board hears, I

20

mean, they can deny it or approve it, but here we have staff

21

denying and approving things, and I don't know if that's

22

their place.

23

with them, because this thing is -- you know, this went --

24

like you said, they sent a letter with the Level A.

25

pushed it over to Level B.

I mean, that's why they have a board there, and

I mean -- you know, so, I

So that's one area that I want to get into
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1

condition that says that they have to have one before it's

2

approved.

3

over there.

4

Now, they're trying to change the rules, our rules

5

saying that we're not going to do anything until Level B is

6

approved, and the next thing they're going to say is we're

7

not going to approve anything until Level C is approved.

8

think that this needs to get to hearing somewhere over there

9

with the Board, and to make a final decision, because staff

I

10

keeps sending us letter from over there, but those letters

11

don't really have no teeth to them.

12

anything, and I'd like for the Chairman of the Water Board

13

to send us such notice, you know, that that's where they're

14

at or whatever, but I think we're going to have to

15

communicate this to them through our Staff and saying this

16

is where we're at, and we need -- we need some action.

17

mean, you know, either hear it or don't hear it, but they're

18

not going to be over here telling how we're going to run or

19

process so --

20

MR. McGREGOR:

They don't mean

I

And, Chairman Chavez -- and, again,

21

you know, I have a lot of respect for the particular staff

22

member that sent the letter, and I do understand being in

23

similar position.

24

navigate through some of these difficulties.

25

Sometimes it's hard to know how to
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1

have a Level A approval with an outlying of land use, and

2

yet, we've not even been able to get to an agreed to

3

conceptual plan in terms of how to serve the larger scale of

4

the development, and that's alluded to in the letter, and

5

that is the piece that I don't understand.

6

some reluctance to go too far with the Level B until they

7

have an approval, but even with that, you know, they have

8

the applicant's plan in front of this.

9

something that I would consider an 80 percent plan if you

It would be

10

want to think of it that way, which should be adequate room

11

for discussion and at least some preliminary determinations,

12

and then it could be conditioned in a Development Agreement

13

just like we have conditions in ours with the applicant, and

14

therein lies my concern.

15

of forward progress at this point in time.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I just don't understand the lack

Well, you know, it just bothers

17

me that their agency is running this thing, and I understand

18

where we have our Staff and they come and recommend to us

19

what, you know, we should be doing, and they guide us in the

20

right direction.

21

going to get it, and I don't think they have the authority

22

to do that.

23

to start drafting a letter to the Chairman of the Water

24

Board, and I'll sign it, and we'll go through it, and I

25

think we need to put them on notice that, hey, we want some

Over there, they're just saying we're not

And, you know, I'm going to instruct our Staff
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1

action here, and you know, what they're telling is the

2

conditions that the County Commission put on here don't mean

3

nothing to us, and it kind of bothers me, because the County

4

Commission is part of that Board, you know, and I don't know

5

where the disconnect is, and we haven't been able to get to

6

that.

7

proceed on this thing as soon as, you know, we --

8
9

So I'd like to get to the bottom of that, and I will

MR. McGREGOR:

And, Mr. Chair, I'll be more than

happy to work with Zoning Staff on moving that -- drafting a

10

potential letter for you.

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

And, you know, so we get

12

some official notices here of what's going on.

I mean, you

13

know, we keep -- somebody said that they sent emails or

14

texts about -- I understand some of them.

15

from -- this last one that we got saying that they want us

16

to change the condition and which we don't have the

17

authority to do.

18

has that authority, but at the same time here we are trying

19

to recommend to the plan -- to the County Commission the

20

best document we can send up up there, and without those

21

documents, it's not a complete document, you know, and I'm

22

not blaming the developer, and I'm not blaming anybody.

23

blaming the Water Board at this point that their inaction

24

when somebody -- some staff is making decisions for the

25

Water Board, and I think that we need to get past that.

We get a letter

The County Commission's the only one that

I'm
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2
3

thank you very much.
Commissioner Chavez.
MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Thank you, Mr. McGregor, for

4

to that thorough summary.

5

were reading the document, I just want to make sure I heard

6

something clearly, that you think there may be a legal issue

7

that would -- I didn't watch that.

8

that and then --

9

MR. McGREGOR:

Could you -- in your -- while you

Yes.

Could you please restate

Chairman Chavez and

10

Commissioner, there were a couple of things, and I'm not a

11

legal expertise, so I really see my job is to raise

12

questions for Mike to answer.

So kind of put Mike on the

13

spot a little bit with this.

The problem that we have is

14

that at Level A, the applicant is to show physical and legal

15

availability of water.

16

do thank the Utility for, because at least it was a nod

17

saying, yes, we are willing to enter into negotiations, but

18

there are certain things that have will to be met.

19

those that they said was they wanted a condition of

20

approval; i.e., that they -- the applicant had the

21

Development Agreement.

22

approval, and my question or query is if we were to move

23

forward with an approval without a Development Agreement

24

that was specified in the basis for the Level A approval,

25

does that then open the satisfaction of the Level A

We have the initial letter, which I

One of

That was the basis for the Level A
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1

requirement to question in retrospect, and therein lies the

2

question, and I would hate to see the County, particularly

3

the CPC, get opened up to that unknowingly.

4

Thank you.

Thanks.

That's

what I was --

6

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Chavez,

7

I'll try to make this as clear as possible.

It might take a

8

few steps to explain, but I think the short answer is that

9

the Bernalillo County Commission is the only body that can

10

change the condition that it adopted for the Level A Master

11

Plan.

12

only be a recommendation.

13

condition that's in the Level A Master Plan, and there --

14

whether the -- so whatever the Commission here would

15

recommend would be only that.

16

recommendation at any stage and on any part of the Level B

17

that we're looking at now.

18

That said, anything that comes up from the CPC will
So the CPC cannot change the

It would only be a

So -- and I think maybe the gentleman, Mr. Cadena, from

19

the Water Authority maybe misunderstood possibly what the

20

CPC's actual authority was when he wrote that last line of

21

the letter, or maybe he's asking for some sort of a

22

provisional recommendation of approval that could go to the

23

BCC.

24

that's just a guess on my part.

25

is that only BCC can change a condition.

It's possible that that's what he's asking for, but
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1

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. McGREGOR:

That's what I wanted to hear.

And, Mr. Chair and Commissioner, I

3

do -- in fairness to the applicant, the way the condition is

4

stated it says, "Prior to approval of the Level B."

5

not specify whether it's at the CPC or is it the BCC, so

6

there is a little bit of vagary in there, but again, I just

7

believe that that's your responsibility as a Board, not

8

meaning to tell you what to do, but I think that

9

determination does need to be -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I understand that, that we

11

don't approve the plan here.

It's approved at the County

12

Commission level, but the County Commission has instructed

13

us with commission -- with conditions that have to be met,

14

and our recommendation, how can we start applying zoning if

15

we don't even know if there's water available for this

16

place.

17

we could send it up to the Commission without the approval.

18

I mean, we're not going to change the condition.

19

to stay there.

20

Board here is -- needs to take some action.

21

need to -- and I think it needs to gets up to the Board.

22

mean -- because this is a thing that's been going on for

23

over a year.

24

they could -- that Board can say yes or no, too.

25

you know, if it's -- and if they're not going to give them

So, you know, it's kind of catch 22 here that, yeah,

It's going

I mean, you know, but I think the Water
I mean, they
I

They know what is required of the County, and
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1

water, well, then what's the use of us wasting our time here

2

trying to put zoning on there.

3

where we're at.

So thank you very much.

Any other questions?

5

MR. McGREGOR:

6

MR. MAESTAS:

Thank you.
Thank you, sir.

Chairman Chavez, Commissioners,

7

thank you for the opportunity to speak in front of you

8

today.

9

of New Mexico, 2401 Aztec, Northeast, 87107.

10

My name is Ken Maestas with public Service Company

I have one comment.

It's regarding permissive use

11

language in the Zoning Code.

12

with the applicant's agent, and I believe we're on the same

13

page going forward to make sure that this language is

14

addressed.

15

that -- well, I can't speak for the other dry utilities, but

16

that the dry utilities are permissive use in all zones.

17

That's for clarification going forward.

18

mention that, too, that someone looking at this document at

19

a later date, we want to make sure that this is consistent

20

and clear.

21

Obviously we're mandated by the PRC to provide service to

22

individual houses and businesses, and we would like to just

23

see the explicit language in the Zoning Code, and I stand

24

for any questions.

25

Our concern -- and we have met

Our preference is for explicit language stating

I think Juanita

We want to be able to provide service.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions.

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

4

So that's -- I think that's

If not, thank you

TR- 77
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3234

6.A.e

very much.

2

MR. MAESTAS:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. VEREECKE:

5

10

Is that it?

Mr. Chair, that concludes the Staff

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

There was a request that

you mentioned a while ago.

8
9

Staff, is that it?

presentation.

6
7

Thank you.

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, yes, there was a request

from the Atrisco Land Grant to speak as -- as an agency.

So

you could consider that now, or they can speak later.

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Now, I mean, we're not here to

12

decide who's an agency and who's not.

13

recognize them as an agency, but who is here from the Land

14

Grant?

Okay.

15
16

So, you know, I can't

And how much time did you need?

MR. J. CHAVEZ:

Enough to just read this letter

into the record.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

And I am going to give you

18

the courtesy of doing that, and why don't you come up and do

19

it right away, and then we're going to take a five-minute

20

break.

21

represent.

22

And name and address for the record and who you

MR. J. CHAVEZ:

I'm reading this letter into the

23

record on behalf of the Town of Atrisco Grant, and the

24

Atrisco Elders Board, and it comes from Jerome Padilla,

25

who's the President of the Board of Trustees and the Elders
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1

Board of Town of Atrisco Grant, address 2708 Rosendo Garcia,

2

Southwest, Atrisco, New Mexico, 87105.

3

This is addressed to Bernalillo County Commission,

4

Mr. Joe Chavez, Chair, and to the Members of the Commission.

5

Subject, Town of Atrisco Grant, denial of the Santolina

6

Master Plan, today July 21st, 2016.

Mr. Chavez and Fellow

7

County Planning Commissioners, the Town of Atrisco Grant

8

Board of Trustees and the Town of Atrisco Land Grant Elders

9

Board have not received any requests for review or approval

10

from WALH, Barclays, or the Garrett Group for development

11

within the exterior boundaries of the Town of Atrisco Grant.

12

land patent area.

13

Furthermore, large scale development is not included in

14

our comprehensive plan.

15

major concern.

16

development and violations of the Treaty of Guadalupe

17

Hidalgo preserved, which rights and privileges are recognize

18

and humanity's civil, political, and religious guarantee to

19

people of New Mexico by the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo

20

shall be preserved inviolate.

21

II, Section 5, New Mexico State Constitution.

22

Water rights and impairment is a

Evaluation of in-fill versus sprawl

I said "inviolate," Article

The Atrisco Board of Trustees has previously

23

communicated concerns at both the CPC and County Planning

24

Commission meetings that Bernalillo County does not have

25

sole jurisdiction to approve or deny large-scale development
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1

without the approval of the Town of Atrisco Grant Board of

2

Directors and Trustees and the Elders Board.
Any future review would require addressing this

4

tremendous outcry by the Atrisco community against Barclays,

5

WALH, and the Garrett Group, whose lack of collaboration

6

with the residents of our great community has created huge

7

divide and distrust.

8
9

Therefore, it is decision of the Town of Atrisco Grant
Board of Trustees, Atrisco Grant Elders Board to deny the

10

Santolina plans and request that Bernalillo County refer the

11

developer to submit their plans for review to the Town of

12

Atrisco Grant political subdivision and entity, Elders Board

13

and Atrisco Planning Commission.

14

is also a municipal corporation as noted in numerous court

15

cases having voted to incorporate January 15th, 1892, under

16

the territorial laws and the Board of Elders successfully

17

petitioned the New Mexico legislature to a political

18

subdivision -- to become a political subdivision operating

19

under Chapter 49, New Mexico Statutes Annotated of the State

20

of New Mexico.

21

President Board of Trustees, Elders Board, Town of Atrisco

22

Land Grant.

23

The Town of Atrisco Grant

Submitted sincerely by Jerome Padilla,

So, yes, we're submitting this as --

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. J. CHAVEZ:
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1

3
4

the record.
Okay.
(Note:

Submit it to Staff, and put it in

Thank you.
We're going to take a five-minute break.

Deposition in recess at 11:28 a.m.

5

and reconvened at 11:41 a.m.)

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MR. STROZIER:

Applicant, go ahead.
All right.

Mr. Chair,

8

Commissioners, my name is Jim Strozier, principal with

9

Consensus Planning, 302 Eighth Street, Northwest, 81702.

10

It's a pleasure to be back before you today to go through --

11

and I'm going to try and keep my comments brief and succinct

12

but also try and address some of the comments in the

13

conversation that's taken place up -- up 'til -- up 'til

14

this point in the hearing.

15

I'm going to try and follow along.

I did write notes

16

as I was going through in order to try and keep track of

17

specific comments that came up and questions that were

18

asked.

19

the previous hearings.

20

in order to bring all of those comments together.

21

response to some questions from Commissioner Hertel, want to

22

be clear that the matrix has all of the comments that are in

23

Accela.

24

are memos from MRCOG, for instance, that have come in in

25

between the comments that are in Accela.

So in terms of -- you've already heard or a recap of
We did try and update the matrices
Just in

So those -- and some of the comments -- so there
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2

reflected in Accela.

So they're not in the matrix.

We responded to those as sort of -- I'll refer to them

3

as outside Accela memorandums with a memorandum of our own

4

responding back.

5

matrix, but I just wanted to be clear, that's where that

6

disconnect may be, is there are comments that are -- that

7

have come in from outside of that process separate.

8

responded to those separately, and we'll bring those into

9

the matrix.

We can and will incorporate those into the

We've

We were trying to figure out why -- where that

10

-- where that wasn't all covered in the matrix as we were

11

going through the hearing.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. HERTEL:

So that's -Go ahead.

Okay.

I think that would be great if

14

you went through and made sure that every agency's, whether

15

it's a memo or, you know, a handwritten note, whatever, that

16

it ends up in that document and that you are actually able

17

to get the Staff response or that the Staff can add their

18

response, and so things can get closed.

19

serve everybody's purpose to have items closed out so that

20

we keep narrowing down and focusing on open items.

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

MS. HERTEL:

23

MR. STROZIER:

24

MS. HERTEL:

25

It's only going to

Correct.
And so I'd really appreciate -I completely agree.
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1

you've got all their comments, so that there's something --

2

that there is nothing lingering out there that all of a

3

sudden pops up in a memo.

4

recommendation.
MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

6

MS. HERTEL:

7

MR. STROZIER:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So that's a strong

Agreed.

Thank you.
And so I wanted to explain --

9

address for the record.

10

MR. STROZIER:

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MR. STROZIER:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Jim, give me your name and

I did.
Oh, you did?
I did.

I'm sorry.

Let me ask you a question before

14

we get into this and, you know, about the Water Authority.

15

Now, you have applied -- because, you know, we've been

16

hearing from them directly and -- but not from you, what did

17

-- did you apply for an agreement with them?

18

MR. STROZIER:

So let me just make sure.

I did

19

write down some notes relative to that in terms of the

20

status.

21

we have been -- we have reached out to the Water Authority

22

recognizing that we had this condition.

23

discussions and meetings started taking place soon after the

24

Level A Development Agreement.

25

Level B submittal, we prepared the more detailed water and

So -- so basically soon after the Level A approval,

So those -- those
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1

wastewater master plans, which we submitted not only to the

2

County as part of this process but directly to the Water

3

Authority.

4

Development Agreement, which we have formally submitted to

5

the Water Authority for their review, and to date we have

6

not received comments back, and we have not been scheduled

7

for any agenda before the Water Authority's Board.

9

So as -- I think from our side, all the materials have
been provided to them.

It is in their hands, and I know

10

that, just as another update, they are in the process of

11

updating their water resources management plan and are

12

incorporating Santolina and some of the -- trying to make

13

that as current an effort as possible.

14

proceeds, and I understand that they will be -- they

15

anticipate being complete with that process in September.

16

So I think that's one of the things that is, from their

17

side, from an internal side from the Water Authority, has

18

been -- they wanted to wait until they got that done.

19

They're in that

We certainly welcome any input or assistance from this

20

Body and the County in helping to move this along.

21

outside of our control to make that happen.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It is

Let me ask you a question, and I

23

don't have any -- I don't know how that process is when you

24

apply for something with the Water Board like you applied.

25

What's the process?
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1

through what we go through and then have a hearing?

2

that -MR. STROZIER:

My understanding is it's not --

4

it's not like that, and so I'm not sure that I can speak to

5

exactly how it works, but basically the director determines

6

what's going to be on the agenda, and they work with the

7

chair to set those agendas as they go toward.

8

We would welcome the opportunity to be -- basically our

9

goal is, I think, similar to yours that we have a condition,

10

and we're trying to move this forward so that we can say

11

that we have met that condition and --

12
13
14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So do you feel that you have sent

all the documents that they need to have a hearing?
MR. STROZIER:

I believe -- I believe so.

There

15

probably are some interim steps.

16

that we would get some comments back on the documents that

17

we've submitted.

18

forward in preparation for a hearing.

19

and we have been -- we have had meetings.

20

communication.

It's not that we haven't had those

21

conversations.

It's just moving it from where it is today

22

to getting an actual agreement done.

23

board hasn't happened to date, and we don't -- we don't seem

24

to have the authority to make that happen.

25

I would -- I would assume

We could make any revisions and move

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So right now, it's -We're in

Getting before the
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1

they're talking about is that they don't want to do anything

2

until Level B is done.

3

MR. STROZIER:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

That's the -Who makes those decisions over

there?

Is there a policy?

I mean, who -- I mean, it sounds

6

like the staff is just saying no, and that's it.

7

"We're not -- we don't need to consult the board on this

8

thing."

You know,

9

I mean, what's going on there?
MR. STROZIER:

I don't know.

I think we share

10

your frustration a little in that -- in that regard.

11

think it would be helpful if we -- if we were to get

12

communication from the board as to what they -- what they

13

want to see happen.

14

something that was recognized in the readoption of the

15

planned communities criteria when the County readopted that

16

document.

17

originally developed, the Water Authority didn't even exist,

18

and so there was an addendum that was included at the front

19

end of the PCC that said we recognize that some things have

20

changed, and that was certainly one of the big items that

21

have changed as it relates to that process.

22

I

I mean, this is -- and this is

When the planned communities criteria was

So when the PCC was done, the City was in control of

23

the Water Authority, and it was anticipated that all of

24

these urbanizing areas would be annexed into the City prior

25

to their development.
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1

world.

Annexation is not the -- is not what's anticipated

2

to happen for these areas.

3

within Bernalillo County, and the Water Authority is now a

4

separate political jurisdiction that controls the water.

5

And we're -- and so it's -- this is one of the problems

6

whenever we have a condition that requires a third party who

7

neither the County nor the applicant has control over, but

8

they have to do something in order for us to meet that

9

condition, and so we're kind of stuck in between on that,

10

but we would welcome any -- any help we could get towards

11

moving that along.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And, you know, I understand, you

13

know, but we keep getting communications from them to us,

14

but they don't communicate with you, and you're the

15

applicant.

16
17
18
19
20

MR. STROZIER:

Well, we have -- we're having

communication with them as well, so we are -- we are -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

No, but you were saying that you

haven't had any -- telling you, "This is what we need."
MR. STROZIER:

We have not -- we have not gotten

21

specific comments on the draft Development Agreement, and we

22

have not -- we don't have a schedule from them other than

23

their -- I think now, we have pretty clear indication from

24

the staff that their preference is that they would rather

25

have this condition moved, if you will, revised and moved to
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1

post Level B, and that's where their comfort level lies, but

2

that's not what the condition says, and so we've been

3

working towards trying to get a Level A Development

4

Agreement with the Water Authority.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

that condition moved, it should come from the board, not

7

from the staff, because this is a legal thing that the

8

County Commission put a condition on there, on Level A, and

9

it's -- you know, that's almost like law.

10

MR. STROZIER:

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Right.
Because, you know, it's done in a

12

public meeting, and these people, they're -- just have staff

13

telling us, "No.

14

this is -- this is getting a little serious not only for

15

this case but for any other case that we have to deal with

16

the Water Authority, you know.

17

board just like we do -- I mean, we have two boards.

18

have this one, and we have the County Commission, and what

19

confuses me is that the County Commission is part of that

20

board, and I don't know where the disconnect is or what's

21

going on with this thing, but the Commission put a condition

22

on there.

23

us.

24

if they wanted to, is the County Commission, but the point

25

is that we're in the County Planning Commission stage now of

We want this.

We want that."

I mean,

I mean, and if we have a
We

This condition is not -- it can't be removed by

The only one that can take the condition off, I guess
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1

hearing this thing, and we've got to abide by what the

2

Commission told us to do.

3

has to be in place.
MR. STROZIER:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Right.
Now

I share your -I grant you that it's not us

6

that's going to approve the agreement.

It's the County

7

Commission, but how do they expect us to do zoning not

8

knowing that there's any water available to this place?

9

they want us to zone this big project, and they're not

10

saying, "Yeah.

11

know.

12

frustration, and we're frustrated, and I don't know if

13

they're frustrated or what, but I think we need some

14

communication, who's frustrated more.

15
16
17

We'll provide water if it happens," you

So that's where we're at, so -- and I know your

Commissioner, go ahead.
MR. MALRY:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Jim, who are -- who are the individuals you're

18

communicating with Water Authority?

19

Mr. Sanchez was heading it up.

20

And

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

Last I heard, I think

Is that still true?
We are in communication with

21

I would say all levels of -- multiple levels of the staff

22

from Mr. Sanchez, Mr. Stomp, on down.

23

MR. MALRY:

It's my understanding when they put --

24

when they created the Water Authority, as I remember exactly

25

when they did it -- it's my understanding that there are a
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1

couple of County Commissioners, maybe a couple of City

2

Counselors, and --

3

MR. STROZIER:

4

MR. MALRY:

-- the Mayor and some other

individuals that serve on that board; is that correct?

6

MR. STROZIER:

7

MR. MALRY:

That is correct.

Mr. Chairman, I kind of share your

8

frustration toward that.

I think we need to have someone to

9

-- maybe someone else besides staff.

If our Staff are not

10

getting any information, maybe we ought to go to plan B,

11

which I don't know what plan B would be, but what I'm really

12

saying is that we need to get someone to really talk to

13

Mr. Sanchez who's headed this up since its inception, and

14

someone can maybe communicate with him and see whether he

15

can communicate with the board.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I'll be drafting a letter,

17

and it will go to the chairman of the board so that maybe we

18

can start some communication there.

19

to tell them what to do but --

20

MR. MALRY:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

Mr. Chairman, we need some directions.
Because the water and sewer is

very important to any zoning that we --

23

MR. MALRY:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

I mean, we don't want

Sure.
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1

MR. MALRY:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So I appreciate that, and --

okay.

I just want to do -- because I hadn't talked with the

4

applicant as to what's going on between the Water Board and

5

them, and so, you know, and trying to clear this thing up,

6

and I hate to hold anything back, because somebody -- but

7

they keep changing the thing, you know.

8

was an agreement almost that, you know, we push it from

9

Level A to Level B, and that was done by us and the County

First, I think it

10

Commission.

11

Level C, and then what after that?

12

it all approved, and then they might not give you water, you

13

know.

14
15

Now, they want us to push it from Level B to

So thank you.

I mean, you know, we get

Go ahead and do your presentation.

Oh, Commissioner.
MS. HERTEL:

16

presentation?

17

non-water related.

Do you have more of your

Otherwise, I have some other questions that's

18

MR. STROZIER:

19

MS. HERTEL:

20

MR. STROZIER:

I do have -- I do have, so if it -All right.

I'll wait for you.

And I'm happy if you stop me when

21

I'm at the appropriate time and get your questions in.

22

would -- that would be great.

23

MS. HERTEL:

24

MR. STROZIER:

25

That

Okay.
All right.
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again, those agency comments were the ones in Accela.

2

broke out the planned communities criteria and the Level A

3

conditions of approval, and we provided that both in hard

4

copy and then in the Excel spreadsheet for Staff so that we

5

could start filling out those -- those additional columns

6

that you had requested at the last meeting, and we're just

7

now going through those.

8

of those comments back from the various agencies that we're

9

reviewing right now, and I agree that our goal is to provide

10

13
14
15
16
17

MS. VEREECKE:

Do you want that shown on the

MR. STROZIER:

Oh, did it go away from the screen?

screen?

Let's see if we can -- it was on there.
MS. NELSON:

I guess our lights are on, but the

screen is off.
MR. STROZIER:

18

There we go.

19

on the screen.

20

We just got those comments -- some

that --

11
12

We

Okay.

All right.

But they'll flicker occasionally.

Thank you.

I didn't realize it was not

It was on my little screen.
So and then the Level A conditions of

21

approval, and we'll go through those as we move forward.

So

22

-- and I'm going to go through this real quickly in terms of

23

this part of the presentation, the various -- the various

24

hearings and what we -- what we went through in terms of the

25

initial introduction and then transportation.
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1

you all know, so the Level A transportation document, the

2

technical appendix has been revised and amended and

3

provided.

4

revised based on the comments and concerns that were

5

expressed, and so those places where we say that we've made

6

changes to the document for those technical appendices,

7

those have been made, and that new document, revised

8

document has been provided to Staff.

9

We have gotten requests through this process to add

10

additional cross-sections for the transportation system, and

11

we got some comments -- We've gotten some additional

12

comments on those, and we'll continue to make -- make

13

revisions.

14

I think just from a graphic standpoint, Commissioner

15

Kelly, your question about the wall, I think that's just

16

designed to graphically put an edge to the right-of-way.

17

It's not necessarily that there will be a wall there.

18

could be additional landscaping.

19

It could be a building, depending on where we are in the

20

context of the master plan, and so what that sidewalk -- you

21

know, these are all done as typical cross-sections.

22

anticipation is that as you move forward with specific

23

projects in the different character areas, that there --

24

these would be slightly revised or enhanced depending on

25

where they are in the project and what land uses they're

There

It could be a low wall.

The
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1

adjacent to.

So there is an incorporation and a correlation

2

between specific site development plans that will happen

3

adjacent to these roadways, but we just have no way of

4

nothing what that is, and we can't see them yet.

5

put that up as a -- kind of as a graphic delineated of what

6

happens within the right-of-way, and we can't see yet what's

7

happening on the outside of the right-of-way, and so it's

8

not meant to imply that there will always be a wall.

9

could be a wall.

There

There could be

10

landscaping.

There could be a number of things that happen

11

in that area.

So graphically that just indicates what the

12

-- what the -- what it is.

13

So with regard to land use and zoning, I think, number

14

one, you heard a lot of work has gone into a lot of

15

meetings, a lot of collaboration.

16

Juanita for all of her time and efforts relative to that.

17

As you heard, we still have a couple of things that we need

18

to make sure -- we need to go back through it.

19

comments on dry utilities, we will do that.

20

scheduling a meeting for next week.

21

Andrew from MRCOG in that meeting to make sure that we go

22

through the design standards at this time.

23

I certainly want to thank

PNM's

We're

We will also include

So we have provided new text in both the land use

24

element and the zoning element.

That's provided.

25

again, the design standards, we're still working on those,
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1

so they weren't included in that latest draft.

2

to get that completed and back to you and incorporated into

3

that zoning -- that zoning chapter at that time.
All right.

Government Services, Parks and Recreation,

5

make sure I addressed -- oh, so maybe this is a good point

6

to go back to transportation just for a moment and talk

7

about -- and this applies not just to transportation but

8

this idea of system versus project infrastructure, and

9

that's a concept that is in the approved Development

10

Agreement, and basically what that Development Agreement

11

said is that project infrastructure is infrastructure that

12

solely serves the project itself, and system infrastructure

13

are those infrastructure items that may have a regional or

14

an outside of just the people that live in Santolina

15

component, and basically the agreement says that anything

16

that is project infrastructure, so only serves the project,

17

is 100 percent bourn by the developer.

18

system infrastructure is a shared expense, and so those --

19

those -- that share isn't determined at this point, but that

20

will be determined as you move forward with specific traffic

21

impact analyses and those type of things, and it's

22

anticipated that that will be part of maybe the MTP

23

conversation as that gets updated every five years, and then

24

we also heard that reference with Parks and Open Space, and

25

I'll -- I'll speak to that.

Something that is
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1

So I wanted to -- and I think that MRCOG mentioned it

2

and also Mr. Meadows with County Staff that we are working

3

with them to put together delineation on the transportation

4

side of what is project and what is system infrastructure,

5

and we're creating a list, and so we're going through the

6

process to do that, and that was a condition that Richard

7

had mentioned, and we're in agreement with that as -- as we

8

move forward.

9

In terms of government and public services as it

10

relates to parks, once again, that graphic that's in the

11

document that is the growth projections from the PROS plan,

12

if that's not helpful, we're okay with taking it out.

13

were trying to incorporate that in, because we were

14

referencing the PROS plan, and that plan actually got

15

adopted by the County in between Level A and where we are

16

today, and so it's a fairly recent document, so we pulled

17

that plan in.

18

take it out.

19

recommendation is to take it out.

We

If that map isn't helpful, we'll -- we can
Sounds like -- it sounds like the

20

I've talked to -- and so the project versus system

21

infrastructure, so what we tried to do in the text, and

22

we'll continue to work with Mr. Barney on refining this, was

23

recognize that on certain elements, so aquatics centers,

24

there's a -- there's a certain level of pool, typical County

25

pool that's an outdoor pool that's an aquatics center.
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1

the West Mesa Aquatics Center is also an aquatics center,

2

and so what we were trying to recognize that -- and put

3

some, a little bit of an option, clarification, if you will,

4

in that text that most likely if it's just a typical pool

5

that's aquatics center that's anticipated in the PROS plan,

6

that will be project infrastructure.

7

If the County and the Parks Department wants to make

8

that something bigger, something more regional in nature,

9

like the West Mesa Aquatics Center that's going to bring

10

people in from all over the community to use that facility,

11

then that would be considered a system infrastructure.

12

not just for the neighborhoods in Santolina.

13

community as a whole.

14

in.

15

It's

It's for the

So that's why we put that language

It wasn't intended to imply that if it was a standard

16

-- the standard thing, that it wouldn't be project

17

infrastructure.

18

different levels of aquatic center or parks, regional parks.

19

For instance, the new West Side Baseball Complex, it's a

20

regional park, but it's really regional -- it's going to get

21

used and attract users from not only the whole City of

22

Albuquerque and Bernalillo County, but it's designed to

23

attract tournaments from with people from outside.

24

that's that -- that's the distinguishing element there that

25

we just wanted to recognize that there is a possibility that

It's just recognizing that there are

So
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1

some types of facilities might be -- might be needed, might

2

be anticipated, might be located here that would be more

3

system in nature.
All right.

The land-use plan, significant changes have

5

happened to the land-use plan as it has moved forward.

This

6

was our original application, and now, you can see that not

7

only do we have a finer breakdown in terms of those uses and

8

have responded to a number of requests and dialogue and

9

meetings that have taken place, but we have also tried to

10

use this to identify where those future facilities are going

11

to be, so neighborhood parks, schools and try and get those

12

incorporated into the land-use plan at this stage.

13

some of those aren't 100 percent defined yet, because we

14

don't know exactly how -- where they're going to be located,

15

but the intent is that this land-use plan sets the

16

expectation that that's -- that those facilities will be

17

incorporated.

18

And so

And I think Mr. Barney's request that we come up with

19

some thresholds or how -- a mechanism as to how those things

20

like neighborhood parks that are designed to serve a certain

21

population threshold, how they're -- what thresholds we have

22

built in and how they're incorporated into the platting and

23

development process.

24
25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
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MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

2

platting of the zoning districts?

3

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

Will you be seeking

We anticipate that to be a

4

condition of approval, and so -- so the zoning which is --

5

which is the zoning map, that is sort of brought out into

6

more of a macro, bringing the zoning districts together.

7

those two things work as companion documents, the land-use

8

plan and the zoning plan, and it's anticipated that we will

9

plat the zoning districts at this time, and then as

So

10

individual neighborhoods come online and that finer grain of

11

streets and facilities come online and platting occurs at

12

the Level C plan level, that we start to break out pieces of

13

that, because we're not going to -- we're not going to

14

develop anything in -- and these are -- these are really

15

large blocks at the zoning -- at the zoning level.

16

that's -- I don't know if that answers your question, but

17

that's -- that's our -- that's what we've been working on

18

with this.

19

So

So the zone map, this was a new map that was -- has

20

been added, and in reference, I think there was also a

21

question on the open space and what we'll call the

22

escarpment areas of the major public open space.

23

create a specific zone for those areas, and those are

24

consistent with what was identified in the Level A Master

25

Plan that was -- and I'll just real quickly, that was done

So we did
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1

sort of with two components.

One is those are part of areas

2

-- there was a component of that that was identified in the

3

Comprehensive Plan as major public open space.

4

more schematic, and then we have actually enhanced and made

5

those areas larger based on the topography, looking at the

6

actual topography of the area.

7

detailed slope analysis, and that was used to develop those

8

areas.

9

specific areas that were identified as major public open

So at the Level A we did a

So it wasn't just -- we didn't just take the

10

space in the Comprehensive Plan.

11

areas to more completely conform to the data we that now

12

have, which I don't think they had when they -- when they

13

mapped some of those things.

14

All right.

We actually expanded those

So we've got the planned communities

15

criteria.

Just a couple of updates, one of the conditions,

16

PCC requirements is a class II archeological survey.

17

have a letter in your packet from the SHPO on that.

18

-- it has been completed.

19

actually scoped and came up with a survey with the sampling

20

criteria and the sampling plan in concert with the SHPO, and

21

they've -- and they've prepared that document.

22

SHPO for their review.

23

and that is being final -- I think that's -- if it hasn't

24

been finalized, it's being finalized as we speak.

25

get that letter back, and it actually provided some guidance

We
We have

SWCA was the consultants.

They

It's gone to

They had make minor comments back,
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moving forward with Level C plans as we move forward.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MS. HERTEL:

4
5

Commissioner.

And when will we see the mitigation

plan for the sites that were listed?
MR. STROZIER:

So the mitigation plan for the

6

specific sites will come as a part of the -- so there's

7

probably a couple things.

8

identified as part of this class II that are -- that are

9

included in that and that as those areas are developed, we

One is there are sites that were

10

will -- we will do the mitigation plans and either data

11

collection.

12

that will take place prior to development of those specific

13

areas, and then there's a number of areas that based on the

14

nature of a class II survey versus class III that have not

15

been class III surveyed yet.

16

class III surveys done as a -- prior to development or Level

17

C planning for those areas, and any sites that are

18

identified will be mitigated as a part of those specific

19

projects, so --

20

There's a number of ways that can happen, but

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Those will have to be -- have

My understanding from reading

21

the letter from SHPO was that some of the sites couldn't be

22

determined if they needed to be listed sites until they did

23

further testing like in the near future, not with

24

development or Level C or anything that's associated with a

25

class III survey, but they needed to do some additional
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study on a couple of those with if it scatters and whatnot.

2

MR. STROZIER:

I will have to follow up with

3

Mr. Ray Lee (sic) with SWCA and see if that's part of what

4

he has been asked to go back to provide to the SHPO as part

5

of the refinements for this.

6

MS. HERTEL:

7

MR. STROZIER:

8
9

Okay.

And then --

I will -- I will check on that for

you.
MS. HERTEL:

All right.

This kind of folds into

10

the whole matrix thing again.

Now, there's a comment that's

11

not carried in any memos.

12

this Board, from this Commission, and so I'd like that on

13

the matrix that needs to be followed up on, when mitigation

14

is necessary for the -- for the sites that were named in the

15

class II study.

It's a comment from this -- from

16

And then the other question related to that is the

17

arrow that was found, and that was suggested that, you know,

18

there be a work-around so that arrow could remain in place.

19

Is that something that you're contemplating?

20

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

And that basically falls

21

within that arrow is located within the town center section,

22

and so we recognize that it's there.

23

the few things that a layperson can actually see on the

24

ground out there as opposed to a lot of what the

25

archeologists find, and so that has been recommended for

It's actually one of
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1

preservation, and that is -- that we don't know exactly how

2

that's going to be worked around, but it's anticipated that

3

it will be as part of a future site plan for that area.
MS. HERTEL:

All right.

And I understand this is

5

new topic, but I understand that the air quality report has

6

been completed?

7

MS. STROZIER:

8

MS. HERTEL:

9

MR. STROZIER:

And is there -- is that report

Yes.

It should be as part of the

technical appendices that are online.

12
13

Okay.

available?

10
11

Yes.

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

I did not find that.

with Staff.

14

MR. STROZIER:

Catherine is shaking her head yes,

15

so it should be there.

16

we'll make sure that it is.

17

MS. HERTEL:

If it's not, we can -- collectively,

Okay.

I just want to see a summary

18

of that.

19

jobs-housing ratio, a specific strategy for that?

20

I'll get

And then when can we anticipate seeing the

MR. STROZIER:

So -- so there is a strategy that's

21

put forth in the Level A Development Agreement, which you --

22

I think, is also available as part of --

23

MS. HERTEL:

24

MR. STROZIER:

25

MS. HERTEL:

You're saying Level A?
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MR. STROZIER:

So then we addressed it in the

2

Level B -- in the document, we have broken out the

3

jobs-housing component based on the zoning and land uses

4

that are anticipated in Level B, and then it is anticipated

5

that there will be a refinement of the jobs-housing balance

6

component in the Level B Development Agreement.

7

MS. HERTEL:

Yeah.

I'm talking about the strategy

8

to achieve that ratio, you know, something more specific,

9

not general comments like, "We're going to do it."

10
11

MR. STROZIER:

more guidance from you as to what you're looking for there.

12
13

I'm -- I probably need a little

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

and it's from the Level A approval conditions.

14

MR. STROZIER:

15

MS. HERTEL:

16
17

It's a comment in the matrix,

comment.

Yes.
So if you'd refer back to that

You want me to read it to you?
MR. STROZIER:

So in the Level A Development

18

Agreement it actually creates thresholds of -- and has

19

required numbers of jobs per.

20

that -- that table that's in the Level A Development

21

Agreement is relevant to this initial Level B plan, because

22

it refers to the first 1,000 dwelling units.

23

can't -- I can't remember off the top of my head what the

24

various thresholds were, but it has a specific requirement

25

in terms of relationship between dwelling units and jobs

So we anticipate a portion of

The first -- I
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1

provided, and there actually is a mechanism for the County

2

to hold back new residential approvals if those thresholds

3

are not met.

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

I'll read through that and

5

make sure that that answers my question so we can discuss it

6

in the future.

7

general concern about the population data.

8

population data from MRCOG, and there's population data from

9

Albuquerque Economic Development, and there's population

10

statistics also from APS, and now, there's this business

11

about how it's just the population may be shifting from one

12

side to the other.

13

different fact sets and different agencies.

14

convinced that everybody's using the same -- the same

15

projections when they analyze what the needs are, just a

16

concern.

17

forma, I don't know.

18

And then my last comment is, it's just a
There's

Just seems like there's a lot of
I'm not

Even you, for your physical analysis and your pro
That's -- that's your business.

MR. STROZIER:

So we -- I think that everyone is

19

trying to utilize -- and I won't get the agent.

20

group at UNM that takes the census data and does --

21

MS. NELSON:

22

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. STROZIER:

It's a

GPS.
BBR.

So Kendra has, I think, in her

24

testimony has referred to the specific entity over there

25

that does it.

It used to be BBR.
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1

different name now, but it basically -- they put -- they put

2

out the control totals that we all collectively work with,

3

and Andrew can correct me if I say something wrong here, but

4

so in the -- that's what we use.

5

those control totals for Bernalillo County, for the

6

different counties, and for the region.

7

use in developing the scenarios that are in the MTP, and

8

that's what gets incorporated into the transportation model

9

that MRCOG is also the keeper of.

That's what they

When we -- so Santolina was not an approved Level A

11

Master Plan at the time of the 2040 plan's adoption.

12

worked collaboratively together as -- so when we initiated

13

Level A, those projections weren't ready.

14

were coming out.

15

them to determine where we thought they were going to end

16

up, and then we subsequently revised it to reflect the real

17

numbers.

We had a general idea.

18

MS. HERTEL:

19

MR. STROZIER:

So we

We knew that they
We worked with

Okay.
It's a -- it's a bit of a moving

20

tar- -- I mean, every five -- they update them -- I don't

21

know how often they update, but certainly we update the MTP

22

every five years.

23

update the distribution of those trips based on approved

24

plans and policies as -- as we move forward.

25

had to do work within that context.

We update those control totals, and we
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I believe that APS uses those same control totals maybe

2

in a slightly different way, because they have to apply it

3

to kid generation and the various age cohorts that are

4

concerning to them, and they also probably take it to a more

5

micro level, because they look at it within their school

6

planning boundaries, the boundaries for each elementary

7

school, for each middle school, each high school, and then

8

they look at the total.

9

the hardest job in terms of working with those projections.

10
11

MS. HERTEL:

MR. STROZIER:
know.

I'll find out.

MR. GINGRICH:

Geospatial Population Sciences, I

believe.

16

MS. HERTEL:

17

MR. GINGRICH:

18

MS. HERTEL:

19

MR. GINGRICH:

20
21
22
23

I don't -- I don't

It's --

14
15

Tell me again the agency that you

said -- or the group at UNM that is --

12
13

So they have -- I think they have

G -GPS.
GPS.
Yeah, Geospatial Population, I

believe, Sciences.
MR. STROZIER:

We can make sure and get the

correct name.
MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

As long as everybody's using

24

pretty nearly the same set of data, that's -- you know, just

25

seem like various attachments had a little bit different
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twist on it, so okay.

2

MR. STROZIER:

Some of that is dependent upon when

3

-- so if you look back at -- so the PROS plan, it was

4

started at a certain time.

5

projections at that time.

6

review and approval process, those things have been updated,

7

but so it's --

8

MS. HERTEL:

9

MR. STROZIER:

They used the population
By the time it gets through the

All right.
-- it's going of an ongoing

10

challenge, but I think everybody -- everybody in metro area

11

tries to use that same data set.

12

MS. HERTEL:

13

Okay.

That answers my questions.

Thank you.

14

MR. STROZIER:

All right.

We've talked that the

15

Water Authority.

16

Once again, any help about -- about moving off of that dime

17

-- it's not that we're not talking about water.

18

lot of time talking about water and water conservation,

19

water delivery, green infrastructure in the design

20

standards.

21

water is very important, and water is an integral component

22

to the plan, and it's an integral component with our

23

interface with the Water Authority.

24
25

I'm not going to talk about that anymore.

We spent a

So it's -- once again, it's not that water --
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1

down on those -- on the matrix and those areas that are

2

complete to the point that we can get them at this stage and

3

working with Staff to craft findings and conditions that

4

relate to that.
So it is -- it's always part of the process is that we

6

have conditions that move up as part of this process, and so

7

we anticipate working with the various agencies and Staff to

8

make sure that when we come back before you, that we have

9

specific conditions that as close as possible we are in

10

agreement with and have worked collaboratively on.

11

that's what we anticipate doing, and that will help us to

12

close out those items that are outstanding today in the

13

matrix, that they may not be -- so some of those things may

14

be done, may be -- may be completed, and others may be

15

addressed with a condition, and so that's our goal in coming

16

back to you all, and I just -- I'm not going to go through

17

the details of that.

18

So

Once again, the Level B, we have -- we have revised the

19

master plan document.

That's red-lined.

20

that.

21

indicated where those are.

22

information associated with those, and we've tried to

23

address all of the agency comments and the criteria in

24

moving forward with that document, recognizing that there

25

are some things that will need conditions and a few further

We've revised the maps.

You have a copy of

We've added new maps.

We've

We've updated the tables and
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1

discussions like the design guidelines and the zones --

2

zoning that we've talked about.
With that, we would like to schedule a time to come --

4

hopefully come back to you all with a consolidated

5

recommendation with findings and conditions and work with

6

Staff on that in order to get to the County Commission and

7

begin that process.

8

are some incomplete items.

9

appreciate the level, not just from our side, but also from

10

the Staff's side that we really have been working very hard

11

to address these comments and concerns on multiple levels as

12

we -- as we try to move forward, and there's been a lot of

13

-- a lot of work, and I -- and I certainly want to thank all

14

the different Staff for the level of collaboration that has

15

been working to get to this point.

And -- and so we understand that there
We are -- hopefully you all

16

We've -- there's really been a lot of good work, and I

17

think that because of that collaboration, the document that

18

we have today, while maybe not 100 percent, I think it's in

19

the high 90s in terms of percent complete, that it is --

20

that it is an improved document because of that -- because

21

of that work.

22

And with that, I was talking to Mr. Gradi about

23

potential if -- if there was an opportunity to set a date to

24

be back before you, possibly a 60-day window that --

25

actually a little bit longer than that.
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1

the regular meeting in October.

So that would be our

2

request.

3

of these items.

4

we're in agreement.

5

a couple of things, and the zoning and design guidelines are

6

probably the biggest outstanding item outside of the Water

7

Authority, and hopefully we can get some movement on that

8

side as well.

9

additional questions, and go from there.

We think we have the time.

We're close on a lot

You've heard from a lot of the Staff that

So with that, I'd be happy to answer any

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MS. KELLY:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

Questions?

I have one.
Go ahead.

It might be in here, Jim, but I didn't

14

see it.

15

open space areas as was included in the Westland Master

16

Plan?

17

Are you proposing single-loaded streets next to the

MR. STROZIER:

I believe that we are, but I will

18

verify that.

19

There's too many parts, but I can check that and verify that

20

for you.

21
22

I -- I don't know off the top of my head.

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

And, Mr. Chairman, I wanted to just read a very short

23

email that I wrote and was forwarded to you about the TIDs,

24

and I wrote this several days after our last Santolina

25

meeting.
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1

that he would provide a summary of the 40 pending TIDs

2

submitted to the County that are contained in binders.

3

knowing much about how they are structured, it seems like a

4

useful starting point would be to know for each the

5

infrastructure or facility being proposed for financing;

6

two, its location; three, the anticipated timeframe for

7

construction; four, the cost of the infrastructure or

8

facility; and five, what proportion is being proposed for

9

public versus private funding?
"No doubt the proposals are complicated, and if there's

11

a better way to concisely summarize and cover these key

12

points, that is fine.

13

outside CPC's purview, but this summary might provide

14

information regarding WALH's Level B plan and how it

15

addresses timing, funding, and responsibility for

16

infrastructure at Santolina."

17
18

I understand that approval of TIDs is

And that was dated June 27th.
MR. STROZIER:

I don't recall seeing that, so I'm

19

-- but so we will -- I will address -- I will make sure we

20

address those questions, and we'll get back to you on that.

21

I don't think that I -- I don't think I saw that, but --

22
23
24
25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Is that it?

Commissioner.
MS. NELSON:

Okay.
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1

several areas, transportation, zoning, infrastructure, and I

2

would like to know if you intend to remedy that situation.
MR. STROZIER:

So we were -- we were just talking

4

-- one of the things that -- and -- so phasing, in general,

5

and that -- and that level of crystal ball, sort of looking

6

out into the future for how things happen, we have tried to

7

address that to date in more of a strategy standpoint and in

8

text as opposed to a map.

9

conclusion that everybody wants a map.

10

I think we've come to the
We will bring a map

back.

11

MS. NELSON:

12

MR. STROZIER:

Good.
So we do try to listen.

It's just

13

we're a little, you know, dense sometimes, but yes, that was

14

part of our anticipated changes as we move forward.

15

MS. NELSON:

I'm really glad, because I would have

16

a real problem if you didn't come back with something.

17

thank you.

18

MR. STROZIER:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So

All right.
Any other questions?

I just have

20

a comment on the scheduling, and what I would like to see is

21

we probably won't be having any more special hearings.

22

We'll schedule it on our regular schedule meeting --

23

MR. STROZIER:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

with it.

Right.
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1

until it's complete, and so, you know, that's something that

2

you're going to have to work with Staff where there's a lot

3

of conditions, I guess, that haven't been met yet, and

4

you're working on them.

5

would really work hard to get all the information back to

6

Staff, and it will be up to the Commission after the meeting

7

what we're going to do as far as scheduling it for how long

8

or, you know, I don't know how much time is going to be

9

needed to do something like this to finalize it, but we'll
work on that.

11

MR. STROZIER:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

Okay.

Thank you.

Any others questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

14

MR. STROZIER:

We appreciate your time.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

So we've got -- we're

16

going to move into the public comments.

17

to call three names out.

18

behind the speaker so that you can move up right away as

19

soon as we -- you're going to have two minutes to speak.

20

go ahead and start.

21
22
23
24
25

Okay.

She's going

Please come down and sit down

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

So

Rod Mahoney followed by David

Vogel, and Kristine Suozzi.
MR. MAHONEY:

If I could get the overhead to work
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MR. MAHONEY:

And then the zooming feature would

2

be great, too.

3

my name is Rod Mahoney.

4

Southwest.

5

Coalition of Neighborhood Associations.

6

All right.

Very good.

Very interesting --

I live at 1838 Sadora Road,

I'm the current President of the South Valley

Very good discussions here today from all parties.

We

7

very appreciate -- very much appreciate that.

8

deck that I prepared today basically would be redundant.

9

We've talked about so many topics, I think, that are very

10

critical here.

11

record.

12

The slide

I will submit this slide deck into the

Couple things that have actually come out that I think

13

are very important that I think we need to readdress.

14

is, is the -- the net cost expense, the no net cost expense

15

piece is woven through all of this.

16

that actually was available is dated January of 2016.

17

There's a number of things, I think, that actually changed

18

as a result of that.

19

system infrastructure is one of those, the issues with the

20

Department of Transportation.

21

I think, is very important or that needs to be addressed.

22

One

The economic analysis

The definitions of various projects or

APS is another one of those,

I do have a question here about the zoning piece.

23

know, as we discussed, this zoning is very, very

24

complicated.

25

to me.

You
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1

density residential zone and wondering whether or not this

2

is actually -- should be conditional as opposed to

3

permissive.

4

DUs per acre, and heights of building that are up to 78

5

feet.

6

A number of us were actually at the presentations in the

7

hearings for the Westland Master Plan, and that was also a

8

discussion about densities.

9

upon, 30 DUs per acre, that sort of thing.

We're talking about densities here that are 50

That seems to be extremely high.

I believe that was settled
There really

10

needs to be a consideration of that ultimately.

11

toward the future.

12

residents in these areas need to have consideration of that,

13

and actually, to have that permissive, I think, is a bit

14

aggressive.

15

That's

Folks that are actually going to be

I touched of the fact that I believe that this economic

16

analysis needs to be updated to include some of components

17

that we actually have been talking about today, and this is

18

a very important one that really stuck out when I started

19

looking at these documents is that I'd like to have Staff

20

comment on what is the process for Level C?

21

the Level B is really the only place where findings and

22

conditions can actually be assigned and be enough -- be

23

robust, because there is really no further review basically

24

at the Level C process, and I think that's why your job is

25

extremely important for the Level B here to make sure it's

It appears that
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1

extremely robust and as clean as possible for any of this

2

moving forward.
The -- I think the water aspect of it is the -- is the

4

one that's very, very important, because the review of

5

anything after Level B, you know, needs to happen at some

6

level.

7

thank you very much.

8
9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Appreciate it.

Questions?

Thank

you.

10
11

So I'll submit these documents to the record, and

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

David Vogel followed by

Kristine Suozzi and Roberto Roibal.

12

MR. VOGEL:

Good afternoon, Chairman Chavez and

13

Commissioners.

My name is David Vogel.

14

Drive in Albuquerque, 87108.

I live at 601 Aliso

15

I've submitted my comments in writing to you, and you

16

can see them in packet page number 972 in case you want to

17

follow.

18

deny approval of the proposed Santolina development for the

19

following reasons:

20

an obsolete and archaic planning model.

21

Santolina development will not be built at no net expense to

22

the County or to adjacent jurisdictions.

23

radically speculative land use and planning strategies such

24

as -- let me see if I can -- such as are being used by

25

Santolina promote sprawl and sprawl development.

To summarize my written comments, I'm asking you to

One, the Santolina proposal is based on
Number 2, the

Number 3,
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1

exacerbate private and public sector disinvestment in

2

economic -- economically depressed communities, and it's

3

clear that the projections used by WAHL are in the radically

4

speculative arena, and I just point out to you the

5

distinction in terms of the current projections and the last

6

ten years of growth.

7

The last ten years of growth are under 10 percent of

8

what is being projected in the current Santolina proposal.

9

What is going to change economically or population-wise to

10

grow at the substantially faster than that rate, ten times

11

that rate in the next decade or two?

12

that whatsoever.

13

speculative categories.

14

is simply not needed.

15

the public more than double the cost of compact urban

16

development, and let me wrap up.

17

abundance of vacant land within -- within the County.

18

is a better alternative that I presented to you in June at

19

your meeting, which involves a land swap between Santolina,

20

the City, and the County.

21

to explore it as an option to the plan that's currently on

22

the table as a win-win for everybody, including the County,

23

for WAHL and Barclays Bank and particularly the residents of

24

Bernalillo County.

25

your time.

There's no evidence of

It's -- these fall in radically
Number 4, the Santolina development
Number 5, suburban development costs

There's already an
There

That idea, I would encourage you
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

4

Kristine followed by Robert

Roibal and Renee Horvath.
MS. SUOZZI:

Thank you.

Mr. Chair and Members of

5

the Commission.

6

1312 Bryn Mawr, Northeast.

7

of them are redundant, and I apologize for that.

8
9

My name is Dr. Christine Suozzi.

I have several comments.

Some

First of all, though, I want to thank each and
every one of you for all the work that you've done on this

10

and all the other things that you hear.

11

greatly appreciated.

12

I live at

Your service is

I strongly urge you to vote no to this proposal, and

13

I'll give you several reasons.

14

wanted by your constituents, and as David pointed out, it's

15

not needed, and if you question the need, I would ask to you

16

drive around Mesa del Sol and look at the vacancies there or

17

do a search on vacancy rates within Bernalillo County and/or

18

look at the statistic on out-migration and lack of growth.

19

Number one, it's neither

This is a proposed development that will, if it were

20

approved, make some few people a lot of money at a great

21

cost to the rest of us.

22

understand how that is no net expense and especially when we

23

look at that would be diverting much needed funding for

24

infrastructure within the County already.

25

net expense.

$2.8 billion in TIDs, I just can't
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Water, you know we're in a drought, and just -- you

2

have a lot of questions about the Water Utility Authority.

3

Just for the record, I wrote them over a year ago and asked

4

them where the water for this project would be coming.

5

haven't heard back from them.

6

I

The notion of three jobs per roof -- or, sorry, two

7

jobs per roof top is absurd.

Even Minneapolis, one of the

8

richest cities in our country, can't guarantee two jobs per

9

rooftop.

I fully support David's suggestion that we do a

10

land swap, and I also want to thank Mr. McGregor for

11

pointing out our problem with the chicken and the egg and

12

that we don't have an egg.

13

job and deny this egregious development.

So I just urge you to do your

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

16

Thank you.

Thank you.
Roberto Roibal, Renee Horvath,

and then Antonio Maestas.

17

MR. ROIBAL:

18

2233 Don Felipe Road, Southwest.

19

Pajarito Village Association and Vice-President of the South

20

Valley Coalition of Neighborhood Associations, and I do work

21

at the Southwest Organizing Project.

22

My name is Roberto Roibal.

I live at

I'm the President of the

Again, the Pajarito Village Association, our

23

neighborhood association is dead opposed to Santolina, and

24

we beg you to deny Santolina, to recommend denial to the

25

County Commission for many reasons.
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about the water.

2

frustrated by the lack of a water development agreement, it

3

can't happen without that, and I can't imagine that's going

4

to happen even before October as was suggested as the next

5

hearing be.

6

As the Staff has said, as you are also

We also have concerns about the money, the TIDs, the $2

7

billion in TIDs is just ridiculous, because the developer,

8

Mr. Strozier, all along they've been talking about no net

9

expense.

All of a sudden, today, he's talking about shared

10

expense.

That's not no net expense.

11

to cost us money.

12

the County, per se, money.

13

taxpayer's money.

14

Those TIDs are going

It may not cost the developers money or
It's going to cost the

So we're dead oppose to do it.

The schools, our schools are overcrowded on the West

15

Side already.

The developer is saying that, "Oh, we can

16

just incorporate the students in these overcrowded schools."

17

Those students are going to be -- ended up being bussed all

18

over the city, more transportation problems and headaches to

19

all the parents there.

20

still outstanding that are laid out by the Staff, open

21

space, the archeology, et cetera.

Just way too many questions that are

Way too many questions.

22

I was taken aback by Mr. Strozier's request that the

23

County Planning Commission assist them, the developers in

24

moving this plan forward.

25

if it's inappropriate question to ask.

That's their job.
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1

personal, but I'd love to see Mr. Strozier lay that egg that

2

we're talking about.

3

much.
MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Thank you very

Renee Horvath, Antonio

5

Maestas, and then Jeremiah (sic) -- I can't pronounce the

6

last name.

7
8
9

Sorry.
MS. HORVATH:

Hello.

My name is Renee Horvath.

I'm representative of the West Side Coalition.
I wanted to give some comments.

We missed most of the

10

public hearings that you've held before, and again, it was

11

because we weren't notified that there were these hearings.

12

I learned about the Santolina hearings because I heard about

13

-- from another neighborhood about the Westland hearing.

14

through that, I heard about the Santolina.

15

make sure that we get notified with future Santolina

16

hearings.

So

So I'd like to

17

I did talk to the President of the West Side Coalition.

18

One of the biggest concerns that the public has is the water

19

issue.

20

that we're not moving forward with this, and I know the

21

president will be, too, because he doesn't feel like we

22

should be rushing this.

23

that there was a water agreement that needed to be approved

24

before we moved forward, so he'll be happy to hear we're not

25

doing that right now.

I think -- I'm very happy -- glad and very pleased

He was always under the impression
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I did have a few questions.

I was just kind of

2

curious.

There's 4,000 -- about 4,200 acres that we're

3

looking at.

4

space land, the land on the east side, and in the Ceja and

5

the Rio Puerco area on the west side?

6

the 4,200 acres?

7

or does the County have to purchase those lands?

I was just curious, does that include the open

Is that included in

And was -- are those going to be donated,

8

And in regards of the density question, I'm glad

9

Mr. Mahoney raised the question of the density and some of

10

the Commissioners have, too, I was just curious, is -- when

11

you calculate the density because we're looking a 3 DUs per

12

acre, does that include the open space land in that

13

calculation that we're looking at all that land or just the

14

parts that are being developed, 3 DUs per acre?

15

curious how they're calculating, because it seems like the

16

density is a lot higher when you read what they're

17

proposing, so those are the questions I wanted to ask.

18

Thank you.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

So I'm just

Thank you.
I have a question for Staff.

21

Following on that, can you speak to the notification process

22

on how folks are notified and how come Ms. Horvath wasn't

23

notified?

24
25

MS. VEREECKE:
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1

MS. HORVATH:

2

MS. VEREECKE:

3

MS. HORVATH:

5

So I know for Taylor Ranch -We were notified because we

registered.
MS. VEREECKE:

Right, because you -- anyway, we

6

probably don't need to have a discussion, but for Taylor

7

Ranch, it wouldn't have been given the initial notification

8

because it doesn't abut the property, and then for other

9

associations, again, it would depend upon the call that was

10

made by the neighborhood association coordinator.

11

not -- I would have to check and see if the West Side

12

Coalition was -- was notified initially, because they are on

13

the north side of I-40, so -- but for Taylor Ranch, because

14

it doesn't abut the property, that's why they wouldn't have

15

gotten an initial notification of the request, and I think

16

Enrico wants to say something, too.

17

MR. GRADI:

So I'm

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Connie

18

Chavez, at the time the notifications went out, the West

19

Side Coalition was not in the jurisdiction of the Santolina

20

Level B Master Plan area.

21

application to extend their boundaries throughout the West

22

Side, all the way to the Isleta Pueblo and along the Rio

23

Grande within the South Valley, and that is why.

24
25

They have since made an

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:
clarification.

Thank you.
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1

coming out, and you know, how the word travels, and

2

appreciate you coming out to speak and testify.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Who's next?

4

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

A name that I can't pronounce,

5

and then followed by Luis, so we have -- is it Jeriah?

6

Antonio Maestas, then Jeriah?

7

name?

8
9
10

Yes.

Is that how you say your

Followed by Luis.
MR. MAESTAS:

Commission.

Hello, Chairman Joe Chavez and

My name is Antonio Maestas.

My address is 94

Moriarty Road, Chilili Land Grant.

11

So I'd like to thank you just for all the service that

12

you guys have put in and also for recognizing that the

13

developers had and have lack of details in their -- in their

14

plan.

15

deny the Santolina Master Plan for a few reasons:

16

our compadre over from the Atrisco Land Grant talked about

17

as it being a disrespect to our land grants and our

18

traditions and our cultural lands.

19

like I said, from Chilili Land Grant, and I would hate to

20

see several colonialism taking over, you know, these

21

communities as well and these traditional lands, especially

22

because, you know, countless constituents, community members

23

come out throughout the past meetings, whether it's been CPC

24

or whether it's been County Commission, and have voiced

25

their opposition and, you know, have not heard, you know, as

So thank you for recognizing that, but I urge you to
One, that

I am from Merced myself,
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1

many people in favor of it coming from the community.

2

only heard people against it, and I've been to several of

3

these.

4

these community members and their concern about this

5

development.

So, you know, I would just urge you all to listen to

Also, I do believe that there are other ways to invest

7

in our city like in-fill and also bettering the properties

8

that are here and our schools.

9

going to cost 162 million in order to instate five more

10

schools, and I believe that we could use that money to

11

better the schools that we have instead of overcrowding our

12

schools on the West Side and having to, you know, worry

13

about all that.

14

well.

15

We heard from APS that it's

So I urge you guys to consider that as

So, yeah, just please listen to the community.

Listen

16

to what your constituents are staying, and their concerns

17

matter a lot more than these corporations to others.

18

thank you.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. POUNCIL:

Thank you.
Okay.

So my name's Jeriah Pouncil.

22

youth intern at Southwest Organizing Project.

23

9220 Lower Meadow Avenue, Southwest.

24
25

So

I'm a

My address is
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say, very crowded.

2

and currently it's hard to get one-on-one time with every

3

single teacher, and also, it's hard to get to class on time.

4

There's two bathrooms, I'd say, in the whole building and

5

every single student during passing period trying to get to

6

the restroom.

7

It's also Rio Grande High School, Jimmy Carter Middle

8

School, Truman Middle School, and Rudolfo Anaya Elementary

9

School, a few other schools around the West Side.

10

There's 50 students in each classroom,

So it's not only like that with Atrisco.

But currently I think the Santolina -- yeah, I would

11

just say that it's a bad idea, because that would be adding

12

more houses, and that would be more vacancy, because all on

13

the West Side, my whole community, they literally built

14

houses off 118th and Dennis Chavez on both the north and

15

south side of Atrisco.

16

of the Mesa del Sol and also houses added to Rio Rancho as

17

well as my community, but thank you for your time.

So that would add to the vacancies

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

19

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

20

MR. COLINGA:

Hello.

The last speaker is Luis.
My name is Luis Colinga

21

(sic).

22

also a youth intern at SWOP, Southwest Organizing Project.

23

I work in the area of food justice, and over this summer I

24

have learned the importance of water, food, and culture.

25

I live 7520 Astro Road, (sic) Southwest, 87121.

I'm
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1

we have sufficient water, and I think it is irresponsible to

2

have -- not have a plan for the water issues here for the

3

Santolina proposal.

4

generations, and I think the lack of infrastructure here in

5

our County needs more attention than Santolina does.

6

would urge to not vote for this until we see a fully

7

developed plan and that's it.

9
10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
Okay.

I

Thank you.

Thank you.

Staff, closing comments.
MR. GINGRICH:

Mr. Chair and Commissioners, I just

11

wanted to clarify a couple of things.

12

transportation documents that were presented as revised,

13

that there's still some small edits to be made to those.

14

those aren't completely done.

15

things that need to be edited there.

16

clear or not at both the Level A and Level B.

17

minor, but another draft would need to be submitted of those

18

completely finalized.

19

The -- just that the

So

There's still some -- some
I'm not sure that was
They're

And to the system infrastructure and project

20

infrastructure, I can't speak to open space and what those

21

needs are, but I believe that with these current studies

22

that have been done with the roadways that are classified

23

collector and above, that those -- you have those.

24

the anticipated level of development.

25

should be able to generate a proportionate cost for those

You had

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

8

I think it would hurt future

It seems like you

TR-128
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3285

6.A.e

roads.

2

kind of kicked to Level C or further down the road or

3

something, not to make a pun, but that -- I think that as

4

far as I can tell that, I could be wrong, but it seems like

5

some of that system infrastructure proportionate cost should

6

be able to be generated with what's been done.

7

wrong on that, but from my read, it seems like that should

8

be possible.

9

So I don't -- there's some mention of that being

I could be

Yeah, I think the jobs-to-housing balance discussion

10

came up again.

I just iterate, again, I think that that

11

could be really rolled into the phasing plan very easily.

12

think that would make a lot of sense.

13

to just say, again, because I feel like there's still maybe

14

some confusion about it, that in terms of the forecasting,

15

that the control totals are consistent.

16

number people coming into the region, the COG doesn't even

17

generate those numbers.

18

numbers, and our process for creating our long-range plan is

19

to figure out where are these people going to be.

20

don't -- we don't figure out how much.

21

where.

22

going to be?

23

generated?

24

then we can measure the performance of the future

25

transportation network according to those forecasts, so

And finally, I want

Across the total

They come from GPS.

Where are they going to be?

I

We take those

So we

We try to figure out

Where are the jobs

What are the trips that are going to be
What is the future transportation network, and
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2

that's why we do the process.
Our trends scenario is based on -- is our official

3

forecast of where we're going.

It's not an endorsement of

4

where we should go, but where we're going with current plans

5

and policies at the time of our plan.

6

preferred scenario that says if we tweak certain things, we

7

can maybe make an improvement in the performance of our

8

transportation plan in the future.

9

for Santolina is a Santolina scenario, which, again, has the

We also have a

What's being submitted

10

same total number of people, but it is a different

11

allocation of where those people and jobs are.

12

to have a better look at the differences, this is page 23 in

13

the Level A transportation document that shows the

14

differences between our trends scenario and the anticipated

15

other -- the Santolina scenario, which is the anticipated

16

level of development by the applicant.

17

If you want

That did not come from us, that level of development.

18

That came from them.

So I just -- it's really important

19

that that's made clear.

20

things.

So I wanted to clarify those

So thanks.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. VEREECKE:

Thank you.
Mr. Chair, I had a few points of

23

clarification, too, just related to completing this process

24

and that I think from the discussion and also from talking

25

to different Staff and agencies, too, that there are some
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1

specific things that are being requested that hopefully will

2

come out of the work over the next few months.
It sounds like there is a request for some agreements

4

with agencies at least in some form.

5

both requested agreements, and that is not unprecedented in

6

these types of processes.

7

there's -- there's hope that that will happen.

8
9

APS and NMDOT today

So just to point that out that

In addition, it appears that there are a number of
strategies that are being requested by Staff with

10

illustrations and maps to go along with them where we are

11

seeing a lot of language being added in the plan, but then

12

there's really nothing concrete or visual to tie it to, and

13

I think that will be very helpful to see in addressing some

14

of the concerns such as like phasing definitely could

15

require some illustrations, and also, there's been a request

16

and it comes from the planned communities criteria, for a

17

funding strategy or financial strategy.

18

we've heard that needs to be clearer.

19

although there is language in the Level A Development

20

Agreement, there is a condition from Level A that says, "A

21

plan for attaining the ratio shall be provided in subsequent

22

Level B plans," so I'm thinking that there need to be more

23

done in that area.

Utility strategy,
Jobs-to-housing,

24

Water, definitely more of a strategy needs to be

25

provided in collaboration with the Utility Authority.
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1

mitigation strategy for the areological study that was done.

2

It's a study, but it really doesn't have a mitigation

3

strategy with it.

4

different intensities that some of which appear to be

5

deserving of additional investigation or possibly

6

preservation.

7

sites, but it doesn't state out the applicant proposes to

8

deal with them, and that is one of -- part of the planned

9

communities criteria for the class II study.

The report that was provided identifies those

I did hear -- Jim Strozier stated what the plans --

11

what he thinks the plan will be, but we'd like to see

12

something more definitive about that, and then further

13

addressing that, potentially with a condition of approval so

14

that we make sure that those sites are properly -- properly

15

located, identified, and then the proper mitigation takes

16

place for those sites.

17

strategy related to that.

18

So I think we need more -- more of a

Also, make sure that all of the plans are consistent.

19

That has come up several times as we've been changing

20

things.

21

are based on the same -- the same information including the

22

fiscal impact study.

23

being updated.

24
25

We need to make sure all the plans in the document

We've heard a few times that it is not

I think all of those need to be done.
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1

planning document that after Level B, which is done by the

2

Commissions, then Level C would -- would apply to subsequent

3

planning, and just to state that in the planned communities

4

criteria zoning, in the Zoning Code this procedure is

5

defined.

6

site development plans is by the County Development Review

7

Authority.

8

will be pursued.

9

are approved, then it would go to the County Development

So that is the process that we're anticipating
After this Level B or other Level B plans

10

Review Authority as it is currently stated.

So individuals

11

subdivisions and site plans, Level C plans would be reviewed

12

through that, and it is basically an administrative process.

13

I think the last thing I wanted to mention, too, we

14

talked about a deferral or continuance of this request, and

15

just to say, too, if we're looking at potentially hearing

16

this in October, that the applicant would need to be back in

17

about a month, month-and-a-half -- no less than a

18

month-and-a-half in order to allow the proper review of the

19

document.

20

that the documents can't be brought in at the last minute.

21

So that's about the timeframe that you would be looking at

22

for like a 60 -- 60-day deferral.

23

questions.

So just if you can take that under consideration

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. MALRY:

So with that, I stand for
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. MALRY:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First of all, I want to thank the Staff for the hard

4

work they've put into this.

5

overtime.

6

working on this.

7

Go ahead.

I know they put in a lot of

So I want to thank all the Staff members who are

Secondly, Mr. Chairman, I just ask you to work with

8

Staff, make sure they get all their questions answered

9

before they bring it back to us.

I think we're just

10

treading water here until -- I agree with you, Mr. Chairman.

11

We do not need a special session, but I'm sure that you will

12

work with Staff, Mr. Chairman, and when they got all their

13

questions answered, whether it be a month-and-a-half, two

14

months-and-a-half whatever.

15

questions answered, I think it will go pretty fast and,

16

Mr. Chairman, I just ask you and thank you for the work you

17

to do, and thank you for being on top of this.

18

say, Mr. Chairman, whenever you get ready to bring this back

19

before this Commission, we'll deal with this.

20

Mr. Chairman, for your hard work.

Whenever they get their

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

22

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

I'll just

Thank you,

Any other?

No.

Applicant, come on down.

24

Work needs to be done.

25

decision when do we want to continue it to.

Okay.
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1

what she said about the timetable.

2

MR. STROZIER:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Is that a timetable that's

workable?

5

MR. STROZIER:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

We think that that's workable, yes.
Okay.

So what I'm going to ask

7

the Commission or recommend that we -- well, not differ it

8

but continue it to the October regular meeting.

9

MR. STROZIER:

10

October 5th, I believe.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

over three months.

12

else you need to --

13

That's --

Well, it's three months, a little

So I just want -- and is there anything

MR. STROZIER:

No.

That's -- I think -- I think

14

we will -- we will work with Staff.

15

matrices.

16

concerns, the phasing plan, and we will take a look at the

17

jobs-housing strategy and tie that to the Level A

18

Development Agreement, make sure that we're taking that and

19

moving it forward at the appropriate level for the Level B,

20

and we've been taking notes of the comments and concerns,

21

and we will -- we will do our best to work with Staff to

22

make sure that we have things resolved and/or conditions

23

that allow -- hopefully allow this to move forward with your

24

concurrence.

25

We will update the

We will address the Commission's comments and
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1

all the conditions that the County Commission put on there

2

are not things that we can change here.

3

MR. STROZIER:

Correct.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

on there, and I will, with Staff, work on a letter to the

6

Water Authority, see if they can resolve their end of it.

7

MR. STROZIER:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

Okay.
And, you know, that it's urgent

for us to know what they're thinking and, you know, what

10

direction they're going to go.

11

us.

12

and like I say, I don't know their procedure, if they -- you

13

applied, set you a hearing, or it seems like it's not that

14

way.

15
16

So that's very important to

So that's why I was asking you about have you applied,

MR. STROZIER:

It's not as defined as your

process, so --

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MS. NELSON:

Go ahead.

I would be looking for things to be

19

more resolved and less conditions.

20

MR. STROZIER:

21

MS. NELSON:

Yes.
Okay.

Conditions are inevitable, but

22

I don't want to look at, "Well, we'll do this and that and

23

the other," on the conditions, because you have plenty of

24

time, or if you don't have plenty of time, we can give you

25

more, because our goal is, I believe, as stated by our Chair
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is to provide a clean document for the BCC.

2

MR. STROZIER:

3

MS. NELSON:

4

MR. STROZIER:

5

We think we can do that.
Okay.
And our goal is the same, to have

minimum conditions.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Commissioner Chavez.

7

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

So I would agree that we want

8

to have a clean document, and I'm not confident we can do it

9

in 60 days.

There are way too many outstanding issues at

10

least for me.

If you brought it back in 60 days, I'm not

11

sure that we're going to get that there.

12

MR. STROZIER:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. KELLY:

15

Understood.

Commissioner.

Mr. Chairman, I'd like to make a

motion.

16
17

Okay.

Just saying.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Go ahead.

I haven't closed the

floor yet.

18

MS. KELLY:

Oh, okay.

19

MR. STROZIER:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. KELLY:

Any other questions for me?
Is that it?
No.

I'm good.

Okay.

Thank you.

Go ahead, Commissioner.

I move that CPC recommend to the

24

Bernalillo County Commission denial of SPR2016-0001 based

25

upon the following findings:
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1

approval and PCC criteria for Level B have not been met,

2

specifically, one, there's not an executed Development

3

Agreement with the Water Utility Authority outlining timing,

4

responsibilities, and maintenance of water and sewer, and it

5

is not likely that such an agreement will be finalized in

6

the foreseeable future since it is contingent upon a water

7

system master plan, which will identify design parameters,

8

infrastructure improvements, timing, phasing, and

9

maintenance responsibilities.

10

Further, the Development Agreement with the Water

11

Utility Authority may be impacted by the water resource

12

management strategy currently under way.

13

include alternative water supply and storage strategies,

14

water reclamation and treatment and reuse strategies, and

15

revised water conservation goals and strategies.

16

Impacts might

Two, regarding transportation, traffic mitigation

17

commitments and other concerns have not been addressed.

18

trails, bike, and pedestrian system map is not excluded in

19

the Level B July 2016 draft.

20

and funding in accordance with DOT and Metropolitan

21

Transportation Long-Range Transportation plans have not been

22

addressed.

23
24
25

The

DOT concerns regarding phasing

Three, APS concerns regarding current overcrowding and
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1

met.

2

which discussed potential revenue, but there's no detail

3

related to costs to various agencies including Bernalillo

4

County Public Works, Parks, the Sheriff and the Fire

5

Marshal, the DOT, APS, and other agencies.

6

insufficient information on infrastructure plans that

7

address timing, funding, and responsibility and

8

clarification of system versus projects costs so that

9

agencies can know of and prepare for upcoming budgetary

11

There's

impacts.
Next one, I think I lost track of my numbers, the

12

proposed Level B size is 4,263 acres and is beyond the range

13

anticipated by the planned communities criteria of 650 to

14

1,200 acres.

15

which may result in large incomplete developments that are

16

not self-supporting.

17

address law enforcement and fire protection.

18

2016, draft says new facilities will be built, but there's

19

not clarification on how or when this will occur.

20

another section, the draft plan says that Level B will rely

21

on City of Albuquerque law enforcement and fire facilities.

22

The Fire Marshal stated in testimony that law enforcement

23

and fire facilities will be needed to provide protection to

24

this area.

25

Portions of three villages are being proposed,

It is not clear how Level B will
The July 16,

In
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1

overall density for the Level B plan, and more detail is

2

required.

3

as required by the PCC.

4

draft form, and concerns are stated in the Staff Report.

5

needs significant review to accomplish planned communities

6

goals and criteria and create a more robust process to get

7

from Level B to Level C.

9

Zoning and design guidelines are in
It

Finally, Level A was approved over a year ago.
Applicant has not submitted a plan for Level B with complies

10

with the Level A conditions of approval, the Level A

11

Development Agreement, and the planned communities criteria.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. KELLY:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15
16

Okay.

Is that it?

That's it.
Do we have a second to that?

Motion died because of lack of a second.
Do we have another motion?

17

MR. MALRY:

Move we adjourn.

18

MS. NELSON:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

You wait, wait, wait.
We're not through yet.
So, Commissioner Kelly, I

21

appreciate that, and it's really getting to the heart of --

22

really getting to this final place, right?

23

a 90-day continuance, not 60, 90, because I don't think

24

we're going to get there in 60 days, and I do not want to

25

take us to the point of having to come back.

I would move for
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1

real clarity.

I only want it to come back one other time,

2

and at that moment in time, to make decision based on all

3

the outstanding issues and conditions.
MS. NELSON:

Second.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

6

because it's not exactly 90 days.

7

the November meeting?

8

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

MS. NELSON:

14

MS. NELSON:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

November the 2nd.

Okay.

Do we

have a second to that?
MS. NELSON:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes.
All those in favor signify by

saying aye.

20

COMMISSION:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Aye.
Okay.

We're -- is there anything

Okay.

We're -- can we have a

else, Staff?

23

MR. GRADI:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

Our regular november meeting.

November the 2nd.

17

22

So let's -- the second agrees to

let's see.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

Yes.

Second, yes, and that will be --

13

16

So you're talking about

that?

11
12

She's -- let's set a --

No.
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1

MR. MALRY:

2

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

3

MS. KELLY:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

COMMISSION:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
(Note:

So moved.

He said it.
All those in favor say aye.

Aye.
Thank you.
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2
3

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

)
)
)

ss

I, B. JULIAN SERNA, Certified Court Reporter in the

4

State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I reported, to the

5

best of my ability, the above Bernalillo County Planning

6

Commission special hearing; that the pages numbered 3

7

through 142, inclusive, are a true and correct transcript of

8

my stenographic notes, and were reduced to typewritten

9

transcript through Computer-Aided Transcription; and that on

10

the date I reported these proceedings, I was a New Mexico

11

Certified Court Reporter.

12
13

Dated at Albuquerque, New Mexico, this 26th day of
September, 2016.

14
15
16
17
18

B. JULIAN SERNA
New Mexico CCR No. 206
Expires: December 31, 2016

19
20
21
22
23
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1

BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

2

4
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1

MR. COLLIE:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Moved and second.

favor signify by saying aye.

4

COMMISSION:

Aye.

5

MS. NELSON:

I abstain.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7
8
9
10
11

carries.

Okay.

One abstain.

Motion

Thank you.

Next order of business is election of the Chair and
Vice-Chair.
MS. NELSON:

I move that -- I mean, I nominate Joe

Chavez as Chair.

12

MR. COLLIE:

Second.

13

MS. NELSON:

All in favor?

14

COMMISSION:

Aye.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. NELSON:

17

All those in
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Second.

Opposed?

All right.

Motion carries.
I nominate Connie Chavez

as Vice-Chair.

18

MR. COLLIE:

Second.

19

MS. NELSON:

All in favor?

20

COMMISSION:

Aye.

21

MS. NELSON:

There you go, Connie.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. NELSON:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. VEREECKE:

Thank you.

Sorry.
Okay.

Item No. 6.

Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members
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of the Commission.

2

and the Rodey Law Firm, agents for Western Albuquerque Land

3

Holdings are proposing a planned communities Level B Master

4

Plan for more specific development within the Santolina

5

Master Plan on a property on the -- on the West Mesa

6

containing approximately 4,243 acres.

7

This is Item No. 6.

Consensus Planning

So as you are aware, this plan -- this Level B plan

8

includes more specific details for land use, zoning,

9

transportation, environment, open space, government, and

10

public services.

11

The more conceptual Level A plan for nearly 13,700 acres

12

was adopted by the County in June 2016.

13

Level B plan was first submitted in January of last year for

14

approximately 4,200 acres, and there were four special

15

hearings that were heard during 2016.

16

plan we're now referring to it as the Level B.1 plan, because

17

other Level B plans eventually will be submitted for this

18

area.

19

this is the general boundary, and then within the general

20

area we're now considering more specific development that it

21

shown in color.

22

This particular

For this particular

So in this -- this is a land-use map, and you're aware

This request was -- then after the four special

23

hearings, it was heard and then continued at the November 2nd

24

hearing.

25

address Staff and agency comments and issues.
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1

there had been changes made up to the time of that hearing,

2

but there were a few that were not fully resolved such as

3

transportation, archeology, and language relating to process,

4

and then also language relating to the ABCWUA water

5

requirements.

6

Findings and conditions of approval were also provided

7

just before the last hearing so that the Planning Commission

8

voted to continue the request to this hearing so that those

9

remaining issues could be resolved.

10

Since the November 2nd hearing a number of actions have

11

taken place to address the outstanding issues with the

12

Santolina Level B.1 request.

13

between Staff and the applicant's agent.

14

made to plan language to address the remaining Staff

15

comments, and revisions have also been made to the findings

16

and conditions that were being circulated at the time of the

17

hearing.

18

60 of the Staff Report for such areas as transportation,

19

zoning, parks, recreation and archeology.

20

go into those.

21

Meetings have taken place
Revisions have been

The details of the revisions are included on page

I'm not going to

A revised pan dated 12-6-16 was submitted and forwarded

22

to Staff for final review.

Staff has indicated that the

23

comments provided over time in Accela were submitted directly

24

to Staff also as shown in comments matrix have been addressed

25

through modifications to the plan document or through

TR-
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1

specific findings and conditions.

The previous Level A

2

condition for platting of the property has been met.

3

Findings and conditions of approval that became available for

4

the last hearing have been revised.

5

indicate consistency with the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County

6

Comprehensive Plan, the planned communities criteria, and the

7

Level A master plan and Development Agreement.

8

also indicate that the plan includes more specific plans and

9

regulations or guidelines for such areas as land use, zoning,

The findings

10

transportation, drainage, and parks and open space that must

11

be followed as Santolina develops in subsequent Level C plans

12

or development of the property or platting of the property.

13

The conditions include the need for additional --

14

additional activities further down in the process,

15

development -- the Development Agreement, transportation

16

projects and funding, class III archeology studies, fire

17

protection, and any additional corrections that may come up

18

in this process.

19

The Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility

20

Authority requirements for a Development Agreement are

21

addressed in Level B findings and conditions that recognize

22

the establishment of the ABCWUA since the planned communities

23

criteria were adopted and the need for a land-use plan to be

24

approved by the County before the ABCWUA will grant approval.

25
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modified to address this process.

However, some additional

2

modifications may be necessary to those specific finding --

3

conditions and possibly findings that relate to the ABCWUA.

4

The agent has also raised concerns about the specific

5

findings and conditions but otherwise is in agreement with

6

the findings and conditions proposed by Staff, which are in

7

the Staff Report and which have been circulated and have been

8

available for the last couple of weeks so that there could be

9

a full review of everything in time for this hearing.

10

There has been concern expressed previously by community

11

members, and we've seen this at the hearing and in documents

12

submitted previously, but for this particular hearing no new

13

documents have been submitted so far by the community.

14

So Staff is recommending approval of this Level B.1

15

request noting that the request will also proceed to the

16

Board of County Commissioners in a public hearing for further

17

consideration so that there will be another public hearing

18

after this before the Board of County Commissioners, but

19

Staff is recommending approval with the findings and

20

conditions in the Staff Report, and I stand for questions.

21
22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
at this time.

23

Okay.

Any questions?

If not, not

Thank you.

MS. VEREECKE:

Other Staff?

24

Staff?

25

do you want to wait until later?

Do we have any other
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1

MR. GARCIA:

2

MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.

So I guess there are no more

-- no more Staff comments.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

of our Commissioners.

6

MS. HERTEL:

We have a question here from one

Okay.

So all the comments -- I'm

7

going to go back to the matrix because that's, you know, a

8

way of tracking everything, but you're -- what I'm

9

understanding is all comments from all the agencies that were

10

put into the matrix, everything was put into the matrix, and

11

now, everything has been addressed to the satisfaction of the

12

various agencies who put comments in there; is that correct.

13

MR. PADILLA:

14

MS. HERTEL:

15

MS. VEREECKE:

Except the Town of Atrisco.
Okay.

I'm talking about the agencies.

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, the

16

comments that were input into Accela and submitted to us that

17

-- Staff has concluded that the comments have been addressed.

18

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

And I know we did have Accela,

19

and then we have the matrix, which I understood that the

20

developer was more or less monitoring what went into the

21

matrix.

22

comments were going in as the agencies submitted them, you

23

know, with the correct wording and what not.

24

taken care of?

25

At one point there was some question that the

MS. VEREECKE:

That's all been
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We did one more revision to the matrix.

2

to state the current status of the comments, and they

3

responded that all of the comments had been addressed.

4

Either completed comments had been worked out through

5

revisions in the document or that they had been included as

6

findings and conditions.

7

and included in the record, and it was posted online as well

8

with the Staff Report.

9

MS. HERTEL:

We requested Staff

So that document has been updated

Okay.

I just wanted to confirm that

10

that document has become part of the record and that we've

11

advanced from the point when we -- when it was said that it

12

was only, like, 85 percent complete, the comments were only

13

addressed about 85 percent.

14

or open -- loose ends are part of the findings and

15

conditions?

16
17

That's what I want to make sure of.

MS. VEREECKE:
that's correct.

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel,

That's the view of Staff.

18

MS. HERTEL:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20
21

Now, we're beyond the 85 percent

Okay.

Thank you.

Is there anybody else?

Okay.

Will the applicant and anybody that -MR. PADILLA:

Can I ask for the Town of Atrisco to

22

be addressed as an agent?

We're completely disregarded as

23

agent, which is fine.

24

addressed as a unit of government, political subdivision

25

under the Chapter 49, statutes of the State of New Mexico,

We'll leave, but we would like to be
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1

and I cannot continue to come to these meetings and have two

2

Chavezes sit on the Board, which the founder of the Town of

3

Atrisco Grant is a Chavez, and the lack of knowledge of the

4

history and the rights and privileges of our community are

5

continued to be ignored, and I'd like to be able to address

6

this committee as an agency instead of having to sign up for

7

public comment.

Is that going to be allowed?

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. PADILLA:

10
11
12

Come up here to the mic.

And I'd like to ask for this --

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Come up to the mic if you're going

to speak.
MR. PADILLA:

Sure.

Sure.

I notice that the

13

developer stands up right after the Staff talks, and so the

14

Town of Atrisco has been -- has a longstanding history.

15

Commissioner, Chair, Members of the Committee, my name is

16

Jerome Padilla.

17

Board of Trustees.

18

the State of New Mexico since 1892.

19

And,

I'm the president of the Town of Atrisco
We have been a political subdivision in

In 1848 the Town of Atrisco petitioned the federal

20

government for statute and protections under the Treaty of

21

Guadalupe along with many tribal communities and native

22

communities, and as a result --

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MR. PADILLA:

25

Keep it -- keep it short.

Sure.

I will.
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1

status in the past.

2

make sure that I'm speaking as an agency or I'm speaking as

3

an individual?

4

point, because I think the processes that the County has

5

filed in this process are detrimental to the heirs of the

6

community and the lack of understanding of the political

7

subdivision under entities and the community for

8

self-determination, self-government are sadly represented in

9

this -- in this committee.

So I want to

It really does not matter to me at this

You know, we have not had any opportunity to meet as an

11

agency with any other political subdivision in the community.

12

The Water Authority does not have the right to extend

13

services in our community without our approval.

14

Department of Transportation does not have --

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

The

Look, we're not -- we're going to

16

hear the case now.

17

saying that you want to be recognized as -- again, say what?

18

The only thing I want to hear is you're

MR. PADILLA:

I would like to be recognized and

19

make sure that the rights and privileges as an agency are

20

afforded under this, and what I'm hearing by Staff

21

recommendations, they have a matrix that they've left off a

22

significant majority of people.

23

here from our community.

We've raised many, many concerns.

24

I'm an elected official.

I take an oath office, and I'd like

25

to actually read that oath of office, because the oath of

We have people that show up
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office of elected officials state that they have to --

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. PADILLA:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

Mr. Padilla:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Hold on.

Hold on.

-- uphold the constitution -You know what?

I'm not --

-- both state and federal.
I'm not going to recognize you as

7

part of our Staff.

8

to speak, if you want to speak on behalf of whoever you're

9

speaking, you can declare that for the record.

10

If you -- when you -- it's time for you

MR. PADILLA:

It's not whatever.

We're an elected

11

-- I'm an elected official under the oath of office, and I

12

have an obligation to come to this committee and speak on

13

behalf of the people that I represent.

14

governor or --

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

No different than a

You can speak on behalf of anybody

16

you want.

17

to me and Ms. Chavez here about -- you know, about history of

18

Atrisco Land Grant and everything else, you know what?

19

have five grandfathers, great grandfathers that were born in

20

Atrisco when it first started.

21

preached about the history of the Grant, myself, so -- and I

22

know you directed that thing towards -- towards me and her,

23

and I don't appreciate that, because you don't know what I

24

know about that Land Grant or what I've studied or what --

25

Now, as far as me and -- I guess, you addressed it

MR. PADILLA:

I

So I don't need to be
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1

what you do here in this committee, and so all I can say is

2

that we have not been afforded the rights and privileges

3

afforded to other agency in this committee, and all we ask

4

for is, as a professional member of this community and a

5

professional member of our parties and -- involved in

6

politics -- I work in large corporations here in New Mexico.

7

I was with Presbyterian Healthcare Services.

8

fall off the bean cart yesterday.

9

the rights and privilege of the heirs, and all we're asking

I didn't just

We're here to stand for

10

for -- we have not publicly said we're against the

11

developer's right to do what he --

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Let me tell you where I stand as a

13

Chairman here, okay?

I let everybody speak and speak for

14

whoever you want to.

It's not this Board's responsibility or

15

to declare who's an agency or who's not, okay?

16

MR. PADILLA:

17

understand who they -- who the --

18

I think you have an obligation to

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I think if you want to get

19

recognized by the County as that, I think you need to take it

20

to the County Commission, okay?

21

MR. PADILLA:

Not us.

I would hope that -- you are members

22

of our community appointed by our District County

23

Commissioners, would reflect the opinions of the people, and

24

what I find is that the egregious actions by Members of this

25

Board who live in our community have either been ignorant to
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1

the rights and privileges of the heirs or have been bought

2

out by the developers.

3

and without coming to our committee --

In either case, that's unacceptable,

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MR. PADILLA:

Hold on.

6

addressed by the Town of Atrisco --

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

take this abuse from you.

9

Land Grant or that I've been bought by developers, okay?

10

Hold on, I said.

I'm not going to

I don't know anything about the

That's it.

11

MR. PADILLA:

So if you're not going to recognize

12

us as an agency, that's fine.

13

podium, and I want it noted in the record that we have not at

14

any of the meetings you've had been recognized as an agency

15

in the matrix addressed.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MR. PADILLA:

18

of us.

I will step away from the

Okay.

That's fine.

That's fully better for

When this goes to litigation --

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MR. PADILLA:

Are you signing up to speak?

I don't have to as an agency.

I've

21

signed up in the past, tried to understand the protocols of

22

this hearing, and I'm appalled at the time situation where,

23

knowing that we have a letter brought to the last meeting by

24

Jessie Chavez Anzures from the Attorney General and their

25

committee stating that the political subdivision in the State
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1

of New Mexico must start talking to the Town of Atrisco Grant

2

within the exterior boundaries of our Grant.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And like I said, you need to take

4

that to the County Commission if you want to be recognized as

5

such in this County.

6

Take it to the County Commission.

MR. PADILLA:

I'll stand here for questions,

7

because I think you're running the meeting, and I will

8

address myself for questions to anybody on the Board.

9
10
11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
MR. PADILLA:

We don't have any questions.

You don't have.

Any other members

have any questions for me?

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

I decide who talks at this meeting.

14

anywhere else if you don't go through the Chairmanship here,

15

and I'm not trying to be the thing, but you know, you're

16

being abusive --

17

MR. PADILLA:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

No.

Hey, I'm the Chairman here.
Okay.

You do not go

No, I'm simply stating some facts.
-- to me, Ms. Chavez, and I'm

going to stand here and take that.

20

MR. PADILLA:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay?

I'm simply stating the facts for -Thank you very much and appreciate

22

it if you'd move off the podium.

23

MR. PADILLA:

I will step away from the podium

24

noting that I've never been recognized -- our community is

25

never recognized with agency status as a political
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1

subdivision of the State of New Mexico since 1892.

2

okay --

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MR. PADILLA:

No, fine.

If that's

That's --

5

allowing to step forward, and I thank you very much, and I do

6

want that noted for the record and have a great day.

7
8
9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
Okay.

Thank you.

Everybody that's going to speak in this case

please stand up os I can swear you in.

Is -- everybody

10

that's going to speak has signed this form?

11

(Note:

12

If not --

Witnesses sworn.)
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

If you -- if you

13

haven't sign the form, please sign it so we can recognize

14

you, and so, applicant, come on down.

15

MR. STROZIER:

Good morning.

Mr. Chairman,

16

Commissioners, my name is Jim Strozier, principal with

17

Consensus Planning, 302 Eighth Street, Northwest, 87102.

18

It's a pleasure to be before you this morning at this stage

19

of the process.

20

I'm here today representing Western Albuquerque Land

21

Holdings, or "WALH" as we refer to them, regarding the

22

Santolina Level B.1 Master Plan.

23

you heard from Ms. VerEecke and Staff, we've worked very hard

24

to get together with Staff and go through the draft

25

conditions and findings that were presented at the -- at the

Since our last hearing, as
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last hearing.

2

was to make sure that, number one, if there was a proposed

3

condition that we could address at that time, make the

4

change, take care of it, we did that, and so a number of the

5

conditions that had been in the list of -- at the original --

6

at the last hearing have gone away, and the reason that

7

they've gone away is because we were able to make the

8

appropriate changes in the document, come to agreement on

9

what those changes were, and basically take those items off

10
11

And just so you know, collectively our goal

the list.
And, Commissioner Hertel, your comments about the

12

matrix, we use that along with those conditions to make sure

13

that we have addressed each and every one of those points,

14

and so the end result was that either one of those items were

15

considered complete, closed, or they were addressed in either

16

a finding, a condition, or both in some cases.

17

how we proceeded jointly to try and get to the point we're at

18

today, and I feel very good, and I'm happy to say that I

19

think that we have addressed all of those outstanding issues

20

and are in agreement with the findings and conditions with

21

the exception of and just -- I'm going to speak to, very

22

briefly, our concern so that you understand that we do still

23

have some concerns with the finding no. 19 and conditions 5

24

and 6 as it relates to the Water Authority, and I just -- I'm

25

not going to go through those in detail, but in terms of our

And so that's
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concerns, I just want to go through those quickly, and then I

2

have a more detailed report that I can provide to Staff, but

3

we felt that it was important.

4

Rather than finding no. 19, we would suggest that -- we

5

really need to make sure that we're addressing the fact that

6

there is a franchise agreement between Bernalillo County and

7

the Water Authority and recognize that that franchise

8

agreement is in place and actually provides direction related

9

to the relationship between Bernalillo County an the Water

10
11

Authority.
We also felt it was an appropriate to recognize the

12

addendum that was part of the planned communities criteria

13

when it was readopted, and that basically relates to the fact

14

that things had changed since the original adoption of the

15

PCC, and one of those -- and one of those significant changes

16

is the establishment of the Water Authority, because when the

17

planned communities criteria were written, the water was

18

provided by the City of Albuquerque, and it was all tied to

19

annexation requirements, which no longer exist, and that

20

addendum is included as part of the adoption of the PCC.

21

Also wanted to note that there was, as requested in

22

writing and in public testimony at the County Planning

23

Commission hearings, that the ABCWUA has requested that the

24

County move forward with the Level B.1 Master Plan, and

25

consistent with what was done with the Mesa del Sol planned
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1

community that was processed through the City of Albuquerque,

2

also that the ABCWUA has represented in writing and in public

3

hearings that it has sufficient water resources to address

4

the Santolina planned community, and that some of this is

5

addressed in the Level A Development Agreement, specifically

6

section 6.2.5.

7

So with that, the other -- and we do have concerns with

8

the wording of conditions 5 and 6 related to that.

We just

9

wanted to go on record so that doesn't come as a surprise if

10

this moves forward that we still have concerns with the

11

language of those, and we would anticipate additional work on

12

those as this project moves forward.

13

Level A B.1 -- Level B.1 Master Plan that's provided to you

14

all, I believe.

15

website, and it's part of the record that reflects the

16

changes that we have made since the last hearing.

17

turned in in early December.

18

Staff, we have also provided as part of the record the

19

updated -- final updated matrix that goes through all of the

20

specific points that were raised by the agencies and Staff as

21

it relate to the project, and with that, I'd be happy to

22

answer any questions at this time.

It's been on the public -- the County's

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. HERTEL:

25

We do have a revised

It was

Once again, as requested by

Any questions?

Go ahead.

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

6.A.e

So your concern with conditions 5 and

6, are you in general agreement with the two-step process or

TR- 22
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3318

6.A.e

is it specifics about the two-step process?

2
3

MR. STROZIER:

creation of a new process.

4
5
6

It's -- there are concerns with the

MS. HERTEL:

The two steps being considered the new

process?
MR. STROZIER:

Yes, and the concern is -- you know,

7

it's the relationship between Bernalillo County and the Water

8

Authority in terms of -- and this is where I think the

9

franchise agreement is an important fact that needs to be

10

incorporated into this decision, and specifically, if I might

11

just -- so that franchise agreement -- make sure I get my --

12

has a -- has a section 13, which states, "In accordance with

13

the terms hereof, the Authority shall furnish water and

14

wastewater service within the corporate limits of the County

15

or any actions thereto to the County and to the inhabitants

16

thereof and to any person or persons or corporation doing

17

business in the County of any additions thereto."

18

written kind of legalese, but the gist is that the Water

19

Authority, as part of their franchise agreement with

20

Bernalillo County has agreed that it is their responsibility

21

to provide water and wastewater service to projects within

22

the County, to projects and people within Bernalillo County,

23

and so we want -- I think it's important that it gets

24

acknowledged as part of this process as it moves -- as it

25

moves forward.

It's
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MS. HERTEL:

So if this Commission were to approve

2

Level B.1, are you suggesting in -- under these conditions 5

3

and 6, are you suggesting that you're not going to adhere to

4

conditions 5 and 6?

5

MR. STROZIER:

We want to preserve our right to

6

continue that discussion as it moves up to the County

7

Commission.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. GARCIA:

Hold on.

Go ahead.

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

10

I think that we've been going back and forth on this -- these

11

conditions and findings for probably months now trying to get

12

-- trying to get it so it's precise and accurate, and I think

13

I have something of a solution that I'd like to offer to the

14

Commission whenever Mr. Strozier is finished and whenever

15

your questions are answered.

16

MS. HERTEL:

Well, I was just going to suggest a

17

couple of tiny modifications to finding 19, but it's going to

18

be academic if we're not going to adhere to the two-step

19

process, so --

20

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

21

would you like me to go through what I propose first and see

22

if that will answer your concerns?

23

MS. HERTEL:

Yes.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. GARCIA:

I think so.
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1

overhead to light up, and basically I want to explain where

2

this -- where the solution comes from.

3

Garcia found a similar provision in the Mesa del Sol plan,

4

which is -- has been approved, it's effective, and one of the

5

attractions to this solution to me is that we have a

6

precedent for something that's already worked, and it hasn't

7

-- it hasn't been challenged and -- or at least offers us a

8

way forward that's been done before.
And the other solution -- the other aspect of this

10

solution is that we have sort of the ever-present condition 8

11

in Level A, which requires a fully developed -- a fully

12

executed Development Agreement with the Water Authority

13

before Level B approval.

14

So what I'd like to do is read into the record what I

15

would propose condition 6 become, and it goes like this:

16

"The Level B.1 approval shall not be effective until the

17

Level B.1 Development Agreement with Bernalillo County and

18

the Level B.1 Development Agreement with the Albuquerque

19

Bernalillo County Water Authority are finalized and fully

20

executed.

21

Agreement shall occur within one year of the BCC decision

22

date.

23

Agreements have not been fully executed by the one-year

24

deadline, the Bernalillo County Planning and Development

25

Services director may extend the deadline for up to an

Completion of both the Level B.1 Development

In the event that both the Level B.1 Development

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

9

Actually Juanita

TR- 25
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3321

6.A.e

additional six months."

2

That would be condition 6, and the rationale for

3

approaching it this way is it gives sort of a conditional

4

contingent approval by the BCC, but it's not a full approval

5

until the developer -- until WALH comes back with a fully

6

executed Development Agreement with the Water Authority.

7

I think that this keeps us in line with the existing

8

condition 8 from Level A that requires a fully executed

9

Development Agreement with the Water Authority before the

10
11

But

Level B approval.
In addition to that change, I would also recommend

12

changing a couple of "shalls" in condition 5 to "shoulds,"

13

and what that does is -- is it also, I think, keeps us in

14

line with condition 8, which only require one thing.

15

requires a fully developed -- I'm sorry.

16

-- a fully executed Development Agreement with the Water

17

Authority.

18

change the "shalls" to "should."

19

and the County are in discussions about what's going on with

20

the Water Authority, the developer can bring preliminary

21

drafts of their water agreement and other documents that

22

they're working on with the Water Authority, but it's not

23

mandated, because in compliance with condition 8, condition 8

24

only mandates the fully executed water agreement.

25

It only

I keep saying that

And so I would -- I would recommend that we
That way if the developer
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1

concerns that we've been dealing with at this point about the

2

two-step process and about complying with condition 8.
If -- if these don't satisfy the CPC or they don't

4

ultimately satisfy the BCC, then there's an option open to

5

the -- to the developer by which they could actually move to

6

amend Level A, but what we have before us is the condition

7

that does exist at Level A, and that's kind of the world that

8

we're living in, the world that we're dealing with in

9

approaching this issue with the -- with the Water Authority.

10

So, please, I'll stand for any questions if any of

11

that's unclear or if you have any concerns about it.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Go ahead, Commissioner.

13

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

14

MR. GARCIA:

Okay.

15

MS. HERTEL:

-- it says "should" or "shall,"

In 5 --

16

whichever wording gets used there, "submit."

17

whom.

18

Doesn't say to

So I would just suggest we add that.
MR. GARCIA:

That's a good question.

I think that

19

-- my understanding, and granted this was an assumption, was

20

it was going to be to the Planning Department.

21
22

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Just so we have it clear,

that's all.

23

MR. GARCIA:

That's it.

That's a good point.

24

MS. HERTEL:

And there's no timeline in --

25

MR. GARCIA:

No, it would just have to be before
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the final approvals obviously with the BCC.

2

MS. HERTEL:

Well, six is before the final

3

approval.

4

here you're saying the timeline presented in 6 was the year

5

with the one six-month extension is encompassing of 5 and 6,

6

kind of?

7

Five is a step towards that, but there's still --

MR. GARCIA:

I think so.

I think so.

I mean, I

8

think that we could make it clearer if that would be

9

satisfactory.

10

That would be more --

MS. HERTEL:

Yes, and then your suggestions for

11

paragraph 6, how does the developer feel about that?

12

going to be -- I mean, we're trying to get this worked out

13

and not go, "Hey, let's do this.

14

appealed."

15

Is that

We know it's going to be

We don't want to do that.
MR. GARCIA:

I think they have some reservations

16

about it, I think, but I'm going to let them talk and since

17

Mr. Strozier's right here.

18

MS. HERTEL:

I mean, it's an iterative process

19

regardless, and so just defining, you know, step A and step B

20

are one and two of the iteration seems to be not too noxious.

21

MR. STROZIER:

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Hertel,

22

we would -- we would agree with that -- with that statement,

23

and I think that that these proposed changes address a lot of

24

our concern with how that was -- those two conditions were

25

originally written, and so I think what we can say is we
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1

still have some concerns in general about the water and

2

findings and conditions as I've expressed, but these -- these

3

changes to condition 5 and 6 address some of the concerns

4

that we have expressed early on to Staff, and we would

5

request that the Commission move this forward with the

6

changes as -- as delineated in the previous discussion.

7

MS. HERTEL:

I would like to see that paragraph 6

8

in writing.

9

you're saying and study it.

10

I mean, it's hard to just kind of listen to what

MR. GARCIA:

Do you have a copy?

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

11

my apologies, but I was kind of drafting this and working on

12

it, and I'd be happy to hand it to you.

13

chance to make copies of it yet.

I haven't had a

14

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

15

MR. COLLIE:

Let's make copies.

16

MS. NELSON:

I think we need five copies.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

I think we all --

Staff, can you send somebody to go

get some copies.

19

MS. HERTEL:

20

copies, I have another question.

21

regarding the Water Authority, and then we're being read this

22

stipulation from the franchise agreement.

23

the condition that was imposed in the Level A approval or the

24

franchise agreement which is old news?

25

MR. GARCIA:

Okay.

And while we're getting the
Level A has this condition

Which supersedes,
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1

if I'm understanding the question right, you're asking which

2

holds precedent, the Development Agreement?

3

MS. HERTEL:

Which can we rely on?

4

MR. GARCIA:

For the franchise agreement?

5

MS. HERTEL:

Right.

6

MR. GARCIA:

So let me start by saying that the

7

franchise agreement is itself is just a statement of what is

8

regarding the County regarding the Water Authority.

9

Development Agreement and the findings and conditions from

The

10

Level A, those are more specific.

So I think that

11

ultimately, the Development Agreement and the Level A

12

conditions and findings are going to -- are going to control.

13

MS. HERTEL:

They're going to govern.

Great.

14

MR. GARCIA:

Yes.

15

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

16

MR. GARCIA:

But I guess this also -- I think I

17

would like to address one the points that Mr. Strozier made

18

regarding the franchise agreement that exists between the

19

County and the Water Authority.

20

are -- that's a truism for lack of a better word.

21

a fact that exists.

22

exists between the Water Authority and the County, and I

23

understand the developer's concern that they would -- that

24

they want that to be emphasized in the findings and

25

conditions, but I think it's a reality regardless of whether

I think that that -- those
It's just

There is a franchise agreement that
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1

we put it into the findings.

2

between the Water Authority and the County.

3

don't think it adds or subtracts much one way or the other if

4

it's in route, and -- but I leave that -- I think it's up to

5

you.

6

don't.

7

discretion.

That said, I

Obviously it's all up -- it's all up to your

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
what does it do?

What does -- what does that --

The Water Authority has -- actually the

10

County creates the Water Authority through statute and then

11

they have an agreement as to what -- how they're going to --

12

MR. GARCIA:

Well, Chairman Chavez, I think that

13

the provision that Mr. Strozier has cited kind of -- kind of

14

outlines what the Water Authority's obligation of service is

15

to residents of the County.

16

maybe oversimplifying a little bit, but to answer your

17

question, I don't think it does -- I don't think it does a

18

whole lot more than that in this particular instance.

19

just -- it emphasizes the fact that this obligation does

20

exist, but it doesn't make it more or less true by adding or

21

anything else.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I don't think I'm over -- well I

Because the Water Authority and

23

the County, are they negotiating right now for their

24

agreement?

25

MR. GARCIA:

It
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2
3
4

Development Agreement with the -- in this case?
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Not on this case.

I'm talking

about the County and the Water Authority.
MR. GARCIA:

Oh, on the franchise agreement?

We

5

have in place -- the short answer is it's kind of in process.

6

We have sort of an extension on the franchise agreement.

7

have met with them to rework a new franchise agreement.

8

the short answer is yes, but it's -- it's not -- there's not

9

an endpoint in sight at this time.

10
11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
applicant has?
MR. GARCIA:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15
16

now and that agreement?

I didn't understand that.
Is that going to change between

MR. GARCIA:

That's not -- okay.
I think we had the copies, too,

Chairman Chavez.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MR. STROZIER:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

So

So is that the concern that the

12

14

We

Okay.

That's all right.

Okay.

Any other questions for -Do we have more questions,

Commissioners?

21

MS. HERTEL:

Not right now.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. COLLIE:

Thank you.

Commissioner.

I'm a little bit confused about your

24

positive acceptance of the kinds of suggested changes and

25

then saying, "But we still have problems."
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1

that the Commission is here to address those problems, and so

2

I don't want you walking away saying, "Yeah, I like a lot of

3

what you guys said, but we still have problems."
MR. STROZIER:

Well, Mr. Chairman, Commissioner

5

Collie, so just to try and address that, obviously we have --

6

we have expressed our concerns to Staff.

7

appreciate that Mr. Garcia and Ms. Garcia have been working

8

to try and address some of those concerns, and this certainly

9

goes -- these changes that we just went through go a long way

We certainly

10

to address those concerns, and so it's -- it's difficult to

11

say, yeah, we're good to go on this.

12

been very technical, frustrating at times in terms of trying

13

to engage the Water Authority in the conversation.

14

have stated is that they would like this to be approved --

15

recommended by the CPC before they will really sit down in

16

earnest and talk about that Development Agreement.

17

had a draft of the agreement.

18

and wastewater master plans in hand for a year.

The water issue has

What they

They've

They've had our proposed water

19

And so I just want to make sure that I'm clear that it

20

-- it is anticipated that if this is recommended to the BCC

21

for approval, that there are additional conversations that

22

will take place, and we certainly hope that they will take

23

place between ourselves, our consultants, the Water Authority

24

and Bernalillo County, and that if something gets refined

25

between now and the Commission's action, on -- on your
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1

recommendation, then we certainly want to preserve the right

2

to have those conversations, to continue to work on this to

3

make sure that whatever gets finally approved -- and also,

4

there will be a Level B Development Agreement that the County

5

considers as well, and we want to make sure that all of those

6

things work together.

7

And -- and so we're good with this moving forward as --

8

as amended but want to be clear that there may be additional

9

refinements that occur that would be refinements that are

10

made in concert with ourselves, our consultants, Bohannan

11

Huston, the Water Authority, and Bernalillo County Staff

12

prior to the County Commission taking action.

13

And, Mr. Chairman, going back to Commissioner Hertel's

14

question about the relationship between the Level A condition

15

of approval and the franchise agreement, I would agree with

16

Mr. Garcia's response that we recognize that the County

17

Commission placed that condition no. 8 on the Level A

18

approval, and we've been -- that's what we've been struggling

19

with how to address that in a way that allows us to move

20

forward and have these really more substantial conversations

21

with the Water Authority, and that's what we've been trying

22

to get to for a year, and we think that moving this forward

23

out of the CPC with a recommendation as previously discussed

24

with these changes would -- would really been a step, a very

25

stop step in that direction, and we've trying to get that --
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that to occur.

2
3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
concerns here.

Okay.

Are you through?

4

MR. COLLIE:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. COLLIE:

7

hear the answer to my question.

8

the problem is.

9

To do what?

10

You know, I've got two

Well -Go ahead.

I'm sorry.

I appreciate your response.

I didn't

So I still don't know what

You're saying we need more conversations.

What would you hope to accomplish that's not

here?

11

MR. STROZIER:

Well, there may be an opportunity to

12

get -- actually to get an agreement in place in one sense.

I

13

mean, we really haven't had those -- that conversation with

14

the Water Authority to date, and so while we have initiated

15

those conversations, we have provided information to them, we

16

have not sat down in earnest to discuss what that Level B

17

Development Agreement with the Water Authority is going to

18

look like.

19

that's made specifically towards that agreement during this

20

interim time between the County Planning Commission's

21

recommendation and the BCC taking action.

22

really my point is I don't want this Body to think that just

23

because there is a recommendation of approval with specific

24

findings and conditions related to the Water Authority

25

Development Agreement, that that might not get refined

There may be changes that occur or progress

That's -- that's
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1

between now and then.

That's really my point, and it's --

2

and we appreciate all the work that has gone in to get it to

3

this point.

4

sure that you're aware that there may be some refinements

5

that take place between now and the County Commission taking

6

their final action, because ultimately it's their decision

7

based on your recommendation and potentially any additional

8

items that come to light between now and then.

9

answer your question?

10

MR. COLLIE:

11

MR. STROZIER:

12

MR. COLLIE:

Did that

No.
No.

I'm sorry.

Mr. Chairman, it just seems to me that

13

the job of this Commission is to do as much of the work as we

14

can before it gets to the County.

15

MR. STROZIER:

16

MR. COLLIE:

And I agree with that.
And I don't think you're giving us any

17

-- any help in terms of how we can do our job.

18

understand there's plenty of time and plenty of room between

19

this Commission's action and what the County Board will do.

20

I got that.

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

MR. COLLIE:

Okay.

And, yeah, I

That's really my point.

What is -- what is different about

23

these issues than any other condition in any other finding

24

upon which things can change between now and then?

25

MR. STROZIER:
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1

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Collie.

I think it's just that

2

with the other -- with the other conditions that are in

3

place, we have had the opportunity to sit down with the

4

agencies Staff.

5

to County -- County Staff, County agencies, where we have sat

6

down and we have -- we have worked through this.

7

my point is really with the Water Authority.

8

that opportunity to date, and it is important that -- I think

9

in answer to your question, that at this time, the finding

We have --

We have not had

10

and conditions related to the Water Authority at this stage

11

are as far as they can go at this point in time.

12

-- without a recommendation from this Body, the Water

13

Authority came to this Body and said they -- they need a

14

recommendation from this Body in order to feel comfortable to

15

sit down with us and the County to negotiate -- start

16

negotiations on that Development Agreement.

17

said.

18

Without a

That's what they

And I just want to make sure that we're all aware of

19

that.

20

comfortable with what's before you.

21

we can get on that issue today, and we've -- and there's been

22

a lot of hard work done by on our side, by the County Staff's

23

side to try and get to where we are today, but it's only as

24

far as we can go.

25

That's really -- that's really my point, and I do feel

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I think that's as far as
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1

the conditions as they're written?

2

MR. STROZIER:

4

yes.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

But you're not saying that, see.

5

You're saying that the conditions that we have here, you want

6

them changed, and I think -- I don't know if you can, you

7

know, read this Board, but I'm not very comfortable either

8

sending something to the Commission, telling them, you know,

9

"You can fix it."

That's what we're here for, to recommend

10

to them what should be in this thing, and I just don't --

11

going to go along with anything, sending it up to the

12

Commission and tell them, "Well, we're going to leave this

13

one vague so you can -- so you can fix it up there."

14

MR. STROZIER:

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate that, and

15

I think what I'm trying to say, obviously not very clearly,

16

is that we are comfortable with and in agreement with the

17

findings and conditions as discussed moving forward.

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. STROZIER:

Not as written but as discussed.
As discussed, as -- with the changes

20

that have been discussed, and we think those -- those are --

21

are good changes.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. HERTEL:

Go ahead.

Okay.

So let's do this one at a time.

24

My understanding from what you're saying is you are good with

25

condition 5 with the addition of the "shoulds" instead of
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1

"shalls" with an indication of to whom you're submitting and

2

a timeline?

3

There's no further discussion on that from -MR. STROZIER:

With clarification that it's turned

5

into the planning department I think is what we -- what was

6

said, yes.

7

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

And then on condition 6, I have

8

a little -- I have a few questions on this.

I'm not sure

9

what you didn't like about the original wording of condition

10

6 other than it's a little wordy.

11

not like about the original wording of condition 6?

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

MR. STROZIER:

What specifically did you

The original wording included the

word "rescind" in terms of -- so -MS. HERTEL:

Well, it's the timeline, if you don't

meet the timeline.
MR. STROZIER:

Right.

The timeline we felt was too

restrictive and -MS. HERTEL:

The 180 days, okay, and so you wanted

a longer timeline.
MR. STROZIER:

A longer timeline and the ability

21

for the Planning Directory to extend that if in the

22

situation, that we're making progress towards that.

23

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

What about this -- what about

24

the phrase that you've got to have this approved prior to

25

additional applications for Level B or level C?
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2

MR. STROZIER:
that's acceptable.

We -- that's -- that is -- I think

That's what we --

3

MS. HERTEL:

4

MR. STROZIER:

5

MS. HERTEL:

6

MR. STROZIER:

7

MS. HERTEL:

8

That's acceptable?
That's what we've been -I do like that -Yes.
-- in there, and it's not in your

rewording, counsel.

9

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

10

I was just talking to Dan McGregor about that, and he also

11

agreed that should have been in the new rewording.

12

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

All right.

But if -- I want to

13

understand, if there isn't a fully executed thing, even after

14

the extension, what happens?

15

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

16

then it's -- the way we have it right now it's kind of in

17

limbo.

It's, you know --

18

MR. STROZIER:

19

MR. GARCIA:

Yeah.

Not good.

I mean, I think that's the realistic

20

answer.

21

you know, put it before the BCC again for review if there

22

isn't a finalized plan at that point.

23

that would even be another condition to add to it.

24
25

There may be some mechanism that we could send it --

MS. HERTEL:

Maybe -- and maybe
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1

because I can see you sitting there trying to negotiate when

2

somebody goes, "Hey, times up.

3

Okay.

4

right?

And then there's no consequence for anybody, all
And so there has to be, you know, some kind of -MR. STROZIER:

And just to add to that, what we've

6

heard from the Water Authority at these hearings has been a

7

very clear statement on their part that they do water and

8

wastewater.

9

Land-use regulations, land-use planning is the County's

The County is responsible for the land-use plan.

10

authority, and so it gets difficult, and you can see that end

11

-- we got ourselves into a problem with the existing

12

condition 8 from Level A in that it required an action by

13

someone that neither the County nor the developer and their

14

-- and their consultants have the authority to do.

15

MS. HERTEL:

16

MR. STROZIER:

I got it.

Yeah.

That has been -- that has been our

17

issue with condition no. 6 as it was originally worded.

18

There was no -- and in our -- our opinion, if the County

19

believes that the -- that the land-use plan is valid, we all

20

understand that we can't move forward to any development

21

without an agreement from the Water Authority.

22

given.

23

moved forward.

24
25

That's a

We have to have water and wastewater in order to

MS. HERTEL:
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1

Development Agreement with the Water Authority is not

2

unreasonably withheld or -MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

4

I'm offering this for consideration to date, if anybody

5

disapproves, disagrees with it as well, and we could put a

6

sentence on condition 6 that goes like this:

7

Development Agreement with the Water Authority after the

8

prescribed time, the matter shall return to the BCC for

9

further consideration," and then it will be back in front of

"If there is no

10

the BCC for them to decide what needs to be done and where

11

they are.

12

Maybe grant more extensions or not.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So the Bernalillo County

13

Commission has already put a condition on there that before

14

it's approved, they have to have an agreement.

15

are we to change that condition or try to?

16

MR. GARCIA:

Okay.

So who

Chairman Chavez, I don't think that

17

that changes the condition.

18

acknowledging it but allowing the developer to go forward

19

with the Water Authority, and I don't think it changes that

20

condition.

21

trying to kind of stay in accordance with that condition.

22
23

I think this is a way of

In fact, every -- most of these efforts are

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, that condition says that you

won't get approved unless they have an agreement.

24

MR. GARCIA:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
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extension a year after the --

2

MR. GARCIA:

But it's not an approval.

It's sort

3

of -- it's not a final approval the way this is written.

4

It's sort of a contingent-at-best approval and it only -- the

5

approval only becomes final once the developer has submitted

6

an agreement with the Water Authority to -- to the County.

7

MS. HERTEL:

I think basically we would be agreeing

8

to a preliminary go ahead with some preliminary negotiations

9

to get a preliminary draft that comes back to the Staff just

10

to check off the box that's going, "Hey, this is moving

11

forward."

12

we're not going to do anything.

13

contingent approval.

14

this is actually an executed agreement."

15

understanding of what's kind of this two-step process.

16

Then it goes to BCC, and then they go, "Well,

MR. GARCIA:

We're going to give you a

You won't get a final approval until
That's my

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

17

I think -- I think that I caught most of that, and I think

18

that -- I think that I understand that -- I understand you to

19

be saying that the two-step process would involve allowing

20

the developer to kind of bring drafts to the -- to the -- to

21

the County and then how the County would look at things, but

22

I do want to emphasize at the same time --

23
24
25

MS. HERTEL:

To the County or to the Water

MR. GARCIA:

No.
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1

bringing their drafts of the water agreement and the other

2

things to the County, so the County can sort of see where the

3

progress is.

4

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

5

MR. GARCIA:

And I do want to emphasize the way the

6

changes -- by changing the "shall" to "should," sort of makes

7

it a non-mandatory.

8

recommended process, which I think we really do have to do

9

because of how condition 8 is already written, but I think

Makes it sort of an aspirational

10

that there's some benefit to that, but it doesn't require it

11

of the developer.

12

If --

MS. HERTEL:

Is the Water Authority good with this

13

two-step process?

14

pushback from those guys going, "No, I'm only going to do

15

this once?"

16
17
18

It's not -- there's not going to be any

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

my understanding is that, yes, that they're fine with it.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It has been an issue since we

19

started this thing with the Water Authority that they're a

20

separate -- they're a separate board, and do they -- you know

21

my main -- one of my main concerns is that I want this thing

22

to be as complete as we can when we go to Commission, because

23

I don't want it for them to say, "Well, we're going to remand

24

it because it's not complete.

25

MR. GARCIA:
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1

think that this gets it 99 percent of the way there, because

2

this has been -- I think we spent about probably 80 percent

3

of our time on this issue, because -- because of trying to

4

figure out how to the gears mesh between the Water Authority

5

and County under the PCC, and I think that -- again, I think

6

this gets us 99 percent of the way there.

7
8

The BCC, when they look at it, they can say, "Yes, no.
Let's modify," or whatever.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

As I understand it, the -- you

10

know, the County Commission can change anything here.

11

mean, this is a recommendation that's going to them, but they

12

take our recommendations pretty strongly, so, you know,

13

that's why I -- you know, we have to be very careful of what

14

we do here, that it's done right.

15

wind up back here.

16

MR. GARCIA:

Right.

I

Otherwise it's going to

And, again, I think that given

17

what we've been dealt kind of with -- the condition 8

18

originally

19

Level A, part of that was to figure out how to make things

20

work with the PCC and then the new coming into existence of

21

the Water Authority after the PCC were written, and that was

22

part of trying to solve that issue, and so we've kind of

23

remained in this -- in this situation trying to figure out

24

how to make all these moving parts work together.

25

as I recall when it was before the BCC back at

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
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1

line if the Water Authority doesn't approve water or sewer,

2

there's nothing going to be built, period.

3

doesn't matter what we do here, so -MS. NELSON:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MS. NELSON:

7

MR. GARCIA:

MS. NELSON:

So would you please

Okay.

Let me see -- I'll try to read

Well, whatever way you read it is what

I'm going to write down.

12
13

Hi, Mr. Garcia.

it exactly the same way.

10
11

Go ahead, Commissioner.

repeat that last sentence that you came up with?

8
9

All right.

MR. GARCIA:

I'm going to make sure it's really

precise this time.

14

MS. NELSON:

All right.

15

MR. GARCIA:

"If there is no water Development

16

Agreement with the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water

17

Utility Authority after the prescribed time, the matter shall

18

return to the BCC for further consideration."

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I mean, Commissioner, go ahead.

20

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Yeah, so all the -- I

21

appreciate

22

would be helpful for me is to see a clear, type, printed --

23

if we could take a break now or something and get that typed

24

up so that we could --

25

all the work that's gone into this, but what

MS. NELSON:

Yeah, I agree.
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1

percent, but I would also like to address Commissioner

2

Hertel's question, and that is the sentence from the old no.

3

6 having to do with, "Prior to additional Level B or Level C

4

applications for the Santolina Master Plan, the applicant" --

5

so, in other words, put that in there, too.

6
7

MR. GARCIA:

Nelson, yes, we will do that.

8
9

MS. NELSON:

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

MS. NELSON:

As Commissioner Chavez said, then

we'll look at the whole thing in one piece.

14
15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Get that -- can you get that typed

up and make enough copies so the audience can get one, too.

16

MS. NELSON:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

Yeah, we'll take a break now for

ten minutes.

12
13

So can we take a break and do that

and --

10
11

Chairman Chavez and Commissioner

(Note:

So do we have a break?
Yes.

Deposition in recess at 10:13 a.m.

19

and reconvened at 10:37 a.m.)

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Call this meeting back to order.

21

Is there any more questions for the developer?

22

just move on to the audience.

23
24
25

MR. COLLIE:

If not, we'll

We need to -- we need to adopt the
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1

MS. NELSON:

Until we make a motion.

2

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

3

followed by Rod Mahoney, Jaime Chavez.
MS. JUAREZ:

5

My name is Sarah Newton Juarez.

6

Alliance and Bridge Mainstreet.

So Sarah Newton Juarez

Mr. Chairman and Commissioners.
I'm with the South Valley

I appreciate that archeology has been mentioned for the

8

first time in the plans, and my concern is the environment in

9

general on the mesa.

I would ask where is the environmental

10

impact statement?

11

whatever entity needs to do it before this can go forward.

12

Live munitions are still being found on the Santolina

13

property as it was a bombing range in the '40s.

14

will the water come from?

15

plant in Los Lunas will take thousands and thousands of

16

gallons of water a day, plus Santolina's 97,000 people.

17

surprised that this hasn't been addressed, and I think the

18

Water Authority can't pin down how much water is available,

19

because they don't have the stats, and it's going to be a

20

problem.

21

I would assume that has to be fulfilled by

And where

Facebook and a water bottling

And I'd like to read a quote from Mr. Paul Lusk.

I'm

"This

22

development as presently proposed is not needed.

Sufficient

23

capacity for growth including the proposed industrial

24

performances identified exist in the utilities served and

25

committed development areas of the Comprehensive Plan.
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1

would be located on a highly erodable area of large sand

2

dunes.

3

would increase aquifer depletion in the Rio Grande Basin."

4

So I hope you would give water and climate change and
drought some consideration.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MR. MAHONEY:

Thank you.
Thank you.

I need to have the overhead.

8

it's turned on.

9

at 1838 Sadora Road, Southwest.

10

Any questions?

Thank you.

My name is Rod Mahoney.

Oh,
I live

I'm the current president of

the South Valley Coalition of Neighborhood Associations.

11

I just have a few slides today.

I realize we've been

12

together here for a long time.

13

and appreciate all the work that everybody's done.

14

Development Agreement that will actually be before the Level

15

B.

16

is concerned.

17

is actually the sequencing and also the density issue, which

18

I'll bring up, and then I want to bring up one final point

19

about the PCC criteria, which I think has been somewhat

20

ignored.

21

Happy New Year to everybody
There's a

I want to refer you to table 10 as far as the sequencing
One thing that has not been talked about today

So the table actually in the document, I would request

22

that actually -- and the Development Agreement that this

23

table actually be cited there, because it talks about the

24

sequencing of development, the number of acres and the number

25

of residences and jobs associated with that, which I think is
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1

really where the rubber meets the road with this particular

2

proposal.

3

it on one slide, but table 10 actually in the document, and

4

I've referenced in the packet the number -- the location

5

where those occur.

I couldn't get

I'm a bit confused about the density issue.

The PCC --

7

the criteria talk about 3 DUs per acre, and if you take a

8

look at this number right here, it's 17,384.5 dwellings

9

associated with this mix -- mixture of development with

10

densities and so forth.

If we talk about 3 DUs per acre and

11

we talk about 42, 43 acres, we come up with 12,729.

12

actually the number it looks to be for the number of DUs for

13

this particular acreage.

14

actually keep track to assure that 3 DUs are actually in the

15

Reserve Area.

16

and match of various densities here, how do we really keep

17

tract of that.

That's

So I'm a bit confused about how we

It seems to be -- because we have such a mix

18

The other issue that I have is -- and we have talked

19

about this at length, and there's actually a draft of the

20

conditions that I've yet to see, but we're operating under

21

the guidelines of the PCC criteria, and we're talking about a

22

two-step process.

23

this the last time I stood up and talked about this is that

24

it seems like we're defining this process without any really

25

guidance.

There's no mention -- and I talked about
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1

process.

Do we need to modify essentially the PCC criteria

2

situation before we even moved forward here?

3

talking about something that really is not defined, we don't

4

have any guidance for.

5

ultimately there's another piece of this besides redefining

6

these particular conditions is that if another one of these

7

unfolds in the future, are we going to go through this same

8

sort of ad hoc adjustment about two step, how do we interact,

9

that sort of thing.

Because we're

There's nothing really laid out that

10

actually provides a guidance for a panel like you in the

11

future or the community to really understand what these

12

processes are.

13

Thank you.

So that's really a key question I think.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MR. COLLIE:

16

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Chairman Chavez.

17

quick question.

18

that you have yet to see."

19

Any questions?

Mr. Mahoney, I just have one

While you were talking you said, "Conditions

MR. MAHONEY:

Those were circulated.

Well, I mean, I was taking notes as

20

we were on the fly here with condition 5 and condition 6

21

adjusting the timeline, the words, and that sort of thing,

22

and ultimately there was, you know, a recent basically to

23

redraft 6.

24

now, so --

25

So I just -- I just -- just received that right

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

As did we.
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MR. MAHONEY:

Yeah.

So I'll look that over, and I

2

mean, if -- I mean, the key for me, though, is this two-step

3

process, because it's really -- I mean, we're adjusting a

4

process and the procedure on the fly, and that's really kind

5

of an issue for me.

Thank you.

6

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

9

Thank you.

Any questions?

Thank you.

Jaime Chavez, Gerome Padilla,

and Diana Vargas.

10

MR. CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, Members of

11

the Commission.

12

trustee, and I'm going to just add in for the record some

13

addendum items with regard to testimony that was submitted

14

prior to this Body, the Atrisco testimony regarding the

15

proposed Santolina development and conversion of historic --

16

can you control this volume -- historic rural common lands to

17

urban land uses, the impacts of urbanization submitted to the

18

Bernalillo County Commission on behalf of Atrisco Land Grant

19

Rural Coalition, National Rural Coalition, Nation Latino

20

Farmers and Ranchers Trade Association out of Washington,

21

D.C.

22

My name is Jaime Chavez, and I'm an Atrisco

This plan symbolizes manifest destiny, suburbanization

23

of an agricultural area historically and culturally integral

24

to the native landscape that is called to be destroyed for

25

profit, save for the existing communities in favor of
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nonexistent communities.

2

based on the Phoenixization and antiquated grid plan imposed

3

on a preexistent cultural landscape.
The bottom line is developer profit in a partnership

5

with Bernalillo County that I think is broke right now that

6

aspires to this way of thinking.

7

this type of development is still in recession waiting for

8

the next bubble to pop while failing to plan for infill and

9

real community-based development.

The economic climate for

An ecological niche is

10

being violated here that must not be destroyed that extends

11

itself through precolonial and clononial times by our native

12

ancestors and mestizo ancestors.

13

by advocating a zoning change from A-1 agricultural to urban,

14

two, because it has failed to identify real water, water

15

rights, et cetera, for this intrusive development.

16

typical cart before the horse mentality without the public

17

consensus.

18

seeks to impose itself on our already existing communities.

19

This plan is out of order

Three,

It is a politically motivated corporate plan that

Finally, I'd like to mention for the record, because I'm

20

leaving some stuff out, I'm just going to read my conclusion

21

that this is really an act of ecocide of the worst kind.

22

It's environmentally insensitive, short-sided, and promotes

23

climate change by the large carbon footprint that it will

24

cause.

25

a traditional indigenous landscape referred to historically
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1

as oasis America for your information, destruction of

2

Atrisco's future agricultural reserves on our historic common

3

lands and in violation of historic treaty rights.

4

leave that on the record, and just let you know that continue

5

-- the Town of Atrisco continues to stand oppose to this

6

development.

7

Mr. Chairman, if you would please also give me back my

8

handbook on community land grants when you have a chance or

9

if I see you at the next meeting.

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MR. CHAVEZ:

12

The one I gave you last time regarding

the laws and governance regarding community land grants.

13

MS. VEREECKE:

14

MR. CHAVEZ:

15

Ms. VEREECKE:

16

MR. CHAVEZ:

17

What handbook is that?

I have it.
Oh, okay.

Yes.

I'll bring it back.
The Chairman hasn't read it?

Has the

Chairman read that?

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. CHAVEZ:

20

MR. PADILLA:

No, I haven't.

Okay.

Thank you.

My name is Gerome Padilla.

21

of the Committee, Chairman Chavez, I'll be short.

22

for the opportunity earlier to speak.

23

I have some major concerns.

Members
Thank you

I enjoy watching people

24

with process.

25

looking at the process, because process helps people to
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1

understand where they're going, where they're coming from,

2

and creates roadmaps for our community.

3

think the processes here today and I've seen through the

4

interaction with the County Planning Commission here, it

5

would seem to me that the Planning Zoning Commission, Staff

6

works for that side of the room and not for this side of the

7

room, and I think it's really unfortunate that the feedback

8

from the community stands so lightly upon our elected

9

officials that take an oath of office and under the Treaty of

10

the Guadalupe, the United States Constitution, and the State

11

Constitution, I would remind you to take a look at that oath

12

of office that people take and people -- poor levels of

13

economic stature fair much worse against money.

14

And so the face of WALH and the people that speak today

15

here are not the owners of the property.

The property owners

16

are the heirs of Atrisco, and you have -- administrative

17

title was transferred by the County through a foreclosure,

18

and the heirs of the community had no idea that they were

19

going to have slight of hand.

20

And I didn't mean to insult you or impose anything on

21

you, Mr. Chavez, but most of our heirs understand that the

22

land grant was a shareholder company, and it's really not.

23

Less than ten percent of the heirs -- and those heirs would

24

be your children, your grandchildren that you leave your

25

legacy to, and you have only one family member out of ten in
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1

control of the assets of a grant or in control of assets of

2

your family, and that one person in control, controls only

3

ten -- a hundred percent of the assets but only ten percent

4

of the family get to vote on any trust activities or any

5

family activities.

6

So the situation within Atrisco was that a majority, 90

7

percent of the people had no idea that the land was going to

8

go up on an auction block for a merger, and it was a merger,

9

not a sale, and the sale resulted in foreclosure,

and the

10

Bernalillo County process, so the process for title was

11

administrative process is the way that this company got it.

12

We have never, ever seen the face of Barclays, whoever

13

that is.

14

Strozier.

15

the past because I stand up for the rights of the people, and

16

so that's the face of who present here.

17

the people that are -- actually own the property show up?

18

Have the owner of the property -- or the alleged owner of the

19

profit actually shown their face in New Mexico?

20

think so.

21

They send the lobbyist Vanessa Alarid.

They send

They send Jeff Garrett, which has threatened me in

Have we ever seen

I don't

So I would just ask that you consider that the people --

22

that you ask your Staff to make an assessment of the risks

23

associated with the continued violation of the rights of the

24

heirs, and if you want to cut me off, you can.

25

We'd just ask that -- I would make one request.
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1

request that a committee of Atrisco elected officials and

2

County elected official meet and discuss the risks associated

3

with the continued issues facing our community today from the

4

past and into the future.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. PADILLA:

Thank you.

Any questions?

Is there any questions or not,

because I --

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MS. Hertel:

Yeah, I think we have --

This is really a question for the

10

attorney.

11

insurance on that land transfer as that he described?

12
13
14
15

Was there title insurance on -- was there title

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

I don't know.
MR. PADILLA:

Great question.

I can actually

answer that if you would like to know.

16

MS. HERTEL:

17

MR. PADILLA:

Okay.
The recent -- I'm not a -- I'm not a

18

juris doctorate.

I'm a commuter science person.

19

(Inaudible.) I'm sorry for that.

20

way the transaction was handled, I don't think that during

21

the foreclosure process and the process of transitioning it

22

from the debt that was on the books at the Bernalillo County

23

put as an encumbrance on it, and then they put it into

24

receivership.

25

reconstituting the land grant under Chapter 49, and so we

It's just who I am, but the
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1

were not involved, and that's why to this point we still

2

don't have any communication coming from County government,

3

and this was back in 2007.

4

losers, if we were to file quiet title -- and quiet title

5

suit is very expensive to file for that large of a property,

6

but as I understand, only an idiot would build on property

7

they don't own.

8

done during the merger, but from hearing the transition to

9

the County, when they did the administrative transfer of the

And so I think there was title insurance

10

property over to the banks -- and then what happen is the

11

banks that owned the notes, Barclays bank, turned around and

12

repurchased their own loans.

13

And so I would leave a very simple legal concept here,

14

control, ownership, and jurisdiction are all each mutually

15

exclusive of them, and our community has the right since 1848

16

to have all three bound together to have them mutually

17

inclusive of each other, but currently through administrative

18

process or legal process, that statute and ordinances, they

19

break up that mutual inclusiveness, and so what happens is

20

you have the concept of breaking up a community between water

21

and land, which to us, our people, you can't break that up.

22

We have a long history of acequias, of water flowing into the

23

bloodlines of our community.

24

So one of the things we looked at, we did look at -- so

25

title insurance is only done, as far as I know, up until the
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1

merger agreement between SunCal and the Westland Development,

2

which only made up 10 percent of the heirs, and so the

3

majority of people that were shareholders have a concept that

4

they're the heirs, but we have 90 percent disenfranchisement

5

of the heirs.

6

negative toward the Chavezes here, but most people understand

7

the land grant through the eyes of shareholder, not through

8

at eyes of an heir.

9

only up until the merger process.

So I would say, yes, it was done but

They may have subsequently applied for title insurance

11

now, but I don't know how the title insurance would validate

12

that since we currently fall under real estate law, not land

13

law, and Article II of the United States Constitution

14

protects treaties under the sovereignty clause, and there

15

Azuma vs. California (sic) case where title -- title --

16

colonial title, basically directly from the federal

17

government to a community is perfect title, and so they have

18

what they probably call futile or color title, and so really

19

the loser, if we were to win over taking the property back is

20

probably the title companies, because if they're research

21

shows that they didn't do the right amount of historical

22

adjudication of the property, they were -- they're basically

23

ensuring, because what they do is they get a policy by the

24

owner and the title policy guaranteeing a transaction.

25

the person who really owns the property shows up, they get
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1

the property back, and then you get the title insurances to

2

pay.
So land law in New Mexico and law land law in the United

4

States has gone into the abyss basically, because in 1933,

5

the gold standard came into play, and banks loan on real

6

estate, not on land, and to this date, they still can't loan

7

on land.

8

the boundaries of the Grant, and I don't want to get too

9

technical.

So we are the landlords.

We have jurisdiction over

Maybe the book -- I would recommend that the book

10

be passed maybe to the other members of the committee and

11

just to educate themselves on the historical history, rights,

12

privileges of our community, and so in answers to your

13

question.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MR. PADILLA:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. VARGAS:

Thank you.

Thank you.
Who's next?

Good morning, Chair Chavez and Members

18

of the Commission.

My name is Diana Vargas, and I'm a

19

lifelong resident of the great State of New Mexico, and I can

20

prove my lineage, and I'm from the Town of Atrisco.

21

And my objection today is that -- that the elected

22

officials for the Town of Atrisco were not notified or given

23

opportunity to participate in the process concerning

24

Santolina.

25

Council and the County Commission, and I believe I was
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1

standing where I was earlier at a City Council meeting

2

recording when they asked if even Santolina was going to come

3

after our tax credits, and I remember they said no.

4

I remember.

5

and object for yet another thing.

6

was allowed to move forward in such a way that they did,

7

bypassing the public process, not notifying people, entities

8

like the town of Atrisco and other community members

9

cityside.

And so, again it's offensive to stand before you
I don't know why Santolina

And so the problem with the process currently in

11

Albuquerque is that it's a usual shakedown.

12

feels like all the time, because typically it is, and I am

13

confused as well as to who these people here represent,

14

because it doesn't seem like they represent people of the

15

City of Albuquerque or anybody but the developers.

16

That's what it

And it's like, you know, Jimmy figured out how words

17

work, because he's like "shall" or "should."

18

that mean?

19

"Should" is like, eh, if you want to, because that's the kind

20

of language they like, because they're tricky like that.

21

They're tricksters.

22

and they fool you all the time.

23

Like what does

Well, "shall" is like, you know, you obligated.

That's what they do.

They use words,

Now, the sale in New Mexico has been discontinued in

24

case that message wasn't clear last year, and likely there

25

will be a tent sitting on Santolina before there will be a
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1

house in occupation.

2

States -- or of the New Mexico State Constitution says, "All

3

political power derives from the people," period.

4

what it says.

5

positive way, not what Jimmy wants or not what the people

6

from Santolina or Barclays or whoever wants, but for the

7

people.

9

That's

It is instituted for our good, like in a

Thank you.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

That's it.

Applicant, closing comments.

10

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

11

Commissioners.

12

some of the comments and questions that were just -- that

13

were just raised.

14

briefly.

15

overall density, and that, of course, is done as a part of

16

the Level A Master Plan, which takes into account the open

17

space, the nonresidential areas, and we've taken great pains

18

with this Level B plan and with Level A coordinating with the

19

-- with the Planning Staff to ensure that we're staying

20

within the bounds of the overall density that's permitted as

21

a -- as a part of the Reserve Area designation of the

22

Comprehensive Plan.

23

Just a couple of responses based on the --

I just want to go through those very

So there was a question regarding the density,

With regard to zoning, I just want to correct.
It is not A-1.

It was

24

mentioned that this property is A-1.

25

property was rezoned with the -- to PC, so it's now actually
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1

zoned planned community consistent with the Level A Master

2

Plan, so that's -- I just wanted to make sure that that was

3

clear.
With regard to the question regarding title, there is

5

title insurance for this property, and there's actually -- so

6

there's a letter in your -- in the record from Bill Chappell

7

from the Chappell Law Firm dated June 20th, 2014.

8

it's been in the record for a while.

9

as part of the Level A addressing the Town of Atrisco issue,

It was --

It was originally done

10

and there's -- attached to that is a First American Title

11

Insurance Company letter to that, and so we can certainly

12

provide more information to that, but that has been

13

addressed, and it is part of the record in terms of that

14

letter.

15

With that, I think we have the -- some proposed new

16

language for the finding.

17

printed.

18

with this moving forward.

19

-- those changes are good, and so we are -- we are certainly

20

in agreement with the revised language to, I believe, it was

21

conditions 5 and 6 that is being -- that is being presented

22

for your consideration, and if there are questions that come

23

up when you're looking at that, I'd be happy to answer those

24

at that time as well.

25

I've reviewed that before it got

We -- once again, we are in agreement with that -We have reviewed -- I think that's
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1

3
4

I was going to -- I was just going to

clarify something.
Okay.

I want to make sure that even though the printout

that was handed out says "finding," it is a condition no 6?

5

MR. STROZIER:

6

MS. HERTEL:

It's condition no. 6.
In addition, where it says, "No

7

further Level B or C plans will be submitted," I want that to

8

say to, "Applications will be submitted."

9

MR. STROZIER:

10
11

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.
So those two clarifications on that --

on that.

12

MR. STROZIER:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

Okay.

That's fine.

Any other questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

15

MR. STROZIER:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. VEREECKE:

Thank you very much.
Staff.
Mr. Chair, Members of the

18

Commission, I have no further comments except to state that

19

Staff has recommended approval of this request with findings

20

and conditions as in the Staff Report but as have been

21

modified at the hearing today, and Mike Garcia might want to

22

add another -- another change to that, but I do stand for

23

questions if you have anything else.

24

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

2

MS. HERTEL:

Just --

Go ahead, Commissioner Chavez.

TR- 64
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 3360

6.A.e

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Chavez

2

-- Vice-Chair Chavez, actually I was going to address a

3

change, consideration to you and condition 5.

4

will become "shoulds," but also in that paragraph -- and I

5

think it's more of a typo than anything, it's the very --

6

very last sentence and the very last phrase where it says,

7

"Prior to a Level B Master Plan hearing before the BCC," I

8

was going to suggest a change that we say, "Prior to a Level

9

B Master Plan final hearing before the BCC," and my reason

The "shalls"

10

for that change is if you read this very literally, it would

11

mean that you can't -- the BCC can't even hear it until this

12

other stuff is done.

13

It's more typographical than anything else.

But anyway that's a suggested change.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

I still --

You have questions?
I still have questions.

Go ahead.
So -- okay.

20

that.

21

So what was the change in the language in finding no. 19?

22

We talked about finding 19?

I -- thank you for

MR. GARCIA:

Am I correct about that?

Chairman Chavez, Vice-Chair Chavez, we

23

didn't change anything in condition -- or sorry, finding 19.

24

I think the effect of it is that it is sort of a recommended

25

process but not a mandatory process, but the change was made
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in condition 5.

2

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Okay.

At this time I'm going to

4

close the floor, and we're ready for a motion or discussion

5

from the Commission.

6

MS. HERTEL:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. HERTEL:

9

I'll make a motion.
Go ahead.

In the matter of SPR2016-0001,

I make

a motion for recommend for approval subject to the findings 1

10

through 21 and conditions 1 through 9 as prepared by Staff

11

with the modifications discussed today to condition 5 to be

12

modified "shall" to change to "should," "master plan hearing"

13

to state "master plan final hearing," and earlier in that

14

same paragraph, submit -- add the phrase, "To the Planning

15

staff."

16

with the change where, "No further Level B or C plans,"

17

becomes, "No further Level B or C applications."

18

motion to recommend approval subject to those changes.

That's condition 5, and the reworded condition 6

19

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. COLLIE:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. NELSON:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

So I make a

Second.

Okay.

Moved and second.

I'll second.
All those in favor --

I'll second, too.
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2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
Okay.

3

Opposed?

Motion carries.

Item No. 7, go ahead, Staff.
MR. PIERSON:

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

4

Commission, the next Item before you is a continuance of

5

CSU2016-0028.

6

Albuquerque International Balloon Fiesta, Inc., and

7

Territorial Communications, Inc., request approval of a

8

special use permit for overnight campground, for RV uses,

9

temporary, specific O-1 use as a parking lot and office, and

Consensus Planning, Inc., agent for

10

specific C-2 use of automobile truck, recreational vehicle,

11

and trailer storage, the specific C-LI use of equipment

12

storage, and a single-family dwelling on Lot B17-53, Lands of

13

Sisters of the Order of St. Dominic and Lot A, Lands of

14

Robert P. Scott, located at 10424 and 10316 Edith Boulevard,

15

Northeast zoned A-1 with a special use permit for two radio

16

towers and a transmitter and a special use permit for a radio

17

station and three antennae containing approximately 18.8

18

acres.

19

This case was continued from the December 7th hearing.

20

Staff has determined that the request could be approved, but

21

conditions of approval have been the issue.

22

generally meets the requirements for the rural area, and Comp

23

Plan, North Valley Area Plan by preserving the view from

24

Edith, which is historically north.

25

maintain the open feeling of the area and would prevent more

The applicant
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Comments to the Bernalillo County Commission
Regarding Santolina Level B.1 Master Plan

Before even considering the findings and conditions contained in the County Planning
Commission's approval for the Santolina Level B.1 Master Plan, the Bernalillo County
Commission should not proceed unless and until WALH complies with the requirements in the
Level A Development Agreement and the Planned Community Criteria.
1. The County has a responsibility to analyze the impacts of providing water for growth. .......... 1
a. Background............................................................................................................................. 1
b. ABCWUA's Water Plan ......................................................................................................... 2
c. The Franchise Agreement....................................................................................................... 4
d. The Role of the County Planning Commission (CPC) .......................................................... 4
e. Bernalillo County's responsibilities ........................................................................................ 4
2. WALH's failure to provide required water information, including the ABCWUA
Development Agreement, prevents the County from fulfilling its responsibilities ........................ 7
3. WALH is always demanding that rules be changed for it and to its advantage. If rules are to
be meaningful, then they have to be applied to all equally and consistently. ................................. 9
4. The request to remove and/or revise Conditions #8, #9 and #11 to approval of the Santolina
Level A Community Master Plan violates process and product. .................................................. 10
5. Re-Run the IMPLAN economic model ................................................................................... 12
a. Background........................................................................................................................... 12
b. Implementing Santolina will reallocate growth already planned elsewhere ......................... 14
c. A 60% reduction of projected growth will mean more distortions ...................................... 14
d. A 60% reduction of projected growth requires a re-evaluation of the no-net expense
calculation ................................................................................................................................. 15
6. Some initial suggestions to include as Findings and Conditions ............................................. 17
Endnotes........................................................................................................................................ 18
CPC - County Planning Commission
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1. The County has a responsibility to analyze the impacts of providing water for growth.
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April 4, 2017
Elaine Hebard

a. Background
The water issue is much more than WALH obtaining a development agreement from the
ABCWUA. The County has a responsibility to protect its current residents as well as future
ones, which responsibility includes analyzing the impacts that such projected growth will have.
Those residents may be in the form of birds, fish, insects and animals, including humans.
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The Rio Grande Compact apportions water within New Mexico as well as between Texas,
Colorado and us. The Middle Rio Grande Basin, between Otowi Gage and Elephant Butte
Reservoir, has been over-consuming its apportionment for more than twenty years. While there
was a reserve in the past, that has been used up, and no buffer remains. This past year, a small
deficit in deliveries caused Texas to invoke Article 8 of the Compact. Texas has sued NM in the
Supreme Court for claimed under deliveries from the lower basin (below Elephant Butte
Reservoir). We need to prevent the possibility of adding fuel to the fire.
The State Engineer has determined that the waters of the Rio Grande were fully allocated by
1907. That means that any new depletions must mean an existing user ceases such depleting
activities. New uses --and Santolina represents new uses-- have to be evaluated with care so as
not to increase consumptive uses.
Many of the new (post-1907) uses are urban, using water --whether from the San Juan-Chama
Project or from wells-- provided 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and not dependent on the
availability of river flows. Complex accounting rules based upon impacts to other water users
are administered by the State Engineer. Utilizing the current rules, the ABCWUA has recently
adopted a plan. However, it has not been reviewed by the County to determine the impacts it
would have to current users, nor has the County reviewed the impacts of providing water to
Santolina will have on current users.
b. ABCWUA's Water Plan
WAHL claims that it will be served by the ABCWUA. The groundwater plan recently adopted
by the ABCWUA claims groundwater may be pumped, used, treated and poured into the river
without the need for additional water rights. (Pumping groundwater causes the river to lose
water as it tries to replace that pumped water. Pouring the treated groundwater into the river is to
offset the depletions caused by pumping that water to begin with. An administrative rule allows
for this scheme, calling it a "return flow.")
ABCWUA's claim is that it can pump "a long-term average of about 75,000 [acre-feet/year] of
groundwater while maintaining a water balance that results in no change in total system storage,
and therefore, no long-term change in groundwater storage."1 This equilibrium state might be
reached in 20-75 years if a huge number of assumptions are collectively correct -- including a
parenthetical "(as long as river water is available in sufficient quantity)."2
1
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Our region depends on water for a huge diversity of reasons. Providing water for growth such as
projected for Santolina will certainly have an impact on current users of that water and our
obligations. ABCWUA will not necessarily be evaluating them. For such reasons, the County
should not proceed further with this application until such time as the development agreement
from ABCWUA is completed and an analysis as to the impacts of providing such water is
completed.

Water 2120:Securing Our Water Future, http://abcwua.org/uploads/files/Water_2120_Volume_I.pdf.

"While there is a lag time associated with pumping, drawdown, and river effect, the NMOSE model suggests that,
if pumping were relatively stable over a long period, the river effect would approach an equilibrium state in which
2
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Moreover, it is difficult to believe that 75,000 afy of mostly fossil water --some 90+% is aged
between 12,000 and 17,000 years old4-- can be removed with no change to the aquifer -- and no
consequences to future generations who will not have the surface water supplies available today.
(Not to mention that the drawdowns are not uniform across the region to begin with.)
The assumptions also fly in the face of what the State Engineer / Interstate Stream Commission
declared in 2002:
Framework for Public Input to a State Water Plan
Prepared by the New Mexico Office of the State Engineer and the Interstate Stream
Commission, December 20025
“Many groundwater users, including municipalities and industries, in the Middle Rio Grande
were allowed to begin pumping without securing water rights. Because of return flows of
treated wastewater and the delayed impact of groundwater pumping on river depletions, this
practice has not resulted in net river flow diminishment. However, the accumulated eventual
need for groundwater users to acquire and transfer water rights is very large and exceeds the
quantity of currently transferable water rights. Under current practices, only pre-1907 water
rights can be transferred. The 1930 water rights developed by the Middle Rio Grande
Conservancy District have never been available for transfer. Further, the ability of return
flows from pumped groundwater to offset river depletions caused by pumping depends on
ever increasing groundwater pumping. When pumping levels off, which it must, return

recharge from the river equals pumping from the aquifer. Timing to reach the equilibrium state depends on how far
from equilibrium the system is, and could be on the order of 20 to 75 years.
"Once this equilibrium state is attained, groundwater elevations stabilize (i.e. no additional drawdown). The deeper
the equilibrium state drawdown, the greater the river effect and the more pumping could be sustained in perpetuity
without continued drawdown (as long as river water is available in sufficient quantity). This equilibrium concept, or
water balancing approach, is central to the [Groundwater Management Plan] presented below." (Page 6, Chapter 4,
Water 2120:Securing Our Water Future)
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That assumption alone flies in the face of what is already transpiring. River flows across the
Otowi Gage, the top of the basin, have been noticeably declining for a least the past decade and
are projected to continue to decline.3 Furthermore, it assumes that the ABCWUA owns the "total
system storage" from which it pumps water. In truth, it has more like a line of credit. The utility
has to pay for the impacts due to the amounts withdrawn, so less withdrawals would mean the
less it has to pay back, and more withdrawals mean it has to pay back more.

West-Wide Climate Risk Assessment: Upper Rio Grande Impact Assessment, December 2013,
http://www.usbr.gov/WaterSMART/ wcra/docs/urgia/URGIAMainReport.pdf
3

Hydrogeology, Water Chemistry, and Transport Processes in the Zone of Contribution of a Public-Supply Well in
Albuquerque, New Mexico, 2007–9, by Laura M. Bexfield, Bryant C. Jurgens, Dianna M. Crilley, and Scott C.
Christenson U.S. Geological Survey National Water-Quality Assessment Program, Scientific Investigations Report
2011–5182, http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2011/5182/sir2011-5182.pdf
4

5

http://www.seo.state.nm.us
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flows will no longer be sufficient to offset the depletion of the Rio Grande caused by
historic pumping. (emphasis added)
c. The Franchise Agreement

If true, that would be extremely careless by both the ABCWUA and the County. It would also
catch us all in a giant Catch 22, where the impacts of providing water for growth are never
analyzed and there is no need to ever consider water availability. But if true, it is even more
reason for the County to assume a larger role in reviewing the impacts of providing water for
growth.
d. The Role of the County Planning Commission (CPC)
The CPC has a vital role in studying issues and providing advice to the BCC. They are to "study
planning matters and means of protecting and improving the environment," and provide advice
to the County Commission on such matters.7 They are to recommend "measures to mitigate
negative consequences of the village’s development," as required under the PCC for Level B.
And they are to consider whether the proposed use diminishes or otherwise negatively affects
current County water or sewer service, pursuant to §6.2.5 of the Level A Development
Agreement. Lacking the information from the ABCWUA left the CPC unable to provide the
expected advice.
e. Bernalillo County's responsibilities
The County has a responsibility to ensure that not only that there is water available to supply this
new development, but it also must ensure that its constituents are not harmed by supplying that
water. Hence it does have a role and cannot hand it off totally to the ABCWUA.

6

A Franchise and Right-Of-Way Agreement dated June 21, 2006 can be found on the ABCWUA's web,
sitehttps://abcwua.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=2192496&GUID=642F55FB-2A71-4913-9420-FD2724F4E937.
Assumed this is the same agreement WALH used. See Endnote B for more information about this Agreement.
7

County Planning Commission. http://www.bernco.gov/boards-commissions/county-planning-commission.aspx

Authorization: Bernalillo County Commission Ordinance No. 212; amended by Ordinance No. 84-16.
Purpose" The duties of the County Planning Commission (CPC) are as follows:
(1) Study County planning matters and means of protecting and improving the environment. The CPC shall have
available to it the assistance of the County Manager.
(2) Advise the Board of County Commissioners concerning the promotion of health, safety, morals, or the general
welfare.
(3) Other such duties, responsibilities, and powers as may be delegated by the County Commission.
The CPC may form committees composed of CPC members and the general public to advise it on land use matters,
and shall select the members of any committee exercising any duties, responsibilities, and powers under subsection
2.a.(3) of Ordinance No. 212.
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Evidently, WAHL claims that the ABCWUA is obligated to provide water to the proposed
Santolina development based on the “County-Water Authority Franchise and Right-of-Way
Agreement, fully executed as of June 27, 2006.” 6
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To fully shoulder its responsibilities, the County must evaluate the ABCWUA's water plan with
an eye to the impacts it will have on its residents, particularly the risks if the assumptions are
unrealistic.

More impervious surfaces, compacted soils, and topographic modifications to the landscape
over the past 100 years have changed the distribution and flow of water and the speed at
which it drains back into remaining arroyos and the river. The cumulative modifications affect
groundwater recharge and subsurface flows, and ultimately change the physical character of
watersheds.
No doubt that is true. As can be seen, cumulative impacts are not limited to the boundaries of
the development. When land and water are transferred from farming to urban uses, there is a
reduction in recharge to the aquifer. Presumably there are measurements being taken already
which show these cumulative changes to date so that metrics can be applied to a development
such as Santolina. If not, there must be such developed and implemented. After all, this is a
planned community of another 100,000 people.
There are also impacts unique to irrigating when water is transferred, such as having a sufficient
amount of water pressure. And, especially if the assumptions in ABCWUA's water plan are in
error, there will be challenges in finding sufficient rights to transfer to urban uses and pressures
on County residents. Such transfers will change the valley for all of us.
A recent protest to the State Engineer exemplifies the importance of river flow timing, another
impact, to certain users:
Environmentalists challenge Rio Grande water transfer
The Associated Press, March 2, 20178
[A protest has been filed with the State Engineer] saying the transfer proposed by Rio Rancho
[from Socorro] would result in reduced flows along nearly 100 miles of the river in central
New Mexico.
The group contends that changing the amount and timing of return flows to the river could
negatively affect endangered species and the state's annual obligations to deliver a certain
amount of water to Texas.
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In addition to the Water Plan, the County has other impacts to analyze. What are the cumulative
impacts of commitments already made, the costs of serving additional users, and the impacts to
existing customers and to the region of serving additional uses? For instance, in §13.1.3.2:
Ensuring Water for the Future from the draft ABC Comprehensive Plan, it states that

Additional impacts include the potentiality for land subsidence, reduction in surface water
availability for use by irrigators and water quality changes. The projected increased
temperatures and decreased surface water supplies must also be included in any evaluation.
http://www.lcsun-news.com/story/news/2017/03/02/environmentalists-challenge-rio-grande-watertransfer/98665198/
8
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Not to be ignored are three important issues somewhat out of the County's control but certainly
will affect the availability of water:
(1) continued deficit deliveries to Elephant Butte, and
(2) failure to quantify current and future Native American water claims, and

Reducing consumption basin-wide might be required to bring us into compliance with the
Compact. Priority claims may change the availability of water for ABCWUA. All of these
impacts and risks must be evaluated when determining whether there is water available for
Santolina-type growth.
The ABCWUA has determined that its obligation is to provide water services and will not be
analyzing the impacts of providing that water. If the County does not, there will be no
governmental review of the impacts of providing water to growth. That would be a disservice to
us all.
As can be seen in the graphic below from WALH's master plan, should its plans come to fruition,
the region will change substantially, with Santolina alone proposed to being the size of Rio
Rancho. Add in the proposed growth north of I-25 (WAHL's Estrella is not the only
development) and all of those additional impacts should be acknowledged and modeled.
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(3) failure to determine ownership and quantity of pre-1907 water rights.

Surely this level of development warrants additional review and evaluation by the County. The
County must use the best tools available to review proposals such as WALH's to ensure a vibrant
and resilient community for all.
6
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The PCC calls for the developer to "mitigate the negative consequences of the village’s
development." (5.b. of the PCC for Level B) In order for it to do so, the County has to analyze
the development and determine what the impacts of providing for growth and the "negative
consequences" are for the developer to mitigate. Then the County has to evaluate any proposed
measures to ensure that the "negative consequences" are indeed mitigated.
Contrary to the finding in the Level A Development Agreement, without a development
agreement from the ABCWUA, such an analysis could not happen at the Level A:
17. In accordance with the purpose and intent of its Water Conservation Ordinance to reduce
per capita water use, encourage responsible use of water, and require conservation measures
for new development and preserve water supplies within Bernalillo County, and in accordance
with Policy L of the ABCWUA's Water Resource Management Strategy, the County has
taken water supply availability and cumulative impacts into account in making a land
use development decision and in determining the legal and physical availability of water
for the Santolina Master Plan. (emphasis added)
What are the cumulative impacts? Such an analysis can only happen once the County has the
ABCWUA Development Agreement in hand, and looks at impacts such as those discussed
above.
WALH's interpretation of Bernalillo County's role and responsibility regarding water is
erroneous, or to quote a recent holding in another water case, "stunted." The County must not
avoid its responsibilities -- and most of all, not over our very basic of all needs, water.
2. WALH's failure to provide required water information, including the ABCWUA
Development Agreement, prevents the County from fulfilling its responsibilities.
Last July 21, 2016, the Bernalillo County Interim Director for Infrastructure Planning and GeoResources, Mr. McGregor, told the CPC about some of the import and necessity of a review of
the ABCWUA development agreement:
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Section 6.2.5 of the Level A Development Agreement requires that " The County will not
promote, support or enact any ordinance, legislation or policy that interferes with and/or restricts
the Owner’s use of the Authority’s water and sewer infrastructure and/or agreements between the
Owner and Authority, as long as that use does not diminish or otherwise negatively affect
current County water or sewer service." (emphasis added) Not being further defined,
certainly that could and should include County well owners and acequia users.

Without a development agreement and without the associated serviceability statement, which
outlines the specific water and sanitary sewer improvement needed to serve the entire
development and the Level B plan, then the planned community criteria for a detailed plan
including detailed location, phasing of water systems, sewer systems, drainage systems, and
mobility systems cannot have been satisfied, nor can the requirement for statements of water
7
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availability and availability of public services, including liquid waste, have been adequately
addressed either.

Despite the requirements in the Planned Communities Criteria in Level A, Endnote A the CPC and
BCC waived the requirement until Level B. This was based upon WAHL's assurances that it
would provide the required information "before the approval of any Level B planning
document," as memorialized in Condition 8, a part of the June 19, 2015 Notice of Decision.
Instead of complying with that condition (or Conditions 9 and 11), in 2016 WAHL requested
approval of Level B by the CPC. Instead of providing the information it should have provided at
Level A, or for Level B, or under the Development Agreement, to the CPC to review, WAHL no
claims that the CPC is not the level where approvals occur.
Why have the CPC then? By not having the necessary information regarding water, the CPC
cannot "study planning matters and means of protecting and improving the environment," nor
can they provide advice to the County Commission on such matters.9 They cannot recommend
"measures to mitigate negative consequences of the village’s development," as required under
the PCC for Level B. Nor can the CPC consider whether the proposed use diminishes or
otherwise negatively affects current County water or sewer service, pursuant to §6.2.5 of the
Level A Development Agreement.
Rather than complying, WALH claims that the 2012 Addendum to the Planned Communities
Criteria transferred all water-related decisions to the ABCWUA. While that addendum
acknowledged the ABCWUA's existence, it did not amend the PCC requirements.
By making such a claim, WAHL eliminates the role the County has, despite what the PCC and
Development Agreement call for. Without the ABCWUA development agreement, the County
cannot evaluate measures to mitigate the negative consequences of the village’s development, as
required under 5.b. of the PCC for Level B. Nor can the County fulfill Section 6.2.5 of the Level
A Development Agreement, which requires an evaluation as to whether such service would
"diminish or otherwise negatively affect current County water or sewer service."
Furthermore, as discussed in the first section above, the County has many other impacts to
consider and cannot abandon its responsibilities, especially when it comes to water.
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At that time, Mr. McGregor cautioned the CPC Commission that "approving a Level B master
plan without an ABCWUA development agreement ... would essentially be approving a ...plan
with no documentation of physical or legal water availability, quantity, and quality."

Thus far, WALH has failed to provide the information regarding water availability required
under the PCC. Now, the CPC has approved the land-use plan without this required information.
In its Recommendations, the CPC included Condition 5:
To address the first part of a two step, BCC Level B.1 approval process and prior to partial
Level B.1 approval, by the BCC, outstanding issues related to water and sewer service should
9

County Planning Commission
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be addressed including resolution of Level A conditions and Level B PCC criteria.
(emphasis added)

When the ABCWUA Development Agreement is obtained by WAHL, the CPC should study it
in accord with their obligations and provide advice to the BCC. Clearly Level B will be
impacted but there may be a need to re-evaluate the conditions in Level A and the current
Development Agreement. The BCC should not take any further action on the Level B proposal
other than to remand this request to the CPC to proceed when the documents required by the
Level A Development Agreement have been provided.
3. WALH is always demanding that rules be changed for it and to its advantage. If rules
are to be meaningful, then they have to be applied to all equally and consistently.
Some examples:
a. In Level A, WALH convinced the CPC and the BCC that the PCC were only guidance and
that the PCC addendum of 2012 meant that the all water issues were to be solely determined by
the ABCWUA. While the re-adopted PCC acknowledge the existence of the ABCWUA, they do
not say that the County ceases and all roles and responsibilities related to water decisions.
Indeed, the language in the PCC itself was never changed. But WAHL was able to convince the
CPC and then the County at Level A to change the PCC requirement, after being assured that
arrangements would be made with ABCWUA by the time a Level B application was made.
Those assurances were contained in Conditions #8, #9 and #11 of the Notice of Decision.
b. By filing for Level B without complying with the mandates of the Level A Development
Agreement and the Level B PCC requirements, in essence WALH asked the CPC to ignore them
and asks the BCC to do so as well. (In fact, now WAHL wants to "remove and/or revise
Conditions #8, #9 and #11" from the Level A Development Agreement, something not evaluated
by the CPC.) Even when/if WAHL obtains a Development Agreement from ABCWUA, it says
that they'll bring it to the BCC, not the CPC, ignoring established procedure.
c. On March 2, 2017, WAHL submitted its Objections to the CPC's Findings and Conditions of
January 4, 2017. However, the January 10, 2017 written Notice of Decision --the same
document containing the conditions WALH is seeking to have modified-- specifies the appellate
procedure and time limits.
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Yet now WAHL wants to remove even those Level A Conditions. If WALH gets its way, the
County will never review any water-related issues. It has filed a request to "remove and/or
revise Conditions #8, #9 and #11," which would completely eviscerate the PCC requirement
regarding water.

If you wish to appeal this decision, you must do so by 12:00 noon on January 25, 2017 in the
manner described below.
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The County has the need to establish rules of procedures for various actions, and has done so in
this case. These rules are not new -- counsel for WALH knows them full well.

d. On March 2, 2017, WAHL also submitted a document seeking to "remove and/or revise
Conditions #8, #9 and #11 to approval of the Santolina Level A Community Master Plan because
of intervening developments which were unanticipated when Conditions #8, #9 and #11 were
adopted." This request, discussed in more detail in the next section, is included here as an
example of a disregard for the process. Such a request should be made to the BCC under a Level
A procedure, not as part of an appeal of a Level B decision. Besides which, does the BCC even
have a power to modify the Findings and Conditions, part of the Notice of Decision, since the
matter is on appeal to District Court?
4. The request to remove and/or revise Conditions #8, #9 and #11 to approval of the
Santolina Level A Community Master Plan violates process and product.
On March 2, 2017, WAHL submitted a memorandum seeking to "remove and/or revise
Conditions #8, #9 and #11 to approval of the Santolina Level A Community Master Plan because
of intervening developments which were unanticipated when Conditions #8, #9 and #11 were
adopted."
WALH did not object to Conditions #8, #9 and #11 when considered and approved by the
Commissioners with a 3-2 vote. The Developers did not file an appeal of the Board’s Level A
Master Plan Approval with Findings and Conditions. So, presumably, this is a request to re-open
the Level A Development Agreement, which would be a separate process, probably initiated in
the CPC, outside the scope of this process and should not be considered as a part of the appeal of
the CPC recommendations. However, in the event that it is, the following counter-arguments
should also be considered.
WAHL claims that it has been unable to comply with the required conditions because of
unanticipated intervening developments. But that's not true. There has been no change in
circumstances since the approval was granted in June 2015.
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Clearly, WALH's appeal to modify the CPC's findings and conditions was not timely. But,
continuing to muddy the water between legislative and judicial County functions, WALH
contends that this procedure is not an appeal so evidently such rules don't apply. If this is not an
appeal, does that mean that the Procedure of Appeals does not apply? Does that mean that
anyone can file objections to the CPC's decision now? What about any decision of the CPC or of
the BCC? Such a position can quickly spin out of control!

WAHL cited how Mesa Del Sol was treated in 2007, ten years ago. (WALH's Exhibits L-N
show that the 2007 Mesa del Sol Development Agreement with ABCWUA required the water
agreement by Level C.) Hardly an "intervening development" since this occurred 10 years ago.
Another major difference is that Mesa del Sol is a City-approved project. The fact that the same
process was not followed here is not an "intervening development." Indeed, it could be read as
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the County taking a different approach, retaining jurisdiction to carry out its responsibilities such
as those discussed in section 1, above.
WALH also cited the ABCWUA's water service policy as a reason for its inability to comply.
But the policy hasn't changed in years -- and it provides notice as to what will be required:

(A) Policy No. 20 – Service Consistency with Approved Land Use Plans.
... 2) Petitioners must comply with policies regarding land use, water supply
sustainability, and other policies as adopted in other documents.
7-1-9. Extension Of Or Connection To Lines Outside The Service Area.
(A) Policy No. 14 - Lines outside the service area.
(1) Utility water, sanitary sewer or non-potable water lines may be extended outside the
service area, or existing Utility lines located outside the service area may be connected to, at
the Petitioner's expense, if the following applicable conditions are satisfied:
...
(i) Development conforms to the provisions of applicable comprehensive plans and/or
adopted planning documents or policies.
http://abcwua.org/uploads/FileLinks/b30e534f2f52481ca9bf0d3a817995fb/Section_7.pdf
(emphasis added)
Indeed, the same relevant circumstances which existed when the Level A proposal was submitted
still exist, and thus should have been known about, prior to Level A being approved. That would
point to reasons why Conditions #8, #9 and #11 were included, an appropriate reading instead of
tossing them out.
WALH also claims that "Conditions #8, #9 and #11 do not pertain to the Level A Community
Master Plan, but to a procedural prerequisite of approval of Level B plans." That completely
ignores that WAHL avoided the mandates of the PCC for Level A to begin with by agreeing to
Conditions #8, #9 and #11. And those conditions are not just procedural. They are fundamental.
As discussed in section 1 above, a complete evaluation is needed to be undertaken in order to
ensure that County residents are not negatively impacted by the development.
Finally, WAHL claims that "the adoption of Conditions #8, #9 and #11 were legislative actions"
-- like consideration of community or neighborhood master plans are legislative proceedings.
But the request is not to modify a neighborhood master plan. The request is to eliminate certain
Conditions of Approval for a Level A Master Plan.
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7-1-15. Service Consistency With Approved Land Use Plans

The Notice of Decision was based upon Findings and Conditions which formed the basis of the
Development Agreement, a contract binding upon the parties. Certainly, like other contracts, a
Development Agreement can be amended, but there is a process to do so, and is set out in §11.15
of the Development Agreement. It is not simply a matter of revising "by subsequent legislative
action during the course of the Level B proceeding." If that were to be the practice, then why not
11
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open up the entire Level A Development Agreement "during the course of the Level B
proceeding"?
5. Re-Run the IMPLAN economic model

* the projected rate of population growth to 2040 has been reduced by 60% (discussed below),
and
* Bernalillo County approved twenty Santolina Tax Increment Districts which impact was not
evaluated for Level A. As a part of no-net expense, any incentives have to be analyzed (PCC
Level A - f. Identify incentives to be provided by the City to the developer, if any are agreed to.)
These changes impact the no-net expense analysis completed for Level A and used for Level B.
These changes should be made to the inputs to the IMPLAN model to determine whether the nonet expense calculation has changed. Other economic changes, such as transportation budget
cuts at state and federal levels, should not be ignored either.
a. Background
As indicated in David Taussig and Associates, Inc's Fiscal Impact Analysis, prepared for WALH
in 2013, demand for public services associated with the project’s build-out were based upon
population.
From a WALH publicity item:
Making the Case for the Santolina Master Plan 10
The need for Santolina is based on the draft MRCOG 2040 Metropolitan Transportation plan
that shows the population of Bernalillo County is expected to grow by 311,532 and
employment is expected to grow by 131,585 over the next 28 years.
“This is growth that is projected with or without a plan to accommodate it,” says Jim Strozier.
“Planning for growth does not create growth. Santolina is a proposed solution on how our
community prepares to receive this population increase in conjunction with urban infill, Mesa
del Sol, and other west side locations.”
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At least two fundamental changes of circumstances --intervening developments-- have occurred
since the Master Plan's Fiscal and Economic Impact Study ("Study") was completed and which
require it to be re-evaluated before proceeding further on Level B or B.1.

That cited population number comes from the MRCOG's Futures 2040 Metropolitan
Media Contact: Tom Garrity, The Garrity Group, 505.898.8689 or tom@garritypr.com, Albuquerque, NM,
http://www.kob.com/kobtvimages/repository/cs/files/Making%20the%20Case%20for%20the%20Santolina
%20Master%20Plan.pdf
10
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Transportation Plan:11

2.3 Regional Growth Forecast
Table 2-4: AMPA Population Forecast
Bernalillo
Sandoval*
2012
675,548
126,490
2040
987,080
203,128
30 Year Growth
76,638
311,532

Valencia
77,363
127,715
50,352

AMPA
879,401
1,317,923
438,522

*The small portion of Sandoval County outside of the AMPA has been excluded.

Mr. Strozier, WALH's agent, testified on June 23, 2016 (transcript page 52) that WALH's Fiscal
Analyses used GPS projections. Both Level A Plan and Level B.1 Plan12 used MRCOG's 2040
Metropolitan Transportation Plan with its GPS projections:
Chapter 1: Introduction
1.2.1 Market Demand - The Santolina Level A Master Plan anticipates a 40-50 year
development time-frame based on market demand and the State and region’s ability to support
and attract new jobs and economic opportunities. The Approved Santolina Level A Master
Plan and this subsequent Level B Plan have been developed within the context of the MidRegion Council of Governments of New Mexico (MRCOG) 2040 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) and the Geospatial and Population Studies (GPS) at the University
of New Mexico projections. MRCOG and GPS projections identify significant regional
population growth during the next twenty years. (emphasis added)
Those projections formed a fundamental basis for the "market potential and opportunities":
Overall Market Potential and Opportunities: At Section 1.2.1 of the Level B Plan there is a
thorough discussion of Market Demand. The Mid-Region Council of Governments of New
Mexico (MRCOG) 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and the Geospatial and
Population Studies (GPS) were utilized in the analysis and composition of the market
potential and opportunities discussion (pages 3-4 of the Level B Plan). Furthermore, these
studies are the basis of the projected residential and non-residential land uses that set
the stage for the jobs-to-housing balance, thereby providing “specifics of ‘market
potential and opportunities'". (emphasis added)
In recent filings, WALH claimed that
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Chapter 2: Demographics, Scenario Planning, and the Future of the Region

Level B Plan have been developed in the context of the MRCOG 2040 MTP and GPS
Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning Organization, April 17, 2015, https://www.mrcognm.gov/images/stories/pdf/transportation/2040_MTP/2040-mtp-front-matter.pdf MRCPG uses GPS projections.
12
http://www.bernco.gov/uploads/FileLinks/6f7f80bc0c474c0ba1ce9edab8b31ab6/
Santolina_Level_B.I_Plan_12_6_16.pdf
11
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projections from the University of New Mexico (page 3 of the Level B Plan). These are
highly regarded sources of information.13
b. Implementing Santolina will reallocate growth already planned elsewhere

SPECIAL HEARING
Wednesday, April 27, 2016
Mr. Gingerich, MRCOG, TR- 59-60
So this transportation plan had to stick with those same control totals, which meant that you
had to -- because there's a difference between the trend scenario and the -- and the -- what's
expected development by the applicant, we had to take areas in the region that were
developed that were kind of similar, like the other master plans on the West Side, Mesa del
Sol, and reallocate that growth and put it in Santolina to be able to evaluate their full buildout, because we had to end up with the same number of people.
So the -- and the -- this is something that is really clear. There's nothing that's not being said
here. It's clear in the Level A Transportation Plan. Page 22 says that, "The 2040 trend
forecast developed by MRCOG does not include the level of development anticipated by
WALH." So there's very -- there's just an expectation of development by the applicant
that is not the same as the trend scenario for MRCOG. (emphasis added)
Santolina Level B Master Plan MRCOG Comments14
MRCOG's forecast does indeed accommodate the vast majority of the forecasted growth
without Santolina.
In order for Santolina to develop, growth currently planned to occur elsewhere has to be
reallocated to Santolina. What are the costs to reallocate this growth, particularly if
infrastructure has already been put into place? Has the County reviewed the proposal with this
broader picture in mind? Does the no-net expense to the rest of the County include expenses due
to this reallocation?
c. A 60% reduction of projected growth will mean more distortions
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Even using the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan and GPS projections, there are problems:

Reallocating growth to Santolina will be even more exacerbated given the new population
projections from UNM’s Geospatial Population Studies (GPS).
The GPS' new population projections are stunning. Rather than Bernalillo County growing by
13

WAHL's 3/2/17 Response to Protest of the Bernalillo County Planning Commission Approval.

14

packet page 1004, printed on 6/30/2016 for Hearing on July 21, 2016,
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311,532 in the MRCOG 2040 Plan or 290,561 used by GPS for the 2012 projection, the current
projection is 119,655, roughly 40% of what was projected just four years ago.
Population Estimate (2015) and UNM-GPS 2040 Population Projections in 2012 and 2016

New Mexico
Bernalillo
Sandoval
Torrance

2015
2040 Population
Absolute
Population
Projection
Difference
Estimate
2012 release
2,099,856
2,827,692
727,836
679,810
138,928
15,731

970,371
265,607
19,801

2040 Population
Projection
2016 release (p)
2,401,480

290,561
126,679
4,070

Valencia
76,312
106,830
30,518
MRCOG Region
910,781
1,362,609
451,828
Note: Hebard combined tables from the GPS February 2017 paper15

Absolute
Difference

2016-2012
Projections

301,624

-426,212

799,465
213,929
14,684

119,655
75,001
-1,047

-170,906
-51,678
-5,117

80,655
1,108,733

4,343
197,952

-26,175
-253,876

While federally-funded projects must use the 2012 projections, the GPS discussion paper
accompanying these new numbers notes that:
A reduction in growth as anticipated by the new population projections will have implications
for future infrastructure needs. Simply put, less growth translates into diminished demand
for new housing and jobs, fewer drivers, less goods movement, lower region-wide
congestion, and a reduction in the overall demand for new infrastructure.
The paper also noted that "the determination of whether or not to integrate the new numbers
into local planning processes and project design remains at the discretion of the individual
entities and governing bodies." (emphasis added)
If, using the earlier projections, growth currently expected and planned to occur elsewhere had to
be skewed to Santolina, a 60% reduction of that projected growth will grossly distort that
reallocation only further.
Is there a risk of bankruptcy if we build out in all directions without the growth to support such
infrastructure? Mesa del Sol is planned for 100,000 people to reside in 37,000 residences.16
With only 200 houses currently sold, it could incorporate nearly all of the growth projected. In
addition, there are numerous other planned communities in the area, some managed by WAHL.
Given that most if not all have roads and utilities already in place, why are we trying to
undermine their success? Why do we seem to want Mesa del Sol to fail?
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County

d. A 60% reduction of projected growth requires a re-evaluation of the no-net expense
calculation.
A Discussion of the 2040 Population Projections produced by UNM’s Geospatial Population Studies Group,
February 2017, http://files.constantcontact.com/bf031311301/8db3f43e-9de5-4041-80a3-1719e795b3ed.pdf
15

Buyers scarce as Mesa del Sol developer seeks exit, Dennis Domrzalski, Jan 23, 2013, 2:56pm MST
http://www.bizjournals.com/albuquerque/news/2013/01/23/mesa-del-sol-developer-looking-to-exit.html
16
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A slower pace of population growth is sure to have far-reaching impacts on our regional
outlook as it pertains to transportation, the economy, housing, and a plethora of other topics.17

The Planned Communities Criteria and the Santolina Level A Development Agreement require
that the analysis must satisfy the ‘no net expense’ policy.
RESOLUTION AR 32-91
Amending the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan Policies Regarding
Planned Communities in the Reserve Area.
Section 1. That the fourth Item of policy II.B.2.a., the Reserve Area section of the
Comprehensive Plan, be amended as follows:
“Negotiated sharing of service costs by the developer and (the City) local government(s),
with water, sewer, and street systems installed to meet City requirements; planned
communities shall not be a net expense to (the City of Albuquerque) local government(s).
Section 4. That policy II.B.2.d. of the Comprehensive Plan be amended as follows:
“A planned community master plan approved in accordance with this section and more
specific development criteria shall (be considered an approved amendment to) serve to
implement the Comprehensive Plan (Map). A planned community (sector development)
master plan shall not be approved if it fails to demonstrate its own sense of place, selfsufficiency. environmental sensitivity, separation from (other) the contiguous Albuquerque
urban area(s) by permanent open space and, (if within the Rural Area), the provision of
infrastructure which is not a net expense to (the City) the local government(s).
PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 29th DAY OF JANUARY 1991.
(Note: the strikeouts and underlines are in the original legislation. Highlight emphasis was
added.)
As mentioned in the Level B Plan, the Fiscal and Economic Impact Studies are dated August 22,
2013.
7.2.1 Level A. Owner engaged David Taussig & Associates to prepare Fiscal and Economic
impact Studies for the Project both dated August 22, 2013 (collectively, the “Impact Study”),
which are on file with the County and incorporated herein by this reference. The purpose of
the Impact Study was to provide a detailed summary of the projected fiscal and economic
impacts and benefits to the County as a result of the development of the Project. The Impact
17
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The expectation of growth was way over-estimated. A 60% reduction of projected growth
represents a substantial change in the assumptions used to determine the no-net expense for the
Level A Master Plan and Development Agreement.

Supra. GPS paper
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Study concludes that the County will receive significant positive fiscal and economic impacts
as a result of the development of the Project; therefore, the Santolina Project fully satisfies the
“no net expense” policy contained in the Comprehensive Plan.

The IMPLAN model was run to determine the no-net expense.
What is IMPLAN? IMPLAN is an economic impact assessment software system. The system
was originally developed and is now maintained by the Minnesota IMPLAN Group (MIG). It
combines a set of extensive databases concerning economic factors, multipliers and
demographic statistics with a highly refined and detailed system of modeling software. 18
Population projections were used to justify the need for Santolina and were a integral part of a
finding of no-net-expense.
In 7.2.2, the Level B Plan states that "The Level B analysis for subsequent development phases
of the Project must also satisfy the 'no net expense' policy."
The Conditions state that if the more detailed plan deviates significantly, especially in terms of
fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan would need to be amended.
Notification Of Decision
Board Of County Commissioners
June 19, 2015
Action: Approved A Planned Communities Level A Master Plan Called The Santolina Master PLAN

Condition 17. Level B and C Plans shall be required prior to development of the Santolina
Level A Master Plan Community. Level B and C development agreements, as prescribed in
the Planned Communities Criteria, shall be provided. Consistency between Level A, Level B.
and Level C plans shall be required throughout the development of Santolina. If the more
detailed plan deviates significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher
level plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan would need to be
amended.
If the input changes, the output is likely to as well. It would be sheer folly to ignore the new
population projections. Before any further approvals can be given the analysis must be re-run for
both Levels A and B.
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Apparently, the Level B.1 Fiscal and Economic Impact Study did not use different data than used
for Level A, despite claiming that the study was "'specifically done to satisfy the 'No Net
Expense' element of the County’s Planned Communities Criteria ('PCC') and the executed
Santolina Level A Development Agreement."

6. Some initial suggestions to include as Findings and Conditions .

18

RESI of Towson University, Thursday June 15th, 2006, http://cier.umd.edu/RGGI/documents/IMPLAN.pdf
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To ensure that the parties do include the necessary review regarding the impacts of providing
water for growth, here are some ideas to Link Land Use Planning with Water Resources.

Rationale: The County shares the larger watershed with many other users and uses of water.
Future water supplies are projected to become more variable and vulnerable and thus it will
require greater coordination to integrate land use, watershed management, transportation,
infrastructure, economic improvement, urban infill and planning efforts with water resources
management. Many land use commitments have been made, some with water commitments as
well. Providing the cumulative amount of commitments will provide a transparent window to
guide future development. Should future growth rely on transferring water rights from
agricultural usage to urban usage, the impacts of such a transfer can be substantial.
1. In furtherance of the goal to balance growth with renewable supply, the City, County and
ABCWUA shall develop policies and criteria requiring projected water demand of new
development be offset with water efficiency measures to create a neutral impact on the overall
service area demands and water use, which will be a part of any future development agreement.
2. Any review process shall require that each new residential, commercial, industrial and
institutional development will have a resilient, sustainable water supply. This review process
will consider the cumulative impacts of commitments already made, the costs of serving
additional users, and the impacts to existing customers and to the region of serving additional
uses.
3. The City and County shall adopt policies to integrate land use and transportation planning and
water resource management in all government jurisdictions in the Middle Rio Grande water
planning region; and take water supply availability and cumulative impacts into account into
account when making land use development decisions.
4. The City and the County should work with the ABCWUA to develop a sustainable and
coordinated growth management plan to: 1) reduce water consumption; 2) minimize impact on
water resources; 3) encourage conservation-oriented economic development and 4) ensure
adequate water supplies for any proposed development.
ENDNOTES
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The County and ABCWUA shall coordinate and cooperate with the City and all other entities
with planning authority to integrate water resource management policies with land use, –
regional transportation and other planning decisions, and the three entities shall collaborate to
ensure consistent implementation.

excerpts from PCC Requirements, Attachment 5 to the BCC Packet,
http://bernalillocountynm.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=4&ID=19764
A

PCC Requirements Level A
A. Land Use
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6. A conceptual strategy for providing utilities in support of the overall land use plan, which strategy must
emphasize efficient use of resources, i.e. land, water, and energy.
C. Environment and Open Space
6. Identification of depth to groundwater and proximity to production wells; documentation of physical and
legal water availability, quantity and quality (existing data).
7. Strategy for wastewater and solid waste management/recycling, including provision for waste reduction
strategies, and landfill options as necessary.

D. Government and Public Services
1. Strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities and site, including open space
2. Facilities plan including detailed location, phasing of water systems, sewer systems, drainage systems, and
mobility systems.
3. Annexation plan/agreement
4. Statements of water availability and availability of public services including liquid and solid waste
management/recycling, cultural and human service facilities, fire and police protection, transit services, and
schools.
5. Level B development agreement to:
a. Follow through with more detailed infrastructure/service agreement covering phasing of the village master
plan and its public services/ facilities, and designation of financial, operations, and management responsibility
over time
b. Specify measures to mitigate negative consequences of the village’s development
c. Augment Level A development agreements expressing items mutually agreed to by the City and/or County
and the planned community developer and committing to their permanency unless re-negotiated; any
limitations on development established at Level A cannot be increased at Level B.
d. Provide a legal recording instrument
e. Identify more specifically any public incentives to the developer, or public/private partnerships, including
provisions for affordable housing
f. Identify more specifically any public incentives or agreements between the local government and developer
for the appropriate protection and maintenance of the open space system.
(emphasis added)

b.

In looking at the agreement, it is clear that the reason for it is to provide access for ABCWUA's infrastructure:
Section 1. Legislative Findings.
The Commission finds it necessary to grant a Franchise to the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility
Authority (“Authority”) to develop, lay, re-lay, construct, maintain, operate and remove pipes, systems, works,
lift stations, manholes, storage tanks, reservoirs, appliances, and other structures and facilities, on, over, under,
along and across all Rights-of-way in or owned by the County for the purpose of providing water and wastewater
services all as more specifically set out below.
And it is clear that the franchise fee covered the considerations set out in Section 7:
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PCC Requirements at Level B

Section 7. Franchise Fee.
(A) Fee and rental. As consideration for this Franchise, which provides for the rental and use by the Authority
of the Rights-of-way, which are valuable public properties acquired and maintained by the County at great
expense to its taxpayers and citizens, the Authority shall pay to the County a franchise fee in the amount of four
percent of the annual Gross Revenue within the County limits, exclusive of incorporated areas, as defined in
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Section 3 of this Franchise ordinance. As additional consideration for this Franchise, the Authority and County
agree to the following: ....
The franchise fee and services provided for herein shall constitute the only consideration by the Authority to the
County for the Authority's use and occupancy of the Rights-of-way.
There was no additional consideration paid for this next section, which undoubtedly is what WALH is referring to:

In accordance with the terms hereof, the Authority shall furnish water and wastewater service within the
corporate limits of the County or any additions thereto, to the County and to the inhabitants thereof, and to any
person or persons or corporation doing business in the County or any additions thereto.
If WALH's interpretation of such a section were correct, there would be no need to fulfill the PCC's criterion
regarding water availability at all. But defaulting responsibility would be contrary to :
Section 18. Public Purpose.
All of the regulations provided in this ordinance are hereby declared to be for a public purpose and the health,
safety, and welfare of the general public.
(emphasis added)\
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Section 13. Water And Wastewater Service.
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Executive Summary

This Level B.I Plan is the initial Level B Plan of Santolina and encompasses 4,243.1 acres.
The Santolina Level B.I Plan continues to refine the community vision for Santolina.
SANTOLINA will be a community where:
Opportunities for jobs and education are plentiful and locally accessible
Desirable housing responds to current demographic and market preferences
Open space and quality of life is preserved and enhanced
A true live, work, learn and play community is created for residents.
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Santolina is a master planned community designed on the mesa west of Albuquerque in
Bernalillo County New Mexico. A Level A Master Plan and Zone Map Amendment to the
Planned Communities Zone was approved by the Bernalillo County Board of Commissioners
on June 16, 2015. The associated Santolina Level A Development Agreement was approved
by the Board on June 24, 2015 and recorded in Bernalillo County on August 21, 2015.
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SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

Santolina is a 13,851 acre master planned
community located on the Southwest Mesa in
Bernalillo County, west of Albuquerque, New
Mexico.   The property is currently undeveloped
ranchland on a large mesa framed by two escarpments.   The mesa offers panoramic views of the
Sandia and Mazano Mountains and immediate
views of the City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo
County’s South Valley.   The property is generally
bound by approximately six miles of exposure along
Interstate 40 (I-40) on the north, 118th Street to the
east, the Pajarito Mesa grant boundary to the south
and the Rio Puerto Valley to the west.
Santolina is owned by Western Albuquerque Land
Holdings LLC (WALH).   WALH assembled a team
of development experts tasked with the mission
to create a master plan for a vibrant mixed use
community.   The community vision as described
in the Santolina Level A Master Plan approvals
(defined below) sets the stage for a vibrant mixed
used community encompassing a mix of residential,
commercial, industrial, institutional, parks and open
space uses in conformance with Bernalillo County’s
Planned Communities Criteria (PCC).
The Bernalillo County Board of Commissioners
(Board) approved the Santolina Level A Master Plan

Plans and subsequent or concurrent Level C Plans
are prepared for sub-areas of the Santolina Level A
Plan Area. Each step in the process further refines
land uses, zoning details, infrastructure plans, transportation analyses and public facilities.
Per the PCC, this Level B.I Plan encompassing
approximately 4,243 acres is the first Level B.I Plan
within the Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan
Area. This Level B.I Plan adopts the phased development approach established in the Santolina Level
A Master Plan by defining boundaries, land uses,
transportation systems and vision for the development of Santolina. Subsequent Level B.I Plan
submittals will follow for other lands within the
Santolina Level A Master Plan Area.

1.2 RECAPTURING THE SANTOLINA 		
LEVEL A MASTER PLAN VISION
The Santolina Level A Master Plan established
a vision for a mixed use community developed
over a 40-50 year time frame.  Santolina will be a
community where:
•
•
•
•

Opportunities for jobs and education are
plentiful and locally accessible.
Desirable housing responds to current
demographic and market preferences.
Open space and quality of life is preserved
and enhanced.
A true live, work, learn and play
community is created for residents.

1.2.1 Market Demand

and a Zone Map Amendment to the Planned Communities (PC) Zone on June 16, 2015. The associated
Santolina Level A Development Agreement (Development Agreement) was approved by the Board
on June 24, 2015 and recorded in Bernalillo County
(County) on August 21, 2015. Master Plan, Zoning
and Development Agreement are defined collectively the Santolina Level A Approvals.
The Santolina Level A Master Plan is the first step
in the approval process established in the Bernalillo
County PCC. The process states that future Level B.I

The Santolina Level A Master Plan anticipates
a 40-50 year development timeframe based on
market demand and the State and region’s ability to
support and attract new jobs and economic opportunities. The Approved Santolina Level A Master
Plan and this subsequent Level B.I Plan have been
developed within the context of the Mid-Region
Council of Governments of New Mexico (MRCOG)
2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and
the Geospatial and Population Studies (GPS) at
the University of New Mexico projections. MRCOG
and GPS projections identify significant regional
population growth during the next twenty years.
Additionally, MRCOG’s projections identify high
volumes of east-west commutes. The projections
suggest that by 2040, approximately 44% of the
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Albuquerque metropolitan area housing units will
be located on the area west of the Rio Grande River
(West Side). Yet, employment distribution for the
West Side is projected to represent 27% of the jobs
within the Albuquerque metropolitan area. In the
Santolina Development Team’s opinion, the anticipated growth highlights the long standing need for
employment centers on the West Side to provide
employment options for West Side residents.  Such
employment center will reduce vehicular river
crossings and enable more efficient use of existing
transportation infrastructure.
Due to the lack of large tracts of land under single
ownership and lands that are amendable to master
planning due to single ownership, the Development
Team believes there are limited areas of the region
that can accommodate the forecasted population
growth without substantial redevelopment and
densification of existing developed areas.   Densification of existing developed areas often places a
strain on existing infrastructure, increases development costs, reduces affordability and encounters
Exhibit 1: Santolina Context Map

The West Side has traditionally focused on
residential development and limited commercial
development. As a result, the West Side has lacked
employment, retail and commercial opportunities. This development pattern has created traffic
congestion at the limited river crossings as the
population travels to employment and commercial
centers located on the east side on a daily basis.
The Santolina Level A Master Plan outlines the
creation of job opportunities and benefits within
the Santolina Level A Master Plan Area and anticipated West Side, via a mix of non-residential land
uses. The non-residential land uses within the
Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan range from
industrial to corporate office to neighborhood scale
employment options. This Level B.I Plan adopts this
framework in its vision. The current jobs to housing
ratio up the West Side is .56 jobs per household.
The Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan
commits to two jobs per household at full build-out
of Santolina.
The Santolina development shall achieve a
reasonable balance between residential uses
and employment uses such that it maintains the
characteristics of a self-sustaining community.   As
stated in the Santolina Level A
Master Plan, an approximate
jobs to-housing ratio of 2-1
shall be achieved assuming
at least 34,000 dwelling units
at the time of full build-out
of Santolina.   A plan for
attaining the ratio shall be
provided in subsequent Level
B.I Plans, such that the anticipated job development shall
occur in relation to residential
development.
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public opposition.  Entitled land, such as Santolina,
adjacent to existing development and infrastructure
is the ideal location to serve forecasted growth.
Santolina provides a planned approach to successfully accommodate future growth. The Plans adopt
a holistic, market driven vision for a live, work, learn
and play community.

This Level B.I Plan Area
encompasses approximately
4,243 acres as illustrated on
Exhibit 1: Santolina Context
Map.  Based on the Land Use
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Plan, the Level B.I Plan Area may include 9,444
housing units with a projected population of 23,178
residents. Per section 4.4 of the approved Development Agreement, the project shall have a jobs to
housing ratio of 1.25 jobs per dwelling units upon
complete development of this Level B.I Plan Area.
The large quantity of job producing land within this
Level B.I Plan will serve this Level B.I Plan and future
Level B.I Plans.

Both generations desire services, retail, jobs,
education and recreation in close proximity to
their residences. The Master Plan seeks the flexibility to provide a variety of residential options and
walkable uses within close proximity to meet this
demand. The Santolina Planned Community Zone
is formulated to accommodate these anticipated
demographic and housing trends.

The Level B.I Plan sets the stage for achieving the
jobs to housing ratio set out by the Level A Development Agreement per the following Table from
the Level A Development Agreement:

1.3 CONTEXT

Jobs to1:
Household
TABLE
Jobs to Households

The two escarpments along with the other significant environmental areas, are designated open
space areas within the Approved Santolina Level A
Master Plan. Within the Santolina Level A Master
Plan open space areas are classified as:

Dwelling Units
Thresholds

Jobs

2,000
2,500
3,000
3,500
4,000
4,001 to 12,540
12,541 to 25,080
25,081 to 34,000
34,001 to Full Buildout

300
700
2,000
3,500
4,500
1.25 Jobs per Dwelling Unit
1.30 Jobs per Dwelling Unit
1.59 Jobs per Dwelling Unit
2.0 Jobs per Dwelling Unit at Full Buildout

We are anticipating over 9,000 dwelling units for
the first Level B.I Plan, which would commit us
to 1.25 jobs per dwelling unit. To the extent this
Level B.I Plan exceeds the jobs to household ratio
requirement, the surplus shall be applied to subsequent Level B.I Plans provided the overall Level A
jobs to housing ratio requirements are met.
Meeting the needs of America’s changing
demographics, Santolina is designed to appeal to
the changing dynamics of the national population.
Over the past three census periods, the largest
segment of the population has been the 65+ age
brackets. Beginning January 1, 2011, the first baby
boomers began turning 65. During the next 19 years,
boomers will be turning age 65 at a rate of 10,000
people a day (source: AARP, Social Security Administration and Pew Research). At the same time, the
generation born between 1983 and 2000, known
as the Millennial generation, is
“community shopping”. This
young generation is beginning
to raise families and decide
where they will live and work.  
A cohesive master plan like
Santolina is designed to serve
these market segments.

1.3.1 Open Space

• Major Public Open Space
• Regional Parks
• Open Space
These lands represent approximately 23% of the
Santolina Level A Plan Area. Consistent with the
Santolina Level A Master Plan, this Level B.I Plan
includes all three categories of open space and
designates 23% of the Level B.I Plan Area as Open
Space. In addition to the above, an extensive neighborhood scaled open space and trails system shall
be incorporated into the Santolina development
districts. The neighborhood open space system
provides connections between residential neighborhoods and retail, employment and civic facilities.
The development of parks and open space will be
phased with surrounding development to ensure
residents access to recreational amenities through
the Level B.I Plan Area.
1.3.2 Land Use
The Level B.I Plan
includes
9,444
residential
units
located within three
of the Residential
Villages defined in the
Approved Santolina
Level A Master Plan.
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These include:
• Village Amarillo
• Village Oro
• Village Verde
A large quantity of non-residential components are
included within the Level B.I Plan Area. As defined
in the Santolina Level A Master Plan, these include:
•
•
•
•

A portion of the Industrial and Business Park
A portion of the Urban Center
A portion of the Business Park
The entire Town Center

The location and mix of land uses within this Level
B.I Plan is designed to concentrate a diversity of
community activities at appropriate locations while
safely guarding single family residential neighborhoods from higher intensity uses.

addresses regional population growth and the
water needs of the current and future Bernalillo
County/Albuquerque service area. Water needs
based on projected population growth, of which
Santolina’s future population was included, were
identified within the study. On July 29, 2014, the
ABCWUA provided a letter to Bernalillo County
indicating the ABCWUA has the capability and
capacity to serve the Santolina Level A Master Plan
as currently approved. Santolina will comply with
all adopted water consumption and usage policies
of the ABCWUA and the County. Additionally,
WALH will pay the ABCWUA a Water Supply Charge
(WSC). The ABCWUA will use the WSC to develop
additional/new water sources.
The Santolina Level A Plan provides specific
enforcement language necessary to support all
applicable water conservation codes. As part of
the research conducted for the Approved Santolina
Level A Master Plan and this subsequent Level
B.I Plan, a Santolina Water Master Plan Technical
Report was developed. The report outlined the
analysis and data related to how the proposed
water system can provide water service to this Level
B.I Plan Area as well as the entire Santolina Level A
Plan Area.
1.4.3 Water Conservation and Landscape Design

1.4.1 Infrastructure Planning

Future development within the Santolina Master
Plan area will adhere to xeriscape and Low Impact
Development (LID) landscaping principles that
incorporate the following water conservation
techniques. Impervious areas and roof drains shall
be carefully located so that they drain to natural
systems, vegetated buffers, natural resource areas
or pervious zones and soils.

Infrastructure planning for the Level B.I Plan is
based on a systems thinking approach. A comprehensive infrastructure plan has been established to
appropriately size required utilities such as water,
wastewater, stormwater drainage, dry utilities and
solid waste in order to serve the Level B.I Plan Area
and avoid future retrofits.

Proposed Landscape Plans for future development
shall limit turf to pedestrian areas. Turf shall not be
planted on slopes greater than 3:1. Turf shall not be
allowed in any street medians within the Plan Area.
If turf is to be used in non-pedestrian areas, it shall
be one or a combination of the drought tolerant
grass species.

1.4 INFRASTRUCTURE AND RESOURCES

1.4.2 Water
The Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility
Authority (ABCWUA) has provided a 40 Year Water
Plan to the State of New Mexico. The water plan

6.A.o
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developers will evaluate opportunities for Green
Infrastructure / Low Impact design elements prior
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Example of water harvesting techniques in parking areas and
street design.

to permit application and will incorporate such
elements where practicable. The evaluation will be
based on the techniques and practices identified
in the most current version of Bernalillo County's
Water Conservation Development standards and
Guidelines and/or as specified in any related stormwater ordinances. Each commercial site or area
of common development will provide for stormwater treatment and removal of foatables prior to
discharge of stormwater from the site or area, or
provide acceptable alternative. Water meters for
each housing unit in a multi-family housing development shall be installed using ABCWUA incentive
program rather than master meters where practical.
Additional Santolina area specific LID practices can
be found in Chapter 3, Section 3.5 Santolina Level B.I
Design Standards and Chapter 5, Section 5.7 Terrain
Management Plan. For additional landscape and
buffering regulations see Bernalillo County Code of
Ordinances Appendix A Section 19. For additional
water conservation requirements see Bernalillo County Code of Ordinances Article VII: Water
Conservation Requirements with special attention
to Section 30-249. - Design and Construction
Regulations for New Development and also the
most current version of the County's Water Conservation Development Standards and Guidelines.
1.4.4 Wastewater
Santolina will receive service from the ABCWUA
for sanitary sewer collection and treatment. A
conceptual level Wastewater Master Plan was
developed in support of the Santolina Level A
Master Plan. The Wastewater Plan identifies nearby
wastewater systems that can serve Santolina. As
part of this Level B.I Plan, a technical report has
been developed. The report outlines methods to
serve the Santolina Level A Master Plan Area as well
as the Level B.I Plan Area wastewater treatment
and collection requirements.

It is anticipated that the County will own and
operate the majority of public stormwater infrastructure within Santolina. These systems will be
located within public right of way to accommodate
public ownership, operation and maintenance. In
accordance with general Albuquerque Metropolitan
Arroyo Flood Control Authority (AMAFCA) policy,
AMAFCA will own, operate and maintain the major
drainage channels and ponds (or dams) required in
those drainage basins discharging stormwater to
the south and east of Santolina. These systems shall
be subject to AMAFCA approval of concept, design,
and construction.
1.4.6 Dry Utilities
The Level B.I Plan identifies the location of
existing dry utilities along with schematic designs
for improved major systems. Dry utilities will
be installed in coordination with the phased
developed of Santolina. This Level B.I Plan establishes the general planning for required utility
service.    Additional development specific service
studies and design will occur within the utilities as
development progresses.
1.4.7 Electric
Public Service Company of New Mexico (PNM®) is
the electric services provider for the Albuquerque/
Bernalillo County area. The utility provider has
electric facilities located near the Level B.I Plan
Area. The routing of electric transmission lines
and the location of associated stations required to
provide electric power at Santolina will be determined by PNM® and WALH. Additional substation
locations will be identified based on Santolina’s
buildout load demand.
1.4.8 Natural Gas
The New Mexico Gas Company (NMGCO) is the
local natural gas distribution utility company.
Natural gas lines currently exist within the Santolina
Level A Plan Area. A conceptual natural gas supply
system has been prepared to support the Approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
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CenturyLinkTM (Qwest) and XFINITY® (Comcast)
provide telecommunication services within the
Master Plan Area. It is anticipated that telecommunication lines will piggyback on the design and
expansion of dry utility services within Santolina.
XFINITY® is considering extending fiber optic
service to serve Santolina. This utility will likely
locate service lines underground within a public
utility easement or public right of way. Telecommunication lines may also co-locate on overhead
power poles where proposed.

designed and modeled as a multi-modal transportation system with adequate space for vehicular
movement as well as transit and pedestrian and
bicycle trails. The roadways within the Santolina
Level A Transportation Master Plan are shown four
to six lane arterial roadways.

1.4.10 Solid Waste
Santolina will comply with County solid waste
management regulations, as outlined in Chapter 70
of the Bernalillo County Code. As stated, the County’s
reason for providing solid waste management rules
is to preserve and protect the health, safety and
quality of life of County residents. These regulations require that solid waste collection services be
provided by the County or an authorized contractor.
At this time, solid waste collection services are
supplied by Waste Management, Inc.

1.5 TRANSPORTATION
The mix of land uses within Santolina is designed
to provide residents, workers and visitors, a vibrant
community. Key to this goal is the transportation
system. The Santolina Master Plan Area, while
primarily undeveloped range land, is accessed by
an existing road network including Atrisco Vista
Boulevard, Dennis Chavez Boulevard, 118th Street,
Central Avenue and Shelly Road. Additionally,
Santolina enjoys approximately six miles of
exposure along I-40 with access from the Atrisco
Vista Boulevard/West Central Avenue interchange.
As part of the Santolina Level A Master Plan, a transportation analysis was conducted. The Santolina
Level A transportation analysis was based on the
2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). The
2035 MTP was policy at the time of the Santolina   
submittal. The Santolina Level A transportation
analysis outline proposed projects that would
improve access to the Santolina Level A Planning
Area.
The Santolina Transportation Master Plan provided
with the Santolina Level A Master Plan was

The Applicant will submit a proposed Level B.I
Transportation Plan consistent with the Level A
Transportation Master Plan, as revised with the
Santolina Level A Master Plan.  The Level B.I Transportation Plan shall be submitted prior to a Level
B.I Plan approval or future development activities
such as building permits, that generate 500 or more
cumulative peak hour trips, or at a time when the
Bernalillo County Public Works Division (BCPWD)
and Developer deem it necessary.
As part of this Level B.I Plan, the Santolina roadway
network has been further refined to address
comments received during the Santolina Level
A approval process. The Level B.I transportation
analysis, documented in the Level B.I Transportation
Technical Report, added additional minor arterial
and collector roadways to the roadway network.
The necessary right of way as defined in the Level
B.I transportation analysis will be dedicated as a
part of the Level C review and approval process.
Construction of roadways, intersections and other
elements will be phased as necessary to serve the
development.
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The Santolina transportation system will provide
a mix of transportation options including roadside
and off-road trails designed to connect Residential
Villages with amenities and retail/employment
centers. Additionally, the trails system will also
provide links to the regional parks and open space
system. The trails system will accommodate a
bikeway network to provide a community wide
system for both recreational and commuting
purposes. The trails system will be designed to
link with future bus service stops located within
reasonable walking distances of residences. Transit
centers are envisioned within the Urban Center,
Community Centers, Town Center and employment
centers linking these areas to Residential Villages.
The Level B.I Transportation Plan creates a transportation and circulation system that provides strong
connectivity throughout the community with an
emphasis on walkability and trails. Additionally, the
jobs-housing ratio targets established in the Development Agreement will reduce congestion on the
existing transportation system by drawing jobs to
the West Side.
1.5.1 Approach and Implementation
This Level B.I Plan is comprised of two phases with a
development timeframe of 2025 and 2040.  Exhibit
2: Land Use Plan outlines the Level B.I development
program.   The specific Land Use Districts and the
allocation of said districts with the Level B.I Plan
Area are consistent with the Land Use Districts and
land allocations established within the Approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
The Level B.I Plan Land Use Districts shall be further
delineated and refined in Chapter Two of this Level
B.I Plan.  The Land Use Districts within this Level B.I
Plan include:
• Residential Villages (including Residential
Village Centers)
• Industrial and Business Park
• Major Public Open Space
• Regional Parks
• Open Space
• Urban Centers
• Business Park
• Town Center

This Santolina Level B.I Land Use Plan proposes
a variety of land uses that are compatible with
the property’s regional importance and strategic
location on Albuquerque’s growing West Side.
A variety of housing densities, commercial and
employment centers and innovative open spaces
create the framework for a cohesive community.  In
order to further articulate the vision for this Land
Use Plan, the Development   Team has provided
Zoning Regulations and Design Standards as part
of this Level B.I Plan. This Level B.I Plan includes
innovative standards for allowed uses, gross
densities, lot coverage, floor area ratios, major
landscaping features, building massing, flood water
management and provisions for transportation per
the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive
Plan (Comprehensive Plan) goals. This Level B.I
Land Use Plan has been designed to appropriately
collocate compatible uses and transition features.
For example, parks and internal open space transitions between low and high density residential
uses. The proposed roadway network is utilized as
a buffer between institutional and/or commercial
uses and residential uses. The proposed Business
Park and Industrial Park have been intentionally
sited on the west side of Paseo Del Volcan, away
from the residential and neighborhood commercial
mix of uses.
The Level B.I Land Use Plan offers a mix of uses
that provide the opportunity for future residents of
Santolina to live, work, play, and shop in a single
location. Specifically, the Land Use Plan calls for
horizontal mixed-use blocks that can combine single
use buildings within distinct parcels with a range of
land uses on a block. This design approach offers
opportunities for shared utilities and amenities as
well as a more efficient and cohesive design and
entitlement for a mix of uses within a walkable
block circumscribed by thoroughfares.
Vertical mixed-use buildings are permissive in the
Town Center and Urban Center zones. Vertical
mixed-use buildings allow street level and lower
floors to offer public uses with more private uses
are reserved for the upper floors. For example, the
ground floor may offer retail and services while the
second and upper floors provide professional office
space.  The uppermost floors offer only residential
such as a condominium or hotel. This mixing of
uses is a catalyst for creating complete, compact,
complex and lively neighborhoods, town centers
and urban centers.
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This Level B.I Plan encompasses 4,243 acres,
approximate 31% of the Santolina Level A Master
Plan Area.   As noted earlier, the PCC provides a
built-in framework for phasing a community.   The
Planned Communities (PC) Zone Regulations for a
Master Plan Area include a Santolina Level A Plan,
Level B.I Plans and Level C Plans.   The PC zoning
established within the Santolina Level A Master
Plan is further refined and design guidelines are
established within this Level B.I Plan.   In addition
to the permissive uses, this Level B.I Plan provides
detailed regulations related to parking, setbacks
and landscape.  The site characteristics and design
standards established in this Level B.I Plan create a
more refined level of development tailored to each
development district within the Plan Area.   This
process creates the opportunity to create distinct
places with unique character to appeal to multiple
market segments and populations.

The requirements for Santolina Level A, B and C
Plans are based on phased framework for Santolina.  
This Level B.I Plan and subsequent Level C Plans
shall outline development standards for a phase
of Santolina consistent with the overall community
vision as presented in the Approved Santolina Level
A Master Plan. Development within the Level B.I
Plan Area will develop in such order and at such
rate and time as the market dictates.
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2.1 OVERVIEW

2.2 PROPOSED LAND USE DISTRICTS

Significant growth is anticipated within the West
Side and greater region over the next twenty
years. At the same time, the region has the goal to
increase the jobs/housing ratio on the West Side to
reduce traffic congestion and provide employment
opportunities closer to where residents reside. This
Santolina Level B.I Plan has been designed to meet
the growth demand and jobs to housing objective.
As the future home of approximately 23,178
residents and an estimated 31,457 jobs, this Level
B.I Plan is designed to function as a self-sufficient
community unto itself.

TABLE 3: Level B.I Land Use Summary provides a
breakdown of the land uses within this Level B.I Plan
along with anticipated dwelling units, population
and jobs.  The average residential density is a result
of offering a variety of housing options within this
Level B.I Plan to meet anticipated market demand.  
Residential, commercial and civic centers will serve
residents of Santolina and the greater West Side.  
Large quantities of employment land use opportunities have been included within this Level B.I Plan
to serve this Level B.I Plan as well as future Level B
Plans.

The Approved Level A Master Plan identifies eight
Land Use Districts within the Level A Master Plan
Area. This Level B.I Plan has been configured to
provide an offering from all eight Land Use Districts
within Santolina. Consistent with the Santolina
Community Vision, this Level B.I Plan will assure:
• Numerous jobs and educational opportunities are locally accessible
• Desirable housing responds to current
demographic and market preferences
• Open space and quality of life is preserved
and enhanced
• A true live, work, learn and play community
is created for residents.

2.2.1 Residential Village
As identified in the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
the community shall have five Residential Villages
upon completion.   Each Residential Village shall
provide a wide range of residential housing opportunities to serve the region’s needs for decades to
come.   Each Residential Village may be designed
and developed as a single, cohesive village or
separated into a series of neighborhoods offering a
range of distinct housing types and characteristics.  
Consistent with residential phasing within the
Approved Level A Master Plan, this Level B.I Plan
includes a portion of three Residential Villages: 1)
Village Amarillo, 2) Village Oro and 3) Village Verde.

TABLE 2: Santolina Level B.I Land Use Plan
Land Use Type
LDR
Low Density Residential
MDR
Medium Density Residential
HDR
High Density Residential
UC/E-O-I
Urban Center/Education/Office/Institutional
PS
Public Safety Facility
C
Commercial
TC
Town Center
TC-MU
Town Center - Mixed Use
UC/HDR
Urban Center/High Density Residential
UC/C
Urban Center/Commercial
O
Office
BP
Business Park
IP
Industrial Park
P
Parks and Internal Open Space
MPOS
Major Public Open Space (Escarpment)
Level B Total Area

Total Area
826 acres
386 acres
45 acres
154 acres
6 acres
114 acres
326 acres
167 acres
24 acres
58 acres
18 acres
176 acres
574 acres
170 acres
672 acres
3,715 acres

Percent of
Level B Area
22.2%
10.4%
1.2%
4.1%
0.2%
3.1%
8.8%
4.5%
0.7%
1.6%
0.5%
4.7%
15.4%
4.6%
18.1%
100.0%
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maximum residential cap for this Level B.I Plan is
10,729 residential units.

Village (Residential)
Village Center
Commercial
Office
Town Center (TC &
TC-MU)
Business Park
Industrial Park
Urban Center
Parks and Internal
Open Space
Major Public Open
Space
Level B Total Area

Total Acres

Population
(Residents)

1,236
50
98
11

acres
acres
acres
acres

21,562 residents
1,016 residents
N/A
N/A

493
176
574
236

acres
acres
acres
acres

300 residents
N/A
N/A
300 residents

170 acres
672 acres
3,715 acres

N/A
N/A
23,178 residents

The residential housing offering within these
three Residential Villages will include a mix of low,
medium and high density residential.  Low density
residential includes a variety of single family
detached lot sizes.   Medium density residential
includes a mix of detached/attached residential
products including cluster, zero lot line, townhome
and duplex.  High density residential includes multifamily apartment style housing.  The medium and
high density residential have been located along
major arterials adjacent to non-residential uses
such as neighborhood commercial, civic and parks
to create walkable, active destinations.  
Chapter 3, Zoning of this Level B.I Plan establishes
maximum densities for low, medium and high
density residential uses.  While maximum densities
are provided as part of the Level B.I Zoning Code,
it is anticipated that all future development within
the Level B.I Plan Area will not be developed to the
established maximum densities.  This Level B.I Plan
provides the density benchmarks by which future
Level C Plans are regulated.  County Planning staff
shall utilize these benchmarks to ensure future
Level C Plans do not exceed the residential unit cap
established within this Level B.I  Plan.
This Level B.I Plan encompasses 4,243 acres of the
approved Level A Master Plan.  Approximately 1,000
acres of this Level B.I Plan is located within the
Rural Area designation on the Comprehensive Plan.  
Based on the size of this Level B.I Plan Area and the
underlying Comprehensive Plan designations, the

TABLE 4: Residential Units
Comp Plan
Designation

Area

Density

Allowable
Units

Reserve Area
Rural Area

3,243 acres
1,000 acres

3.0/du/acre
1.0/du/acre

9,729 units
1,000 units

4,243 acres

4.0/du/acre

10,729 units

Total:

TABLE 5: Residential Land Use Areas provides
a summary of the residential land use areas,
maximum densities and residential unit caps established within this Level B.I Plan. The table ensures
development remains below the allowable 10,729
units.   As noted in Section 1.3.2 Land Use, 9,444
residential unit are located within this Level B.I
Plan’s three Residential Villages.   The remaining
1,285 units create the residential component of the
Town Center and Urban Center located within this
Level B.I Plan.  
TABLE 5: Residential Land Use Areas
Residential
Zone

Maximum
Density

Land Area

Maximum
Limits

Low Density
Medium Density
High Density

5.0 du/ac
9.0 du/ac
50.0 du/ac

914.0 acres
422.5 acres
74.7 acres

4,570 units
3,803 units
2,247 units

7.5 du/ac

1,411.2 acres

10,620 units

Total:

Parks and open space are instrumental to the
Santolina community vision.   Approximately 139
acres of neighborhood parks, open space and
trails have been incorporated into the Residential
Villages.  The open space system will provide pedestrian and bicycle connectivity while also providing
definition for and buffer between neighborhoods.  
Civic service facilities are an important element
within a community.  They create a sense of place
and offer safety and services to the community.  
The following civic facilities will be accommodated
within the Residential Villages:
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TABLE 3: Level B.I Land Use Summary
Land Use
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• One Fire Station within Village Verde.
• One Sheriff Station within Village Verde.
• Three Elementary Schools (one within each
Residential Village).
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At this time the fire and sheriff station are colocated within the Village Center.  Each elementary
school is located to provide adequate coverage for
the residents within each Residential Village. The
locations of these civic facilities is subject to change.

residential options are located in close proximity to
employment, commercial and educational offerings
with this Level B.I Plan.  

2.2.2 Residential Village Centers

The Urban Center is centrally located within the
overall Santolina community.  The Urban Center is
envisioned as a destination with a concentration
of community activities to draw local and regional
residents.   Approximately 238 acres of the Urban
Center is within this Level B.I Plan.  The boundaries
of the Level B.I Plan Urban Center are defined by
Atrisco Vista Boulevard to the east, Dennis Chavez
Boulevard to the south and Gibson Boulevard to the
north.  All of these roadways are existing or future
principal arterials.
Land uses within the Urban Center include
education campuses, commercial, high density
residential and a central park.  This mix of land uses
will create a dynamic, high density community core
where residents can “live, work, learn and play.”
The goal of the Urban Center is to create a vibrant
destination within Santolina.   Following is a
summary of the land uses designed within the
Urban Center to create this setting:

The first of the Residential Village Centers is
included within this Level B.I Plan.  The Village Verde
Residential Village Center is approximately 54 acres
with a concentration of high intensity uses along
Gibson Boulevard.   Uses within the Residential
Village Center include high density residential,
office, neighborhood commercial and public service
areas.   Additionally, the western escarpment
open space is adjacent to the Village Center.  This
relationship provides recreational opportunities as
well as pedestrian and bicycle connections to the
Village Center.
While this Level B.I Plan has identified and
described the Village Center within Village Verde, it
is important to note that a mix of uses is envisioned
within each Residential Village included in this
Plan Area.   Exhibit 2: Land Use Plan illustrates a
mix of commercial, institutional schools and parks
distributed throughout the Residential Villages.  The
distribution of these uses ensures a wide range of

Educational.
Two educational campuses are
located within the Urban Center.  The first is a 91
acre parcel is anticipated to be allocated towards
an Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) kindergarten
through 12th grade campus. The second parcel is
an 87 acre tract allocated towards a Central New
Mexico community college (CNM) campus.   Both
education campuses enjoy frontage along Atrisco
Vista and Gibson Boulevards, providing excellent
access and public transit use.  This access will enable
those traveling within Santolina, the West Side and
the metropolitan area, to enjoy the campuses.
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As outlined in the Approved Level A Master Plan,
Residential Village Centers will be located within
each Residential Village.   They are envisioned to
include a variety of uses including, but not limited
to, higher density residential, neighborhood
commercial and local office or healthcare uses. The
Residential Village Centers are envisioned as areas
located and sized to provide convenient neighborhood scaled services, supported by more dense
residential lifestyles.

2.2.3 Urban Center

14
Packet Pg. 3612

CHAPTER 2: LAND USE

6.A.o

Residential.   High density residential is located
within the Urban Center to create live/work opportunities and an active hub within Santolina.  Adding
a mix of residential to the Urban Center creates
evening and weekend activity and energy.
Business Park located adjacent to I-40 west of Paseo
del Volcan is included within this Level B.I Plan.  The
194 acre Business Park will be home to emerging
technologies, research and development operations, healthcare industries and corporate users.  
The Business Park is designed to concentrate job
generation in a cluster, campus-like setting with easy
access to I-40 and existing roadways.  Additionally,
the Business Park is strategically located adjacent to
the Town Center, providing employees with convenient access to commercial uses and needs such as
restaurants and other services.
2.2.6 Industrial and Business Park
Parkland.   A central park is incorporated into the
Urban Center.   The 44 acre park will complete
the Urban Center by providing a recreational
and gathering area within the urban setting.  
Additionally, the park will provide pedestrian and
bicycle access for residents of the community.
2.2.4 Town Center
The Town Center, approximately 570 acres, is
located between two I-40 interchanges (Atrisco
Vista Boulevard at the future Paseo del Volcan).  
These interchanges conveniently connect the site
to existing regional roadways.  The Town Center has
the potential to provide several million square feet
of retail, lodging, hotels and related services as well
as medium to high density, multi-family residential
living.   The site is expected to attract large retail
stores, power centers, lifestyle centers, malls, car
dealership clusters and other high Gross Receipts
Tax (GRT) generators and service providers for the
region.  

A 671 acre Industrial and Business Park is located
on the western edge of the Level B.I Plan Area.  The
Industrial and Business Park is intended for large
manufacturing, warehouse, distribution, energy
production and large individual uses.   The area
also provides opportunities for a solar energy farm
and/or other alternative fuel powered facilities.  
Furthermore, the large acreage provides unique
opportunities for industrial symbiosis or an industrial ecology where businesses share resources
and make use of the waste/by-products of other
businesses.
While the end users described above create jobs,
tax revenue and excitement for a region, they
are also intensive uses.  As a result, the Industrial
and Business Park is ideally located remote from
residential and high visibility non-residential areas.  
The Santolina Level B.I Plan Industrial and Business
Park addresses this concern by locating the Industrial and Business Park remotely and buffering it
with a wide regional open space.

2.2.5 Business Park

2.2.7 Open Space

Critical to achieving the jobs/employment goals
established in the Development Agreement are the
two Business Parks located within Santolina.   The

Public Open Space as identified by this Level B.I
Plan is the area that corresponds with Open Space
identified in the:
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Commercial.  Approximately 17 acres of the Urban
Center has been allocated to commercial.   The
commercial tract is located along Dennis Chavez
Boulevard to create strong access for the West Side.
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These areas, as identified by the above referenced plans, are referred to as the Eastern Ceja
and the Western Ceja, and/or the Rio Puerco or
the eastern and western escarpments.  The eastern
and western escarpment areas are identified as
open space in this Level B.I Plan.  The open space
in this Level B.I Plan Area makes up approximately
701 acres, or 17.9% of the total Level B.I Plan Area
and will serve to meet the open space requirements for all land uses and parcels within this Level
B.I Plan.   Open space located on the west side of
the Level B.I Plan Area adjacent to Industrial and
Business Park makes up approximately 167 acres,
while the open space on the east side of the Level
B.I Plan Area adjacent to the Villages encompasses
the remaining estimated 593 acres. This area is
appropriate for recreational and educational uses
as well as appropriate public utilities and infrastructure.  Uses in these open space areas include
trails, visitor centers, water storage and drainage
facilities, roadway and transportation, utility rightsof-way and easement corridors.  
This land use is included as part of this Level B.I
Plan to ensure that residents are provided access
to trails and open space early in the Santolina
construction schedule.  The Level B.I Plan Area open
spaces are linked to adjacent land uses, such as the
Industrial and Business Park on the west and the
Residential Village on the east, through roadways

and pedestrian access.   Preserving this amenity
will provide a quality of life for future residents of
Santolina, the West Side and Bernalillo County.  
Open Space areas will be platted in phases via
the final plat process of adjacent residential,
commercial, industrial areas, etc. Based on the
level of service standards required to serve the
sequencing as described in Section 8.2. The
dedication or deeding of Open Space to the County
shall occur pursuant to the terms of Santolina
Level A Development Agreement including, but not
limited to, Section 6.2.4.
The Board adopted the Parks, Recreation and Open
Space Facilities Master Plan for 2015-2030 (PROS)
in October 2015. The Santolina Level A Master Plan
was adopted by the Board prior to the adoption of
the PROS Master Plan in June 2015. The PROS Plan
provides a needs assessment of parks, recreation
and open space facilities based on projected County
population growth through 2030.   The Santolina
Level A Master Plan Area has been identified in blue
on the exhibit.  
The PROS Plan calls for adequate facilities planning  
in future high-growth areas. Planning for future
parks, open space, and recreation facilities within
Bernalillo County is based on the Level-of-Service
(LOS) standards identified in TABLE 6: PROS PLAN
LEVEL-OF-SERVICE:
TABLE 6: PROS Plan Level-of-Service
PROS Plan LOS Standards
Open Space
Regional Park
Community Park
Neighborhood Park
Community Center
Aquatics Facility
Fully-Inclusive Playground

20.00
3.00
2.00
1.00

acres
acres
acres
acre

/ 1,000 people
/ 1,000 people
/ 1,000 people
/ 1,000 people

1.00 each / 15,000 people
1.00 each / 15,000 people
1.00 each / 50,000 people

Based on these PROS Plan LOS and facility benchmarks, an analysis of standards for the Level A
Master and Level B.I Plan Areas been conducted.  
The findings are illustrated in Tables 7 and 8.
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• Albuquerque Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan.
• City of Albuquerque Major Public Open
Space Facilities Plan.
• Bernalillo County Parks, Open Space and
Trails Master Plan.
• Southwest Area Plan.

*Regional Parks are identified in the Level A Master Plan
and shall be developed with future Level B Plans.
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Note: It is anticipated that additional private/pocket
parks will be located within residential neighborhoods.
Such parks have not been identified at this time.

TABLE 7: Level B.I Facility Requirements
Level B Facility Requirements
(assuming 23,178 people)
Open Space
Regional Park
Community Park
Neighborhood Park
Total Required Acreage
Community Center
Aquatics Facility
Fully-Inclusive Playground

464.00
70.00
46.00
23.00

acres
acres
acres
acres

603.00 acres
1.50 each
1.50 each
0.50 each

TABLE 8: Level B.I Level-of-Service
Level B Level-of-Service
Open Space
761.00 acres
Regional Park
*0 acres
Community Park
183.60 acres
Neighborhood Park
23.00 acres
Total Required Acreage 967.60 acres
Community Center
Aquatics Facility
Fully-Inclusive Playground

2.00 each
2.00 each
** each

Per the PROS Plan LOS standards, this Santolina
Level B.I Plan is expected to provide a total of
603 acres of Parks and Open Space. Based on the
Level B.I Land Use Plan and population projection,
the Land Use Plan provides a total of 945 acres of
Parks and Open Space. PROS Plan standards also
recommend providing one community center and
one aquatics  based on projected population counts
for the Level B.I Plan Area. A community center and
aquatics facility is anticipated as part of the Level
B.I Village Center, as identified by the Land Use
Map. Overall, this Level B.I Plan meets the intent
of the PROS Plan and significantly exceeds the LOS
standards.

2.2.8 Parks and Recreation Implementation 		
Strategy
Neighborhood Parks.  The first Level C residential
subdivision shall designate land for a 3 to 5 acre
neighborhood park.  The final plat for said Level C
Plan shall dedicate to the County the land for the  
neighborhood park.  As the first Level C residential
neighborhood is developed, the Developer
shall coordinate the programming, design and
construction of the park with County Parks staff.
The park will be designed and built as “Project
Infrastructure” pursuant to the definition in the
Level A Development Agreement. Future neighborhood parks shall be designated via the Level C
process and dedicated to the County via the final
plat process as the population thresholds for neighborhood parks defined in the Level A Master Plan
are reached.   This process ensures neighborhood
parks are designed and constructed as residential
development occurs.
Community and Regional Parks. As these facilities serve a much larger population and typically
contain more extensive improvements, these facilities will be developed over time as residential
development takes place.   This timing will be
consistent with the population thresholds
identified in the Level A Master Plan. These parks
are conceptually located on this Level B.I Land Use
Plan. As development progresses in the residential
areas surrounding these parks, the Developer
shall work with County parks staff to finalize the
size and location of the Community. The County
shall coordinate the programming, design, and
construction of the Community and future Regional
Parks with developer. The design and construction
of the Community Regional Park will be phased.
Basic Parks, Community Parks and Regional Parks
that meet the County’s standard level of service
needs to serve Santolina and only   Santolina will
be considered “Project Infrastructure” under the
Level A Development Agreement. To the extent
that a Regional Park is provided which is greater
in size, provides additional amenities, unique facilities at a level of service greater than the County’s
standard level of service needed to serve Santolina
or is explicitly intended to serve the County at large,
(such as a Pickle Ball Complex), will be considered
as “System Infrastructure” under the Level A Development Agreement with the costs shared. The
dedication or deeding of Parks to the County shall
occur pursuant to the terms of Santolina Level A
Development Agreement including, but not limited
to, Section 6.2.4.
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**Future Level B Plans will identify/accommodate
Aquatic Facilities, Community Centers, and Fully-Inclusive Playgrounds.
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Aquatic Facilities and Community Centers. As
these facilities serve a much larger population
and typically contain more extensive improvements, these facilities will be developed over time
as residential development takes place consistent
with the population thresholds identified in the
Level A Master Plan. These parks are conceptually
located on the Level B.I Land Use Plan. These facilities are anticipated to be co-located at Regional
and Community scale parks. As development
progresses in the residential areas surrounding
these parks, the Developer shall work with County
Parks staff to finalize the size and location of
the Community and Regional Park. The County
shall coordinate the programming, design, and
construction of the Community and Regional Park
with developer. The design and construction will be
phased. Facilities which meet the level of service
needs of Santolina and only  serve the project will
be considered “Project Infrastructure” under the
Level A Development Agreement. Aquatic facilities
provided which are significantly larger, provides
additional amenities, or unique facilities at a level
of service greater than the County’s standard level
of service needed to serve Santolina as well as other
real property, (i.e, an indoor, 50 meter pool similar
to West Mesa Pool); will be considered “System
Infrastructure” pursuant to the Level A Development Agreement. The dedication or deeding of
land for Aquatic Facilities and Community Centers
to the County shall occur pursuant to the terms
of Santolina Level A Development Agreement
including, but not limited to, Section 6.2.4.
Accessible Playground. The County anticipates
the need for an accessible playground within the
Level B.I Plan Area. This facility has been conceptually located in the Regional Park area within
the Urban Center. The County shall coordinate
with County Parks on the programming, design
and construction with developer. The design and
construction of this facility will be phased. Accessible Playgrounds are understood to be of similar
scale and function of the playground at Ladera Park
in the County’s system, and are intended to meet
the Level of Service needs based on the population
of residents in the Santolina area, and are therefore
considered “Project Infrastructure” under the Level
A development agreement. To the extent an accessible playground provided is significantly larger,
provides additional amenities or unique facilities at a level of service greater than the County’s
standard level of service needed to serve Santolina,
(i.e., of similar scale and function as A Park Above

playground located in Rio Rancho), the playground
would be considered “System Infrastructure” under
the Level A Development Agreement. No accessible playground is planned for this Level B.I Plan
Area, but will be included with the next Level B Plan
Area.  The dedication or deeding of land for Accessible Playground to the County shall occur pursuant
to the terms of Santolina Level A Development
Agreement including, but not limited to, Section
6.2.4.
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3.1 HOW TO USE THIS PLAN

In order to implement the broad vision themes in the Level A Master Plan, the Level B.I Plan introduces specific
zoning districts. The regulatory framework provided in this chapter is intended to be flexible, allow creativity
through design, while also being firm in other criteria requiring standards be followed in order to achieve the
overall Master Plan vision.
Relationship between Land Use and Zoning
Each zone district in this chapter, identifies which land uses are allowed to be built by right, which land uses may
require a special or conditional use permit. Zone district regulations also specify the minimum lot size, minimum
setbacks from property lines, maximum building height, maximum building floor-area-ratio (FAR), maximum
impervious area and minimum off-street parking. Additionally, this chapter also regulates signs, site design,
landscaping and architectural standards.
Relationship to Other Plans and Codes
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
The City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan is the Rank I governing plan for all
long-range and current development in the City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County. The Santolina Master
Plan Level A Plan is the guiding Rank II plan in this area of the County and complies with the Comprehensive
Plan. Santolina Level B.I Plan area is inside the Comprehensive Plan designated Reserve area. The Reserve
area in the southwest mesa includes one Developing Activity Center and one Developing Employment Center.
The Developing Employment Center, located west of Atrisco Vista Boulevard and near Interstate 40, corresponds with the Santolina Town Center Zone District, allowing large retail commercial, highway commercial,
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan Centers and Corridors
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Achieving the Santolina Vision
The vision of the Santolina Master Plan is to be a community in which jobs and educational opportunities
are plentiful and locally accessible; where desirable housing responds to changing demographics and market
preferences; where open space and quality of life are preserved and enhanced; and where a true live, work,
learn and play community is created for residents.
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Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance
Santolina Level B.I zoning is administered, regulated and enforced by the Bernalillo County Planning and Development Department. Zone Districts in this Chapter are structured in such a way that the most closely related
Bernalillo County zone is used as a foundation and customized to implement specific Santonlina Level A intent
and vision. There are several references in this Chapter to the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
Requests to change the zone districts of a parcel within the Santolina Master Plan area to follow standard procedures for County Rank III Sector Plan amendments. Applicants will be expected to address Resolution 116-86
and the policies of this Plan in their justification for a change in zone district. Should a discrepancy exist between
the zoning proposed in this Chapter and the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance, the text of this Level B.I Plan
Zoning Chapter shall govern. Where the Santolina zoning regulations are silent, the Bernalillo County Zoning
Code shall be enforced.
SANTOLINA LEVEL B POLICIES FOR CONSIDERING ZONE DISTRICTCHANGES AND, SPECIAL USE PERMIT
APPLICATIONS.
The following policies for deciding zone district changes and Special Use Permit applications pursuant to the
Santolina Level B.I. Master Plan:
A. A proposed land use change must be found to be consistent with the health, safety, and general welfare
of the residents of the County.
B. The cost of land or other economic considerations pertaining to the applicant shall not be the determining factor for a land use change.
C. A proposed land use change shall not be in significant conflict with adopted elements of the Comprehensive Plan and this Level B Master Plan.
D. Stability of land use and zoning is desirable; therefore, the applicant must provide a sound justification
for land use change. The burden is on the applicant to show why the change should be made.
E. The applicant must demonstrate that the existing zoning districts are inappropriate because:
1.
there was an error when the existing zone map pattern was created; or
2.
changed neighborhood or community conditions justify the land use change; or
3.
a different use category is more advantageous to the community, as articulated in the
Comprehensive Plan, even though (I) or (2) above do not apply.
4.
the proposed zone change must be consistent with the intent of the Level A and B Master
Plan’s as well as the provisions of the Level A and Level B.I Development Agreement.
F. A land use change shall not be approved where some of the permissive uses in the land use change
would be harmful to adjacent property, the neighborhood, or the community.
Development Process
Process and procedures for future Level C Plans will follow Section 19.5(B)(3) of the Bernalillo County Zoning
Code – PC Planned Communities Zone. As stated in this section of the Planned Communities Zone, “Adoption
and amendment of the Level C subdivision and site development plans is by the County Development Review
Authority subject to appeal to the Planning Commission.” Please refer to the provisions of the Bernalillo County
Code of Ordinances for procedural requirements concerning Special Use Permits (Section 18) as well as Conditional Uses and Variance Applications (see Appendix A, Section 24(A) – Zoning Administrator).
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neighborhood commercial and some high density residential uses. The Developing Activity Center, located at
the intersection of Atrisco Vista Boulevard and Dennis Chavez Boulevard, corresponds with the Urban Center
Zone District allowing neighborhood commercial, office and institutional and high density residential uses. The
City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County are currently working to update their Comprehensive Plan. This
update will include the activity and employment centers provided in the Approved Santolina Level A Master
Plan.
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In addition to the County Code requirements, non-residential and multi-family development over 5 acres will
require Site Plan review by the County Development Review Authority (CDRA).

CLUSTER HOUSING. Allows homes to be grouped together while the remaining land is reserved for open space.
Such siting of homes allows for preservation of views and open space. The pattern may allow for growth but also
preserves land as well as infrastructure. Developers are allowed to develop at a higher density as an incentive
to develop cluster communities. Clustering also allows the Developer and Bernalillo County to save on the cost
of streets, water and sewer lines and other infrastructure because of the reduced distances between structures
and lots. Cluster housing may require formation of a homeowners association or other strategies to manage the
open space or other areas owned in common.
FOOD CART/TRUCK/TRAILER. Any wagon, truck, push cart or vehicle self-propelled or otherwise movable from
place to place from which any person sells, offers for sale, or gives away, beverages, food or any food product
for human consumption.
GRADE. Means the average of the approved ground level immediately adjacent to each facade of a building,
considered separately; where an earth embankment is placed against the side of a building or a retaining wall
supporting a terrace is placed close to a building, grade shall be measured from the toe or bottom of the
embankment or retaining wall; building floor level is irrelevant. As used herein, approved grade shall be no
higher than the specified elevation on the grading plan approved by the County in conjunction with subdivision
or site development plan approval; in the absence of such approved plans, original natural grade applies.
HEIGHT. When applied to a building, means the vertical distance above the grade at each façade of the building,
considered separately, to the highest point of the coping of a flat roof; to the deck line of a mansard roof; or to
the average height between the plate and the ridge of a gable, hip, or gambrel roof. The height of a stepped or
sloped building means the maximum height above grade of any distinct segment of the building, which segment
constitutes at least 10% of the gross floor area of the building.
INCIDENTAL SIGN. An “incidental sign” (hereinafter “such sign or signs” or “the sign” or “a sign”) is any sign,
handbill, or poster which is placed to advertise or announce a specific event, or which pertains to a particular
event or occurrence, or which is not designed or intended to be placed permanently, or which relates to such
events or occurrence that are not taking place on the premises on which the sign is located. Examples of such
signs include, but are not limited to, signs, handbills, or posters relating to real estate, garage sales, political
candidates or ballot measures, concerts, “swap meets” and the like.
INDEPENDENT LIVING - AGE RESTRICTED HOUSING. Housing that is intended and operated for occupancy by
persons 55 years of age or older and meet the following requirements:
1) At least 80% of the occupied units are occupied by at least one person 55 years of age or older.
2) The facility or community publishes and adheres to policies that demonstrate its intent to in fact be a provider of housing for older persons.
3) The facility or community complies with rules established by HUD for verification of occupancy.
LARGE RETAIL FACILITY. A single tenant structure with at least 75,000 square feet of net leasable area for the
purpose of retailing. A shopping center site with a main single tenant structure of 75,000 square feet or more
is a LARGE RETAIL FACILITY.
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3.2 DEFINITIONS

MIXED USE DEVELOPMENTS. Mixed-use categories are allowed within several zone districts (PC-S-C, PC-S-VC,
PC-S-UC, PC-S-TC) to allow (1) vertical mixed-use buildings and (2) horizontal mixed-use blocks or neighborhoods. A vertical mixed-use building combines different uses in the same building. Lower floors should have
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more public uses with more private uses on the upper floors. Horizontal mixed-use blocks or neighborhoods
combine single-use buildings on the same parcel or distinct parcels in a range of land uses within one block. For
example, in the Village Center Zone District, horizontal mixed-use allows both retail and high density uses within
one neighborhood or block. The non-residential uses are limited to those allowed as permissive or conditional
in the PC-S-VC Zone district, plus incidental activities such as the creation of arts and craft items for resale or
similar activities. Santolina Level B.I Zoning Districts allow both types of mixed-use. For clarity, if a single Zone
District, such as the Urban Center Zone District, allows mixed-use as a permissive use, then this Zone District
allows for both vertical and horizontal mixed-use. In general, the Santolina Level B.I Plan is a mixed-use community.
PREMISES. Any lot or combination of contiguous lots held in single ownership, together with the development
thereon and controlled by a site development plan; there may be multiple occupancy.
RECREATION, ACTIVE. Recreational activities requiring extensive facilities or development that have an impact
on the recreational site such as organized sports, playground activities, and the use of motorized vehicles.
RECREATION, PASSIVE. Recreational activities that do not require a developed site. Offers constructive, restorative, and pleasurable human benefits and fosters appreciation and understanding of open space and its
purpose, such as hiking trails, picnic areas, and scenic overlooks.
SECONDARY DWELLING UNITS. Living quarters within an accessory building containing a kitchen.  The Secondary
Dwelling Unit is clearly located in a separate structure and incidental to the primary dwelling unit.
SENIOR HOUSING PROJECT. Housing designed specifically for seniors that may include different levels of care:
independent living, assisted living, memory care, or skilled nursing, or any combination of the above. These
projects may be designed as continuing care communities that allow residents to transfer to higher levels of
care as needed. Support services typically include commercial level kitchens with shared dining facilities for
residents; medical services with personnel that provide assistance with medication, administration, dressing,
bathing and social activities; activity rooms; indoor recreational amenities; gift shops; hair salons; administrative offices; laundry services; worship space; etc. Projects may be designed with all levels of care within one or
more buildings on a site. Independent  living units may be designed and constructed as part of a central building
along with other levels of care or be designed and constructed as single family attached or detached units that
include their own kitchen. Projects may also include overnight guest units to accommodate short term visitors.
SIGN, ELECTRONIC DISPLAY/BOARD PANEL. A sign which presents information that is transmitted in various
visual forms and includes types such as: flat screen, active display matrix, or any electronic display capable of
displaying multiple communications, images, graphics in mono, tri and/or full color. Such displays include but
are not limited to current and future technology such as: Light Emitting Diodes (LED), Liquid Crystal Display
(LCD), Plasma Display Panels (PDP), 3D Holography, pixel or sub-pixel technology, other fiber optics or illumination devices within the display area. The electronic control allows for programmable, electronic changing
messages used primarily for the purpose of advertising, marketing messages, display of time-sensitive and
other updatable information.
TOWNHOUSE. One of a group of two to eight attached dwelling units divided from each other by common walls,
each having a separate entrance leading directly to the outdoors at ground level and each having at least 15%
of its heated and unheated floor area approximately at grade.

6.A.o
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For additional Definitions reference the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
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3.3 SPECIAL USE PERMIT REGULATIONS. See Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 18
G. Prohibited types of Special Use Permits.
1.
Airport.
2.
Amusement Park.
3.
Auction Yard.
4.
Cemetery.
5.
Drive-in theater.
6.
Feedlot.
7.
Foster group home; penal, correctional or mental institution.
8.
Mining, excavating, removing, processing, stockpiling, or distribution of rock, sand gravel,
clay, pumice, scoria, decomposed granite, or similar materials, or batching plant.
9.
Mobile home/manufactured home park.
10.
Ore reduction, smelting.
11.
Overnight Campground.
12.
Pet Cemetery.
13.
Racetrack for Autos.
14.
Storage facility for hazardous waste materials.
H. Permissive Uses.
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 18.B for Special Use Permits, except
as listed above.

3.4 ZONE DISTRICTS
The Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan established a PC Zoning framework for future Level B.I Plans. The
Level A Master Plan established seven zoning districts that have been revised and expanded in this Level B.I Plan
to establish eleven zoning districts including:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)

PC-S- LDR Low Density Residential Zone District
PC-S-MDR Medium Density Residential Zone District
PC-S-HDR High Density Residential Zone District
PC-S-O Office Zone District
PC-S-C Commercial Zone District
PC-S-VC Village Center Zone District
PC-S-UC Urban Center Zone District
PC-S-TC Town Center Zone District
PC-S-BP Business Park Zone District
PC-S-IP Industrial and Business Park Zone District
PC-S-MPOS Major Public Open Space Zone District
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Special Use Permits may authorize uses with the exception of:

This Level B.I Plan provides more detail concerning specific uses and standards. The permissive uses within
these zoning districts fall within the identified general permissive uses as specified within the Level A Master
Plan. Unless otherwise specified, terms shall be as defined in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance in effect
at the time of approval of this Level B.I Plan.
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This Level B.I Plan has been designed to be consistent with the intent and framework established by the Approved
ZONING
DISTRICTS
Santolina Level A Master Plan.  As envisioned by the PCC, the Level B.I Plan is a refinement to
theSeptember
Level
A Master
30, 2016
Plan providing more detail concerning land uses, transportation, zoning and other design elements. This Level
B.I Plan sets the stage for future Level C Plans that are the implementation of these plans in the form of subdivisions, site plans and ultimately the construction of structures.  Ensuring flexibility in the implementation of
these plans is critical to the success of the Santolina Master Planned Community.
NORTH

1/4 mile

1/2 mile

Residential Zone Districts
The Level B.I Plan includes portions of three Residential Villages as identified in the Level A Master Plan. This
Level B.I Plan defines the specific land uses within the Residential Villages. These uses are consistent with
the Site Characteristic section of the approved Santolina PC Zone District.   The Santolina PC Zone set more
intense uses along major roadway corridors and less intense uses interior to the Residential Villages. At this
time, the Residential Villages within this Level B.I Plan include the following Zone Districts and their prohibited,
permissive, and conditional uses as well as sign, height and area regulations uses:
A) Low Density Residential Zone district
B) Medium Density Residential Zone district
C) High Density Residential Zone district
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1) PC-S-LDR LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE DISTRICT
This zone district provides suitable sites for detached housing, cluster housing and incidental uses. In cases
where this zone abutts the PC-S-MPOS Zone please see the Design Standards Section 3.5.4) Development
Standards for land abutting Major Public Open Space.
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B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9  for R-1 Single Family Residential Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited
Uses.
2.
Public or private school where children are given a general education equivalent to any of
the first twelve grades.
3.
Public utility structure.
4.
Real estate office and an incidental sign in connection with a specific development, provided it is not used as living quarters during the time it is used as an office and further
provided that it is limited to a period of one year. After one year refer to Bernalillo County
Zoning Code Section  9.B.3.h.
5.
Recreational facility (non-profit), such as community center, swimming pool, tennis club.
6.
Sign, wall mounted and monument signage shall be permitted for individual neighborhoods and shall be approved as part of the subdivision plat.
C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for R-1 Single Family Residential
Zone B.3. Conditional Uses with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
Cluster Housing Development (CHD).
a. Allowed for lots with a minimum of 2 acres.
b. Minimum lot size requirements for CHD shall be the same as the underlying zone.
c. The number of dwelling units permitted in a CHD is determined by dividing the site
area by the minimum lot size permitted rounded to the nearest whole number. The
dwelling units may be houses or townhouses or any combination thereof.
d. The minimum setbacks are as follows:
(1) Front – 15 feet except driveways shall not be less than 20 feet long.
(2) Rear – 15 feet for houses and townhouses unless adjoining another residential
zone district in which case the setback for townhomes shall be 25 feet.
(3) Side – 10 feet minimum separation required between houses and 5 feet for all
side yards
(4) Townhome - No required side-yard setback, except 10-foot separation between
buildings (or 5-foot side yard setback from the property line). Corner lots shall
have a minimum of 10 foot side yard setback.
e. Height. Height shall be regulated by the base zone districts.
f. Cluster Housing Development Open space (CHDOS).
(1) A minimum of 30% of the gross area of a CHD shall be set aside as Open Space.
(2) No buildings or structures are permitted in the open space for CHD except
those necessary for the operation and maintenance of the CHDOS and buildings used as a community room or other recreational or agricultural activity
and will not require a new Conditional Use approval.
(3) The CHDOS shall be set aside by the Developer either as a Private or Public
open space. A Private CHDOS shall be created, subject to a finding of suitability

Attachment: Santolina Level B Plan with Exhibits.compressed 3_14_17 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for R-1 Single Family Residential
Zone B.1. Prohibited Uses, in addition to the following uses:
a. Agricultural activity
b. Section 3.l. One Mobile Home for a three-year period in addition to an existing single-family dwelling or mobile home on a lot.
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3.

by the Zoning Administrator. A Public CHDOS may be created by dedication of
land to the County.
g. The CHD may be used for agriculture, landscaping, recreation, open space or any
combination thereof. It may be composed of separate tracts but each shall have a
minimum length and width of 35 feet and shall be visible from a public right-of-way
unless approved by the Zoning Administrator. Land used for streets, driveways, parking, sidewalks and private yards may not be counted as part of a CHDOS.
Secondary Dwelling Units. An accessory living quarters containing a kitchen, provided:
a. In no case can the Secondary Dwelling Unit be larger than 75% of the primary dwelling unit and no larger than 1,000 square feet and as defined in 4.e.
b. There shall be no more than either one Secondary Dwelling Unit or one Accessory
Living Quarters per lot. In no case shall both be allowed on one lot.
c. Occupancy: The property owner or beneficiary of an ownership trust described in
a deed to the property must occupy either the primary or secondary dwelling unit.
Upon request by the County, the property owner or beneficiary of an ownership
trust shall provide proof of occupancy. A current government-issued photo identification with an address matching the property shall constitute proof of residency for
purposes of this ordinance.
d. If such use is approved, the Zoning Administrator shall record the terms of the approved Conditional Use Permit with the County Clerk, together with a signed acceptance of such terms prior to occupancy of the SDU. The terms of the County action
shall run with the land.
e. Size. The heated square footage of a Secondary Dwelling Unit shall not exceed:
(1) Maximum 650 net square feet for lots 5,000 square feet or less.
(2) Maximum 800 net square feet for lots greater than 5,000 square feet but not
greater than 10,000 square feet.
(3) Maximum 1,000 net square feet for lots greater than 10,000 square feet.
(4) A garage or shed attached to the Secondary Dwelling Unit shall not count towards the square footage limitation. The garage or shed shall not exceed 50%
of the size of the secondary dwelling unit.
(5) All accessory buildings, including Secondary Dwelling Units, must comply with
4.g.
(6) Setbacks: Secondary dwelling units shall be located to the rear of the primary dwelling unit except on irregularly-shaped lots where side yards are larger
than rear yards, in which case a secondary dwelling unit may be located in the
side yard provided required setbacks are met. The following minimum setbacks
from the property line shall apply:
(7) There shall be a minimum of 10 feet separation between a primary dwelling
unit and the secondary dwelling unit.
(8) There shall be a front-yard setback of not less than 20 feet.
(9) There shall be a side yard setback of not less than 5 feet.
(10) There shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 5 feet.
(11) There shall be 10 feet of the street side of corner lots.
f. Height: Secondary dwelling units shall not exceed one story and 18 feet in height,
with the following exception:
(1) Where a property is accessed by an alley, a Secondary Dwelling Unit may be
built over a garage, provided the garage is accessed only from the alley and
the total height of the structure does not exceed 22 feet or the height of the
primary dwelling unit, whichever is shorter.

6.A.o
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i.

Parking: One off-street parking space.
Design: The design of the secondary dwelling unit shall relate to the design of the
primary dwelling unit by use of similar exterior wall materials or finishes, architectural style and elements, including but not limited to roofing materials and roof pitch.
Usable Open Space.
(1) Usable open space shall be provided on-site in an amount equal to 200 square
feet for each efficiency or one-bedroom dwelling unit.

D. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may not exceed 26 feet in height, except as provided in Section 22.
2.
Supplementary Height and Area Regulations of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
E. Area Regulations:
1.
Lot Size.
a. Minimum lot area of 5,000 square feet and a minimum lot width of 50 feet.
2.
Setback.
a. There shall be a front yard setback of not less than 15 feet except driveways shall be
not less than 20 feet long.
b. On a corner lot, the side yard setback adjacent to the side of the street shall be as
follows:
(1) If the rear yard abuts the front yard of a residential zoned lot, not less than 15
feet.
(2) In no case shall it be less than 10 feet.
c. Side yard setbacks which are interior, i.e., measured from side lot lines which are not
adjacent to streets, shall be not less than five feet on each side.
d. There shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 15 feet for the primary dwelling
unit.
e. There shall be no less than 10 feet between dwelling units.
F.

Off-Street Parking.
1.
Off-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance with the
following exceptions:
a. Maximum front yard setback area that can be an improved parking and maneuvering area: 60%, but no more than 30 feet wide or the width of the front of the garage,
whichever is wider.
b. Parking on any portion of a front yard setback area, other than the improved parking
and maneuvering areas, is prohibited.

2) PC-S-MDR MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE DISTRICT
This zone district provides suitable sites for detached housing, cluster housing and townhouses and incidental
uses. In cases where this zone abutts the PC-S-MPOS Zone please see the Design Standards Section 3.5.4)
Development Standards for land abutting Major Public Open Space.
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g.
h.

A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-LDR Zone District, in addition to the following uses:
a. Apartments
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in the PC-S-LDR Zone District.
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All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 10 for R-2 Apartment Zone B.2 Permissive uses with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited uses.
Secondary Dwelling Units as Regulated in the PC-S-LDR Zone District.
Independent Living-Age Restricted Housing.

D. Height.  See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any location with a maximum height of 50 feet;
any portion of a structure which exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary
of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60°
angle from the same boundaries or right of way centerline when abutting a Low Density
Residential Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
E. Area Regulations:
1.
Lot Size.
a. For a townhouse, minimum lot area shall be 2,200 square feet per dwelling unit;
minimum lot width shall be 22 feet per dwelling unit.
b. For a house, minimum lot area shall be 3,600 square feet per dwelling unit; minimum lot width shall be 36 feet.
2.

Setback.
a. There shall be a front yard setback of not less than 15 feet except driveways shall be
not less than 20 feet.
b. There shall be no required side-yard setback, except:
(1) There shall be 5 feet on lots where dwelling units are detached;
(2) There shall be 10 feet on the street side of corner lots.
(3) There shall be no required side yard setback for Townhouses.
c. There shall be a rear yard setback of:
(1) No less than 15 feet for the primary dwelling unit.
d. There shall be a distance of not less than 10 feet between dwelling units.

F.

Off-Street Parking.
1.
Off-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance with the
following exceptions:
a. Maximum front yard setback area that can be an improved parking and maneuvering area: 85%, but no more than 22 feet wide or the width of the front of the garage,
whichever is wider.
b. Parking on any portion of a front yard setback area, other than the improved parking
and maneuvering areas, is prohibited.
G. Usable Open Space.
1.
Usable open space shall be provided on-site at 550 square feet per townhouse dwelling
unit and 360 square feet per townhouse dwelling unit on a lot with vehicle access only to
the rear yard from an alley.
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C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses conditional in the PC-S-LDR Zone District.
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3) PC-S-HDR HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE DISTRICT

A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-MDR Zone District with the exception of those listed below
under Permissive Uses.
2.
Secondary Dwelling Units.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
Uses permissive in the PC-S-MDR Zone District, provided there are not over 30 dwelling
units per net acre, unless the property is located on a collector or arterial where the density may increase to not over 50 du/acre.
2.
Apartments and uses incidental to an apartment such as day care center, news, cigar, or
candy stand, delicatessen, personal-service shop and the like, are permitted with an apartment development.
3.
Independent Living- Age Restricted Housing.
C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses conditional in the PC-S-MDR Zone District.
2.
Senior Housing Project. Any uses auxiliary to and related to the running of a senior housing
project.
a. Senior Housing Conditional Use Applications
Each application for a conditional use shall be accompanied by a site development
plan that shall include the following:
(1) A Site Plan that is drawn to scale that includes a north arrow and shows the
boundaries of the property; all existing and proposed structures on the site
and within 50 feet beyond the property boundaries including the square footages and use of each structure, dimensions, and loading and unloading areas;
the number of parking spaces required and provided, including handicapped
parking, with location, arrangement, dimensions, aisles, bicycle racks, parking
lot lighting and points of ingress and egress clearly indicated; existing and proposed public and private streets, alleys and easements, with proper names and
dimensions; and fire lanes and emergency vehicle parking.
(2) A Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan that also addresses water harvesting,
LID features, and the EPA Water Quality Volume (pursuant to the MS4 permit
requirements).
(3) A conceptual Landscape and Buffer Landscape Plan identifying street trees,
shrubs and planting beds, and the nature and location of ground cover. The
plan shall include a statement of responsibility for landscape maintenance.
(4) A Conceptual Utility Plan identifying existing and proposed water, sewer and
fire hydrant locations, storm drainage facilities and refuse container locations.
(5) Building elevations clearly showing materials, colors, dimensions of key building elements and signage as regulated in the C-1 Zone.
(6) A written statement showing compliance with the zoning and design guidelines
contained with the Santolina Level B.I Plan.
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This Zone District provides suitable sites for the highest density housing including apartments outside of
Urban Centers.  It is most appropriately mapped adjacent to commercial, office, or employment centers,
where primary access to a major street is available. In cases where this zone abutts the PC-S-MPOS Zone
please see the Design Standards Section 3.5.4) Development Standards for land abutting Major Public Open
Space.
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E. Area Regulations:
1.
Lot Size.
a. Minimum lot width and depth shall be 150 feet for apartments.
b. For all other development, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District for lot size requirements.
2.

Setback. Refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District for setback requirements.

F.

Off-Street Parking.
1.
Off-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance with the
following exceptions:
a. For Apartments, each dwelling unit, one space per bath but not less than one and
one-forth spaces.
b. For Townhomes, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District.
G. Usable Open Space.
1.
For Apartments, usable open space shall be provided on-site in an amount equal to 200
square feet for each efficiency or one-bedroom dwelling unit, 250 square feet for each
two-bedroom dwelling unit and 300 square feet for each dwelling unit containing three or
more bedrooms.
2.
For Townhomes, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District.
4) PC-S-O OFFICE ZONE DISTRICT
The purpose of this Zone District is to provide sites suitable for office, business, service and institutional uses.
Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building or premises shall be maintained on site:
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of the O-1 Office and
Institutional Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses with the exception of residential uses as listed and
defined below under Permissive Uses.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of the O-1 Office and
Institutional Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the exception of the following:
a. Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided that it has a
minimum density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre.
2.
Public and Private Parks.
3.
Recreational facility (non-profit), such as community center, swimming pool, tennis club
4.
Signage. Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
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D. Height.  See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any location with a maximum height of 78 feet,
any portion of a structure which exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of
the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle
from the same boundaries or right of way centerline when abutting a Low and Medium
Density Residential Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
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C. Conditional Uses:

1.

All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of the O-1 Office and
Institutional Zone  B.3 Conditional Uses with the exception of residential uses as regulated
in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.

D. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade
1.
Structures may exceed 50 feet in height at any location with a maximum height of 78 feet,
any portion of a structure which exceeds 50 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of
the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle
from the same boundaries or right of way centerline when abutting a Low and Medium
Density Residential Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
E. Area Regulations:
1.
For residential, refer to PC-S-HDR Zone District.
2.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
3.
Side Yard. A side yard is required only on the side of a lot abutting a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR
Zone District, in which case there shall be a side yard of not less than six feet.
4.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of not less than 15 feet.
F.

Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Off-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Section 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
5) PC-S-C COMMERCIAL ZONE DISTRICT
The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this
section, are the regulations in the C-1: Neighborhood Commercial Zone. The purpose of this zone district is
to provide suitable sites for office, service, institutional, civic, education, recreation and limited commercial
uses to satisfy the day-to-day needs of nearby residential areas and to minimize any adverse effect on
nearby residential development for those commercial properties located outside of a village center.
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The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Administration Section of the Bernalillo County
Zoning Ordinance with additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the
adjoining property, neighborhood and community.

Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building or premises shall be maintained on site.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood
Commercial Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses with the exception of residential uses as regulated
in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.
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B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Code Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood
Commercial Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the exception of the following:
a. Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided that it has a
minimum density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre.
2.
Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers are permitted to operate on public or private non-residential
property, provided:
a. Any associated tables, chairs, displays, umbrellas, or the like, must not physically occupy or obstruct access to any parking stalls necessary to meet the minimum parking
requirements for the on premise land uses (if any), except that this requirement
does not apply if the mobile food unit is operating outside of the hours of operation
of the on premise uses.
b. Any associated tables, chairs, displays, umbrellas, or the like, must not obstruct any
designated vehicular ingress or egress from the property, or any designated driveaisle.
c. Has written permission from the property owner for use of the site, a copy of which
shall be kept and maintained in the mobile food unit and made available for review
by any County inspector at all times during operation of the mobile food unit at the
site.
d. Operator must provide receptacles for disposal of all food truck generated refuse.
e. Are permitted to operate on public or private developed residential property in conjunction with a Special Event Permit, provided:
(1) The Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers has written permission from the property owner for use of the site, a copy of which shall be kept and maintained in the Mobile Food Unit and made available for review by any County inspector at all
times during the operation of the Mobile Food Unit at the site.
(2) Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers may not operate on the same residential property
more than 12 days per year.
3.
Mixed use development as defined.
4.
Signage. Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
C. Conditional Uses:
The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Administration Section of the Bernalillo County
Zoning Ordinance with additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the
adjoining property, neighborhood and the community.
1.

All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.3 Commercial Uses with the exception of residential uses as
regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.

6.A.o

Attachment: Santolina Level B Plan with Exhibits.compressed 3_14_17 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

CHAPTER 3: ZONING

D. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any location.  Any portion of a structure which
exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited
in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abutting a to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
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E. Area Regulations:
1.
For residential, refer to PC-S-HDR Zone District.
2.
For Mixed Use Developments, refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for
C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone D. Area Regulations.
3.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 5 feet.
4.
Side Yard. No side yard is required except for buildings or parts of buildings hereafter
erected or structurally altered for residential use, in which case, the side yard regulations
of the PC-S-LDR Zone District shall apply. In all other cases, a side yard setback is required
only on the side of a lot abutting an PC-S-LDR, PC-S-MDR, PC-S-HDR Zone Districts, in
which case there shall be a side yard setback of not less than six feet.
5.
Rear Yard. Except as hereinafter provided in the Supplementary Height and Area Regulations Section of this ordinance, there shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 15 feet.
F.

Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Off-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Section 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
6) PC-S-VC VILLAGE CENTER ZONE DISTRICT
At this time, the Level B.I Plan includes portions of three of the Villages identified in the Level A Master Plan.
As an important component of the Villages, small neighborhood commercial and public facilities are needed.
These neighborhood services are located within Village Centers. At this time, this Level B.I Plan defines the
specific land uses allowable within the Village Centers. These uses are consistent with the Site Characteristic
section of the PC zone that proposed more intense land uses along the major roadway corridors and at major
intersections.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-C Zone District, in addition to the following uses:
a. Automobile, motorcycle, bicycle, motorized bicycle (moped), all terrain vehicle and
small engine repairing, including emissions testing and body work.
b. Hospital for animals, and kennel.
c. Hospitals for human beings or sanatorium nursing home.
d. Mortuary
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in PC-S-C Zone District with the exception of those listed in Prohibited
Uses.
2.
Gas Station, including the sale of liquefied petroleum gas for consumption but not for
resale.
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C. Conditional Uses:
The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
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All uses conditional in PC-S-C Zone District with the exception of those listed in Prohibited
Uses.

E. Height.  See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any location.  Any portion of a structure which
exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited
in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or  
right of way centerline when abutting a PC-S-LDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
F.

Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Off-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Section 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
7) PC-S-UC URBAN CENTER ZONE DISTRICT
The Level B.I Plan includes the eastern half of the Urban Center, as identified in the Level A Master Plan. The
Urban Center will be the heart of the Santolina community as a dynamic, integrated high-density core where
office, recreation, commercial, and civic services (such as a library, post office, schools, churches, synagogue,
meeting halls, multi-family residential, retail, entertainment, and medical uses) come together and serve as a
destination for residents to “live, work, shop and play”.     
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.1 in addition to the following uses.
2.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.
3.
Automobile, truck, trailer, recreational vehicle, motorcycle and all-terrain vehicle sales,
4.
Auto, trailer, recreational vehicle, motorcycle and all-terrain vehicle and truck rental, service, or storage.
5.
Lumberyard and building material sales (retail).
6.
Large retail facility
7.
Rental or sale of household, yard and garden equipment.
8.
Off-Premise Signs.

Attachment: Santolina Level B Plan with Exhibits.compressed 3_14_17 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15
for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9).

B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2. with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited uses
and the addition of:
a. Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided that it has a
minimum density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre, unless the
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C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.3.
D. Height.  See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 78 feet in height at any location.  Any portion of a structure which
exceeds 78 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited
in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abutting a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
E. Area Regulations. See Commercial Zone District for Area Regulations
F.

Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Off-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Section 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
8) PC-S-TC TOWN CENTER ZONE DISTRICT
The Town Center has excellent access off Interstate 40 and is anticipated to facilitate large retail facilities, entertainment, hotels, office, auto sales, lodging, hospitals, office, mixed-use and high density residential.  
The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this section,
are the regulations in the Town Center Commercial Zone District. The purpose of this Zone District is to provide
for commercial uses and to regulate such uses in such a manner as to provide for appropriate community
commercial uses.
Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building and premises shall be maintained on site.
A. Prohibited Uses.
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.1 in addition to the following uses.
2.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.
3.
Low Density Residential.
4.
Medium Density Residential.
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2.
3.

property is located on an arterial where the density may increase to not over 50 du/
acre.
Mixed use development as defined.
On Premise Sign. Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
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B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2. with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited uses
and the addition of:
2.
Mixed use development as defined.
3.
Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided there are not over 20
dwelling units per net acre, unless the property is located on a collector or arterial where
the density may increase to not over 50 du/acre.
4.
Signage (On Premise and Off Premise). Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo
County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9) and
(10) in addition to the following:
a. Electronic display/board/panels.
(1) Electronic signs shall not exceed an illumination level of 0.3 foot candles above
ambient light as measured using a foot candle meter at a preset distance depending on sign area, measured as follows:

Area of Sign (Sq. Ft.)
10
15
20
25
30
35
40
45
50
55
60
65
70
75
80
85
90
95
100

Measurement Distance
32
39
45
50
55
59
63
67
71
74
77
81
84
87
89
92
95
97
100

(2) For signs with an area in square feet other than those specifically listed in the
above table the measurement distance may be calculated with the following
formula: Measurement Distance = The Square Root of the following: The Area
of Sign Sq. Ft. x 100.
(3) Electronic signs shall include a photo cell to control brightness. Any previously
permitted electronic sign shall be turned off from sunset to sunrise until the
sign is brought into compliance for brightness.

6.A.o
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(4) No electronic sign shall move, flash, rotate, or change its message or picture
at a rate more often than once each eight seconds, with the exception of wind
devices, the motion of which is not restricted. No sign or part of a sign shall
change its illumination more than once an hour.
(5) No sign shall include motion of the message or image. Transition between messages or images on an electronic sign shall not exceed one second and shall not
include any visual effects.
(6) Illuminated signs with a 360 degree display are prohibited.
(7) If a premise meets the requirements for a free standing electronic sign with at
least 100 feet of street frontage, then the premise is prohibited from having
an electronic sign that is a wall sign or canopy sign. If a premise does not meet
the requirements for a free standing sign, that premise shall be permitted one
electronic sign that can be a wall sign or canopy sign.
C. Conditional Uses.
1.
All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.3.
2.
Large retail facility.
a. Location and access of large retail facility. The following regulations manage the location and design of large retail facilities.  These regulations are necessary for the
proper functioning and enjoyment of the community. They protect the quality of life
within surrounding residential areas, support efficient traffic flows and provide consistent regulations for such facilities. Large retail facilities shall be located to secure
adequate street capacity to transport pedestrians and vehicles to and from large retail facilities and discourage traffic from cutting through residential neighborhoods.
The regulations result in efficient and safe access for both vehicles and pedestrians
from roadways in the Mid-Region Council of Governments’ Long Range Roadway
System (LRRS) found in the Long Range Transportation System Guide to neighborhoods in the vicinity of large retail facilities.
b. Premises with large retail facilities containing 75,000 to 90,000 sq. ft. net leasable
area are:
(1) Required to have  access to a street designated as at least a collector in the
LRRS and having at least two through traffic lanes, one in either direction.
c. Premises with large retail facilities containing 90,001 to 124,999 sq. ft. net leasable
area are:
(1) Required to have access to a street designated as at least a collector in the LRRS
and having at least four through traffic lanes, two in either direction.
d. Premises with large retail facilities containing 125,000 square feet or greater of net
leasable area are:
(1) Required to be located within 1,200 feet (1/4 mile) of the intersection of two
roadways, both of which are designated as at least a collector street in the LRRS
and shall have full access to these roadways. One of the adjacent roadways
shall have at least four through traffic lanes, and the other adjacent roadway
shall have at least six through traffic lanes, or is designated a limited access
principal arterial in the LRRS and have a minimum of four lanes.
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e.

(2) If an arterial or collector street has yet to be built to its full cross-section and
does not have the required number of lanes, the large retail facility may have
access onto the roadway if the roadway is identified on the LRRS as having the
required number of lanes at full build-out.
(3) If access control policies prohibit access onto one of the adjacent roadways, a
local road may be used as access if it has direct access to at least two roadways
that are identified on the LRRS, does not pass directly through a residential
subdivision and at least one of the intersections is signalized.
(4) If access to a location fulfills the criteria of this section but control policies outside the County jurisdiction prohibit access onto one of the adjacent arterial
or collector streets, the remaining arterial or collector street may serve as the
sole access if it has direct access to two intersections with an arterial and the
intersections are signalized.
(5) If warrants are met, the intersection of the primary driveway and the arterial
street shall be signalized, unless prohibited by the Public Works Department
for safety reasons, at the expense of the applicant. The applicant may place the
name of the development on the mast-arm of the signal.
Large retail facility Conditional Use Applications
Each application for a conditional use shall be accompanied by a site development
plan that shall include the following:
(1) A Site Plan that is drawn to scale that includes a north arrow and shows the
boundaries of the property; all existing and proposed structures on the site
and within 50 feet beyond the property boundaries including the square footages and use of each structure, dimensions, and loading and unloading areas;
the number of parking spaces required and provided, including handicapped
parking, with location, arrangement, dimensions, aisles, bicycle racks, parking
lot lighting and points of ingress and egress clearly indicated; existing and proposed public and private streets, alleys and easements, with proper names and
dimensions; and fire lanes and emergency vehicle parking.
(2) A Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan that also addresses water harvesting,
LID features, and the EPA Water Quality Volume (pursuant to the MS4 permit
requirements).
(3) A conceptual Landscape and Buffer Landscape Plan identifying street trees,
shrubs and planting beds, and the nature and location of ground cover. The
plan shall include a statement of responsibility for landscape maintenance.
(4) A Conceptual Utility Plan identifying existing and proposed water, sewer and
fire hydrant locations, storm drainage facilities and refuse container locations.
(5) Building elevations clearly showing materials, colors, dimensions of key building elements and signage as regulated in the C-1 Zone.
(6) A written statement showing compliance with the zoning and design guidelines
contained with the Santolina Level B.I Plan.

D. Height Regulations Non-residential. See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 100 feet in height at any location.  Any portion of a structure which
exceeds 100 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abutting a to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
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2.

For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.

F.

Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Off-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Section 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
9) PC-S-BP BUSINESS PARK ZONE DISTRICT
The Level B.I Plan includes the eastern portion of the Business Park as identified in the Level A Master Plan. It
is envisioned to house large job generators such as emerging technologies, research and development, light
manufacturing, educational campuses and/or healthcare industries.
The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this
section are the regulations in the Business Park Zone District. The purpose of this zone district is primarily for
community commercial uses, light manufacturing, light fabricating, warehousing and wholesale distribution,
general office and business uses, research and development and educational uses, with off-street loading and
off-street parking for employees, with ready access to arterial roadways and highways. The regulations in this
zone  district provide for the health, safety and welfare of the residents.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15.5 of the C-LI Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses.
B. Permissive Uses:
A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily incidental to
the building or premises shall be maintained on site.
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15.5 of the C-LI Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.2 Permissive Uses.
2.
Manufacturing, assembling, treating, repairing, or rebuilding articles except those conditional or otherwise limited in this zone district and the M-1 Zone or specifically listed as
permissive or conditional in the M-2 Zone, provided manufacturing is conducted within a
completely enclosed building.
3.
Signage (On Premise and Off Premise). Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo
County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9) and
(10) in addition to the following:
a. Electronic display/board/panels.
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E. Area Regulations:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard setback having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
2.
Side Yard. No side yard setback is required. In cases where the side yard is abutting a
street, there shall be a side yard setback of 10 feet.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard setback having a depth of not less than 15 feet.
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Area of Sign (Sq. Ft.)
10
15
20
25
30
35
40
45
50
55
60
65
70
75
80
85
90
95
100

Measurement Distance
32
39
45
50
55
59
63
67
71
74
77
81
84
87
89
92
95
97
100

(2) For signs with an area in square feet other than those specifically listed in the
above table the measurement distance may be calculated with the following
formula: Measurement Distance = The Square Root of the following: The Area
of Sign Sq. Ft. x 100.
(3) Electronic signs shall include a photo cell to control brightness. Any previously
permitted electronic sign shall be turned off from sunset to sunrise until the
sign is brought into compliance for brightness.
(4) No electronic sign shall move, flash, or rotate, or change its message or picture
at a rate more often than once each eight seconds, with the exception of wind
devices, the motion of which is not restricted. No sign or part of a sign shall
change its illumination more than once an hour.
(5) No sign shall include motion of the message or image. Transition between messages or images on an electronic sign shall not exceed one second and shall not
include any visual effects.
(6) Illuminated signs with a 360 degree display are prohibited.
(7) If a premise meets the requirements for a free standing electronic sign, with
at least 100 feet of street frontage, then the premise is prohibited from having
an electronic sign that is a wall sign or canopy sign. If a premise does not meet
the requirements for a free standing sign, that premise shall be permitted one
electronic sign that can be a wall sign or canopy sign.
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(1) Electronic signs shall not exceed an illumination level of 0.3 foot candles above
ambient light as measured using a foot candle meter at a preset distance depending on sign area, measured as follows:
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C. Conditional Uses:
The following uses may be permitted, if approved by the Zoning Administrator, in accordance with
the procedures and under the conditions set out in the Administration Section of this ordinance with
additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the adjoining property,
neighborhood and community.
All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15.5 of the C-LI Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.3 Conditional Uses.

D. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 100 feet in height at any location.  Any portion of a structure which
exceeds 100 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abutting a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
E. Area Regulations:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard setback having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
2.
Side Yard. None required except on the side of a lot abutting a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone
District, in which case there shall be a side yard setback of not less than five feet in width.
In cases where the side yard is abutting a street, there shall be a side yard setback of 10
feet.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard setback of 15 feet.
F.

Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Off-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Section 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
10) PC-S-IP INDUSTRIAL & BUSINESS PARK ZONE DISTRICT
The Industrial and Business Park is ideally situated to provide sites for large industrial users, power generating
and heavy industrial users not suitable for smaller business park or in close proximity to the residential neighborhoods. The northern portion of this area is included in the Level B.I Plan.
At this time, the purpose of this zone district is primarily for light manufacturing, light fabricating,
warehousing and wholesale distribution with off-street loading and off-street parking for employees and
with access to arterial highways or railroads.
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1.

A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-BP Zone District.
2.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B. 1 Prohibited Uses.
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B. Permissive Uses:

C. Conditional Uses.
1.
All conditional uses listed and as regulated in the PC-S-BP Zone District with the exception
of those listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B.3 Conditional Uses.
D. Height Regulations: See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade
1.
Structures may exceed 150 feet in height at any location.  Any portion of a structure which
exceeds 150 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abutting a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
E. Area Regulations:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 20 feet.
2.
Side Yard. None required except on the side of a lot abutting a Low or Medium Density
Residential Zone District, in which case there shall be a side yard of not less than five feet
in width.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of 15 feet.
F.

Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces. Off-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the OffStreet Parking, Loading and Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Section 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
1.
In addition, buffers shall be provided where industrial uses are adjacent to office, commercial, or residential uses. Buffering techniques using a combination of setbacks, landscaping, walls, and grade changes are required to mitigate the negative impact of industrial
operations. Plant materials used for buffering should be predominantly evergreen species.
11) PC-S-MPOS Major Public Open Space Zone District
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A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily incidental to
the building or premises shall be maintained on site:
1.
All permissive uses listed and as regulated in the PC-S-BP Zone District with the exception
of those listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B.2 Permissive Uses.

The purpose of the MPOS Zone District is to protect the major public open space land on which development
is indefinitely set aside. Preserving the Santolina Master Plan area’s natural landscape and its character is contingent on assuring the intent of this zone district is executed. This zone district should be used for recreation
and natural areas only. The Bernalillo County Development Review Authority (CDRA), Parks and Recreation and
Public Works Departments shall review and approve all developments that occur within the MPOS Zone District.
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A. Permissive uses.
1.
Passive and active recreation
2.
Trails (soft and hard surfaced)
a. Wherever possible, trails shall be designed for multi-use and accommodate pedestrians, runners and bicyclists, except, where due to soil conditions and erosion potential, multi-use trails are not allowed.
b. Connections shall be made from individual neighborhoods to the community trail
system via trails and/or sidewalks as determined in the subdivision phase.
c. Trails shall use Barrier-Free Design to accommodate physically challenged individuals as trail users, where feasible.
d. All private trails shall be concrete, asphalt, or stabilized crusher fines and have a
minimum width of 8 feet.
e. Pedestrian crossings shall be clearly demarcated with colored, textured paving
where crossing vehicular entrances and streets.
3.
Kiosks and trail signage
a. Size. Kiosks and signage shall be a maximum of 6 feet tall, 8 square feet of sign face
area.
b. Frequency. One per ¼ mile radius maximum.
c. Illumination. Allowed to be illuminated so long as the sign or kiosk is a minimum 25
foot distance from residential zoned property and only the lettering on the sign is
illuminated.
d. Free‑standing signs shall not contain any external bracing, angle‑iron supports, guy
wires or similar devices.
e. No signage is allowed that uses moving parts, makes audible sounds, or has blinking
or flashing lights.
f. Off-premise signs are prohibited.
g. Signs shall not overhang into the public right-of-way or extend above any structure
roof line.
4.
Outdoor cultural, educational, and civic facilities.
a. Setbacks. Buildings or structures, whether temporary or permanent, must be set
back from all property lines a minimum of the following, whichever is greater:
(1) 1 foot for each foot of building height; or
(2) 50 feet from abutting residential zoned properties if illuminated; or
(3) 25 feet if not illuminated and abutting residential zoned properties in which
school uses exist.
(4) 0 feet from abutting residential zoned properties in which school uses exist.
5.
Other uses customary to parks, open space, and recreation
a. Allowed temporary uses. Athletic events; parades, and public assemblies; occurring
on or within the public rights of way or other publicly owned property.
b. Access. The site shall be provided with convenient and safe access for the ingress
and egress of pedestrian and bicycle traffic.
c. Illumination. Shall be provided at night, to protect the safety of the people at the
outdoor event. The grounds shall be adequately lighted, but shall not reasonably
reflect beyond the assembly area boundaries.
(1) Height of luminaries shall not exceed 20 feet.
(2) Light fixtures shall throw light downward and have baffles, hoods or diffusers
so that any light point source is not directly visible from a distance greater than
1000 feet.
6.
Community Center, Multi-generational Center, or Aquatic Center.
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The Santolina Level B.I Plan recognizes the importance of creating design standards that promote and foster
a sense of cohesiveness within the community. The purpose of these design standards is to provide a flexible
framework for community design with specific objectives that encourage innovative and creative solutions,
rather than setting a rigid set of requirements that all site development plans must adhere to. These standards
are meant to enhance the community not to replace zoning regulations. The desired character of design features common to the community such as grading, landscape, signage, lighting, and walls are expressed in these
standards.
The design standards listed below have been established to set standards for development of community systems and private land uses within the Plan Area. In cases where these standards and those of the Bernalillo
County Zoning Ordinance differ the stricter standard shall apply.
1) Site Design
A primary focus in site design will be the creation of a community that is pedestrian oriented. Site development
plans shall include complete streets for cars, pedestrians, and bikes; circulation diagrams that illustrate pedestrian circulation within the site; pedestrian connections from adjacent sites; multi-modal opportunities to reduce
auto trips, and coordination with vehicular circulation systems with the intent of minimizing potential conflicts.
The relationship of building to street contributes to how the environment is perceived and experienced and is
also an important design issue to consider in site planning for all types of land uses.

Enhanced paving treatments connecting parking to main entries.

A. Building Orientation
1.
All buildings shall be oriented to enhance pedestrian movement and have a presence along
the public right-of-way. In cases where the development creates an interior pedestrian
plaza the building’s should have access points and outdoor seating where appropriate. At
least one continuous 6’ pedestrian walkway shall be provided between the sidewalk adjacent to the roadway (easement of public ROW) and building entry. Providing enhanced
paving treatments connecting parking areas to main building entries is encouraged for
visually denoting crosswalks to approaching vehicles.
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3.

Within the Village Center, Urban Center, and the mixed use portion of the Town Center,
the utilization of the primary entrance (pedestrian entrance area) for primary off-street
parking is discouraged.
Structures should be clustered whenever possible. Clustering of structures creates main
street layouts, pedestrian plazas and other types of “outdoor rooms” that are particularly
well-suited to New Mexico’s temperate climate.  These “outdoor rooms” should provide
pedestrian amenities such as shade, benches, restaurant seating/patios, fountains, bike
racks, trash receptacles, etc.

Structures clustered to form outdoor rooms or plazas.

4.

5.
6.

Vehicular entries to the site from arterials should be located on side streets in order to
minimize pedestrian/vehicular conflicts. Whenever possible, shared vehicular entries to
commercial businesses are encouraged.  The number of vehicular access points to parking
lots should be limited to the minimum necessary to provide adequate circulation.
Expansive areas of asphalt or concrete paving in parking lots should be avoided. In large
developments of 5 ac. or more, dividing the parking into a series of smaller connected lots
is preferred over one expansive parking lot.
No refuse storage/collection areas will be allowed to be sited between any street or building front. Refuse collection areas shall be enclosed within a six (6) foot tall masonry enclosure which is large enough to contain all refuse generated between collections. The design
of the enclosure shall be compatible with the architectural theme of the site.
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B. Lighting

1.
2.

3.

4.
5.

6.
7.

8.

The design of the lighting fixtures should be compatible
with the architectural features of the main structures onsite.
Lighting fixtures shall be recessed or shielded to prevent
light spread outside of the site boundary. The maximum
height of parking lot lights in   the PC-S-IP zone district
shall be 30 feet and in other areas shall be 20 feet.
Sites should not have an off-site luminance greater than
1,000 footlamberts; it should not have an off-site luminance greater than 200 footlamberts measured from any
private property when abutting the PC-S-LDR and PC-SMDR Zone Districts.
Building entrances shall be well lighted.
Lighting should be pedestrian oriented in districts with
high pedestrian movement, such as the Plaza area. Bollard or wall pocket lighting is encouraged along Plaza sidewalks and other public areas.
Pedestrian lighting shall not exceed fifteen (15) feet in
height.
Bollard material and design shall be compatible with the
adjacent buildings. Bollards shall be no greater than three
(3) feet in height. Shatter-proof coverings should be provided for bollards and other types of low-level lighting.
Lighting may be used to accent certain landscape features. Examples of lighting scale and
purpose
This type of lighting should be of a low-level intensity and
only illuminate the intended landscape feature.

C. Landscape
The key to creating a truly livable and high quality environment will be the development of an overall
landscape master plan. The environmental, as well as aesthetic, value of landscaping in an arid
region cannot be overestimated. Landscaping shall be used to frame views, as a buffer from noise or
undesirable views, to break up large expanses of parking, to provide wind protection, shade, and relief
from the heat and glare generated by development, to control soil erosion, and enhance pedestrian and
vehicular traffic and safety.
This section provides design standards guiding environmentally smart landscaping principles, standards,
and plant pallet. Recognizing the increased public awareness of water conservation, this Plan promotes
the use of native and naturalized plant species that perform well in an arid environment. Major arterials
shall be landscaped with native species and will serve as a demonstration project to the rest of the
community. Plan standards address the need for water conservation in outdoor landscaping with a
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focus on meeting the 135 gallons per person per day (GPCD) 2024 ABCWUA Water Conservation Plan
goal. Chapter 1 Section 1.4.3 Water Conservation and Landscape Design and Chapter 4 Environment
and Open Space include additional techniques for Low Impact Development and Water Conservation.

1.
2.
3.
4.

Non-residential and multi-family areas shall include a landscape plan that comprises twenty percent (20%) of the net site area defined as the total area of the site less the building
footprint.
Minimize impervious and paved area on each site, especially in surface parking areas to
increase opportunities for infiltration and reduce water runoff flow.
Use shared driveways whenever possible to limit impervious areas.
Streetscape, median, and landscape island design shall be depressed to maximize water
harvesting within the adjacent landscaping.

Examples of water harvesting techniques in parking areas and street design.

5.
6.

Use driveway and parking materials which reduce runoff such as pervious pavers or gravel
where appropriate.
Individual parcels shall be graded in such a way to direct runoff away from buildings and
into on-site stormwater treatments.

D. Streetscapes
Streetscape design is another key factor in determining neighborhood quality and livability. Providing
streetscape amenities such as landscaping and street trees, benches, bus shelters, bike racks, and
trash receptacles will help create an attractive community for residents and visitors.  Ideally, Bernalillo
County is the entity to maintain the streetscape and its assorted amenities. This will be handled on a
case-by-case basis. The design of Santolina streetscapes in Chapter 4 Section 4.4 Access will follow the
Long Range Transportation Systems (LRTS) Guide where applicable.
1.

2.

Streets that are unduly wide serve as a barrier for pedestrian movement. Tapered intersections, bulb-outs, and pedestrian refuges may be used as techniques to slow traffic as
well as decrease the distance a pedestrian must cross to get from one side of the street to
the other. In addition to increasing safety, these techniques provides an opportunity for
locating a cluster of street trees, benches, and other pedestrian amenities.
A minimum landscaped area of six (6) feet between the back of curb and the sidewalk shall
be provided along all arterials and collectors. The required landscaped area width may
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3.

4.
5.
6.
7.

vary where meandering sidewalks are planned, however, in no case shall the landscape
area be less than 4' in width.  
Benches shall be provided along certain designated public rights-of-way in the Urban
Center to encourage pedestrian activity. They should be amply shaded with trees and/or
trellising. Metal mesh or wrought iron are the recommended construction materials for
benches because they discourage graffiti vandals.
One (1) street tree shall be planted for every thirty (30) linear feet along public right-ofways. Street trees may be planted either in random clusters or uniformly placed along the
street edge. Gaps between street trees that exceed fifty (50) feet are discouraged.
Shaded walkways shall be provided along the primary pedestrian entrance of non-residential building facades.
As development of the Santolina Community progresses, an attempt should be made to
coordinate new street trees with existing street trees.
The use of bicycles as an alternative mode of commuter transportation is promoted. Generally striped bicycle lanes, six (6) feet wide , should be provided on all arterials and collector streets.

E. Parking
1.

2.

Parking lots shall be screened from view by providing a landscape strip between parking
lots and public rights-of-way. The landscape strip provided shall be no less than (10) feet
in width. For large scale commercial development of 5 ac. or more, the landscape strip
may be no less than fifteen (15) feet wide with six (6) foot sidewalks. In cases abutting
residential zone districts requiring a wall, landscaping shall be located adjacent to the
right-of-way.
Screening material shall be one or a combination of plant materials, walls, or earthen
berming and shall be a minimum of three (3) feet in height.

Parking Lot Screening

3.
4.

Where practical, lowering the grade of the parking lot from the existing street elevation
may aid in screening views of automobiles while enhancing the view of architectural elements of the structures beyond.
Landscaped island shall be provided for every ten (10) parking spaces. Six (6) feet is the
recommended minimum width to provide adequate planting space for trees and shrubs
or parking lot lighting. The landscape islands and any landscape bufers will be depressed
from the surface and utilized for water harvesting / stormwater treatment to the maximum extent practicable.

6.A.o
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5.

6.

7.

8.

One shade tree shall be provided for every ten
(10) parking spaces, with no parking space being more than one hundred (100) feet from a
tree.
Seventy-five percent (75%) of the required
parking lot trees shall be deciduous and have a
minimum mature height and canopy of twenty-five (25) feet.
For additional parking requirements such as
number of spaces see Bernalillo County Code
of Ordinances Section 21. Off Street Parking,
Loading and Unloading Regulations.
Shared Parking Reductions:
a. The Zoning Administrator may approve Pedestrian Benches
shared parking facilities for developments or uses with different operating
hours or different peak business periods provided: 1) pedestrian access is
provided to and from the parking area
and each building or use; and 2) all other requirements listed in this section
are met. (NOTE: Each situation shall be
judged according to the individual facts
presented.)
b. Parking spaces that are reserved for a
specific business (e.g., reserved for doctors only) shall not be counted toward Shaded Walkway
meeting the shared parking requirements.
c. Shared parking spaces may be located on a different lot than the building or use that
it serves only where the following conditions are met:
(1) The parking is located no more than 500 feet from the building or use that it
serves. The distance between the building or use and the parking area shall
be measured following a reasonable and safe walking route from the main entrance of the building or use to the parking area in question;
(2) The sharing of the required parking shall be guaranteed by a legally binding
agreement, duly executed and acknowledged, between the owner of the parking area and the owner of the building or use which is located on a different
lot and served by the parking area. Such agreement shall address the issue of
how parking will be shared if the parties change their operating hours and peak
business periods.
(3) The applicant for a building permit or certificate of occupancy for the use which
is served by parking spaces on the other lot shall submit a copy of such agreement along with his or her application for such permit or certificate.
d. Those wishing to use shared parking as a means of satisfying off-street parking requirements must submit shared parking calculations to the Zoning Administrator
that clearly demonstrate the feasibility of shared parking. The maximum reduction
in the number of parking spaces required for all uses sharing the parking area shall
be 20 percent.
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F.

The sharing of the required parking shall be guaranteed by a legally binding Shared
Parking Agreement duly executed and acknowledged among all owners of record.
Such agreement shall address the issue of how parking will be shared if the parties
change their operating hours and peak business periods. Such written agreement
shall be recorded by the applicant with the Bernalillo County Recorder’s Office prior
to the issuance of a building permit or certificate of occupancy, and a copy filed in
the project review file.

Walls & Fences
A consistent approach to wall design will provide an element of visual continuity in the Santolina
Community. Walls and fences within a residential or commercial site shall be considered an integral
part of the site/building design.
6.
7.

8.

The style, materials, and color of the wall should be complementary to the architecture of
the building it is attached to.
Masonry and stucco are the recommended primary building materials for walls in residential areas facing the right-of-way. Brick, wood, or ornamental iron may be used as an
accent feature. Other fencing materials, such as chain link, welded wire, unfinished concrete, wood, and colored block may be used as long as they are not the public right-of-way.
To soften the horizontal mass of a continuous wall, where the perimeter wall is greater
than 5' tall, the wall shall be set back from the adjacent sidewalk with the space left between the wall and sidewalk used for landscaping. The wall shall be set back from the
sidewalk at a distance equal to the height above 5 feet. For example, if a seven (7) foot wall
is to be constructed adjacent to a sidewalk it should be set back from that sidewalk two (2)
feet. The setback shall not be any less than two (2) feet.

2) Building Massing and Design Elements
The goal of the design elements are not to limit design creativity, but to provide the framework for high
quality design. While architectural style is not restricted, certain common elements should be complementary to and enhance the community image.  Generic franchise design shall be discouraged.  Building
design shall be contextual to land forms, adjacent buildings and the overall design standards of this plan.
A. Building Materials and Colors
1.
2.
3.

4.

The use of similar roof materials and colors aids continuity. Compatibility in roof design
with adjacent buildings is encouraged.
Metal may be used as a roofing material for commercial and residential structures. Metal
roof shall be corrugated or standing seam and non-reflective. Metal roof colors shall be in
shades of red, green, brown, or silver.
Exterior building materials shall be predominantly contextual in nature.  Stucco (or similar
material such as dryvit), natural stone, or split face CMU of earth tone colors should be
required for sixty-five percent (65%) of the street facing facade.  Wood, stone, or brick may
be used to accent architectural features.
Exterior facade colors shall predominantly be in warm desert earth tones such as ranges
of orange, red, copper, brown, or beige. Other colors may be used to accent architectural
features such as entryways, window trim, fascias, and other traditional southwestern architectural features. Metallic and high intensity colors will not be permitted.
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1.

2.

Massive building forms are discouraged in favor of buildings which incorporate stepped
elevations. Rooflines facing the right of way shall not run in a continuous plane for more
than fifty (50) linear feet without offsetting or jogging the roof plane. Mansard roofs shall
wrap around the entire perimeter of the structure.
Long, uninterrupted exterior walls (longer than 100 feet) shall be avoided on all structures.
Staggering of planes along an exterior wall provides relief from monotonous, uninterrupted expanses of wall. If a facade is less than 250 feet, wall staggering shall be every 100
feet. If a facade is more than 250 feet, wall staggering shall be every 150 feet.

C. Mechanical Equipment
1.

Mechanical equipment, including but not limited to cooling and heating systems, ventilation, antenna and other reception devices, shall be screened from street view through the
use of parapets or other architectural elements of the same nature as the building’s basic
design, material, and color. The height of a screening element such as a parapet shall be
uniform around the entire structure. The minimum height of the parapet walls or structural features shall be as follows:
a. 42” if the roof top equipment is within 10 feet of the building wall;
b. 30” if the roof top equipment is within 20 feet of the building wall;
c. 18” if the roof top equipment is beyond 20 feet of the building wall.

Screen mechanical equipment from street view with an architectural element.

2.
3.

Mechanical equipment may be installed on the rear side of pitched roofs with the requirement that it is not visible from the roadway. The highest point of the equipment shall be
equal to or below the roof ridge.
Mechanical equipment mounted on the ground shall be screened from street view with
landscaping or fencing materials and shall not be taller than the primary structure.

3) Residential Subdivision Standards
The following design standards shall be addressed, included and enforced by developers through private
Codes, Covenants, and Restrictions (C,C & R’s) for subdivisions  within this Level B.I plan.
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A. Residential Site Design Standards
Residential builders will be required to participate in the Home Builders Association of Central New
Mexico (HBA CNM) program Build Green NM.

The prospective home buyer should be offered a choice in architectural styles. The use of a single style
within neighborhoods is discouraged. Individual dwelling units should be distinguishable from each
other.
Build Green NM encourages homebuilders to use technologies, products, and practices that will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Provide greater energy efficiency and reduce pollution;
Provide healthier indoor air;
Reduce water usage;
Preserve natural resources; and
Improve durability and reduce maintenance.

4) Development Standards for land abutting Major Public Open Space
A. The land abutting the Major Public Open Space is intended to minimize the development impact to the
escarpment and to preserve public and private views of the escarpment.  
B. Residential lots shall not abut more than 30% of the PC-S-MPOS Zone District.
C. The typical road abutting the PC-S-MPOS Zone District will include a 10-foot meandering trail within a
landscaped area adjacent to the PC-S-MPOS and a single-loaded paved roadway.
D. The PC-S-MPOS Zone District shall be designed to connect with adjacent public or private open space
and to be visually integrated with the open space system.
E. No grade change is allowed within the PC-S-MPOS Zone District other than that which is required for
roads, trails and other utilities abutting the PC-S-MPOS Zone District.
F. Lighting. Applicable to adjacent single-loaded streets and adjacent residential development.
1.
Height of luminaries shall not exceed 20’0”.
2.
Light fixtures shall throw light downward and have baffles, hoods or diffusers so that any
light point source is not directly visible from a distance greater than 1000 feet.
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4.1 OVERVIEW
The mix of land uses within Santolina is designed
to provide residents, workers and visitors a vibrant
community.   Key to this is the transportation
system which forms the structure and framework
of the community.   The Transportation Master
Plan includes facilities and right of way corridors
for motor vehicles, bus rapid transit (BRT) services,
on street pedestrian and bicycle accommodations
as well as an extensive off road trails systems.  The
Transportation Master Plan within the Approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan has been further
studied and detailed within this Level B.I Plan.  
The supporting technical appendices outline the
transportation network, street characteristics and
sections, key intersections, local access control
policies and the phasing of roadway construction.  
Additionally, the implementation of transit and
transit facilities, along with the development of the
pedestrian and bicycle network is described.

afternoon traffic as motorists travel to/from the
Santolina employment centers.   The transportation model shows that the of morning peak
hour west-to-east and evening east-to-west river
crossings are reduced by 3.5% and 5%, as compared
to the latest MRCOG 2025 MTP forecast and is  
equivalent (0.1% - 0.5% lower) when compared
to the 2040 MTP forecast.   While not statistically
relevant the Development Team notes that the
change is in the right direction.

Additional refinement of the entire Level A Plan
Area has occurred during the design of this Level
B.I Plan.  Refinements to the transportation system
include:
• A more gridded street network within the
Level B.I Plan Area for a more even distribution of traffic, less dependent on Atrisco
Vista Boulevard and Paseo del Volcan
• Additional street connections to the external
roadway network to provide additional travel
corridors within the Level B.I Plan Area.
Travel demand modeling performed for the Level
A Plan Area as well as the Level B.I Plan Area
found traffic volumes are more evenly distributed
throughout the roadway network.  The results also
reflect the jobs/housing balance with this Level B.I
Plan. The improved jobs/housing balance results
in improvements to a counter commute increase
in westbound morning traffic and eastbound

The Transportation Master Plan provides rightof-way and on-street provision for bus rapid transit
and bus service, as well as anticipated transit
centers and park and ride facilities.   The roadway
sections match the MRCOG Long Range Transportation System Guidelines and provide dedicated
bus lanes on principal arterials.   Preliminary bus
routes and bus stops have been identified, resulting
in a robust transit system to serve the employment
and residential areas of Santolina.  As a substantial
transit market is required prior to providing service,
transit is anticipated to begin as commuter route
extensions from existing City of Albuquerque ABQ
Ride Routes, expanding to additional service and
ultimately BRT and local circulation bus service as
Santolina emerges.
An extensive network of pedestrian and bicycle
trails has been designed within the Level B.I Plan
Area.   The trails will serve both recreational and
transportation purposes within the community.  
The trail system will link to the bus stops described
above and provide connections to the MRCOG long
range bikeway network designed for commuting to
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the Level A Transportation Master Plan have been
revised in this Level B.I Plan and appendices:
• Transportation Network and Traffic Analysis
for Full Buildout
• Phasing Plan for Development of Transportation System for 2025 and 2040
• Phasing Plan for Roadways and Intersections
in 2025 and 2040
• Off-Site Impacts for 2025 and 2040.

4.2 PROPOSED STREET NETWORK
4.2.1 Connections to Off-Site Transportation
Network at Buildout
thereby increasing the appeal of bicycle commuting
and recreational use within Santolina.   Lastly, six
foot (6’) to ten foot (10’) wide sidewalks have been
incorporated along collector and greater roadways
to enhance and promote pedestrian activity.  
4.1.1 Conformity with the Level A Transportation
Master Plan
The concepts within the Santolina Level A Transportation Master Plan, November 2014, remain
as guidelines for the creation of the Level B Transportation Plan.   The roadway function class and
typical sections contained in the Level A Master
Plan provide the foundation for the Level B.I Plan
roadway network and sections.   The analysis
performed in the Level A technical analysis remain
valid.   The methodology and process used to
conduct the travel demand modeling within the
Level A Transportation Master Plan also remains
valid, although the results of the Level B.I Plan
documents reflect refinement of land uses and the
roadway network within this Level B.I Plan.

The Santolina Level A Master Plan and Zoning Map
Amendment was approved by the Board on June 16,
2015.  The preparation of an updated Level A Transportation Master Plan Traffic Analysis was required
as a condition of the Approved Level A Master Plan.  
The updated Traffic Analysis has been submitted to
Bernalillo County Public Works.
During the preparation of this Level B.I Plan, minor
refinements were made to specific land uses and
the road network.   These adjustments result in a
plan conforming to County comments received
related to the Level A Transportation Master Plan.  
Exhibit 4: Auto Transit Circulation, Full Buildout
Network reflects the further refined roadway
network. The overall design assumptions within
the Level A Master Plan related to the scale of
development, mix/location of land uses, general
roadway network and the overall methodology for
performing the travel demand modeling remain
consistent with the Level A Transportation Master

This Level B Transportation Master Plan and
appendices include the traffic analyses prepared
in accordance with the requirements of the PC
Submittal Requirements. These analyses update
the Level A Master Plan and present a greater level
of detail to the features described in the Level A
Master Plan.   The following items presented in
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Exhibit 4: Auto Transit Circulation, Full Buildout Network

Plan Traffic Analysis submittal.   It is important to
note the original Level A Transportation Master
Plan was prepared utilizing the MRCOG 2035
MTP socio-economic forecasts, as those were the
available forecasts at the time.  The forecasts have
been updated in the current 2040 MTP Forecasts.  
The 2035 MTP Forecast estimated greater projections for population and employment as well as
different population growth locations and type
of employment forecasts.   Although the forecast
population and employment for the Santolina Plan
Area is the same in the updated Level A Plan as
previously submitted and this Level B.I Plan, the
changes in the underlying MRCOG Forecasts have
been incorporated into the updated Traffic Analysis.
The development of the Santolina Level A Master
Plan anticipates a 40-50 year development
timeframe.   The proposed roadway network for
full buildout of Santolina will connect the Santolina
roadway network to the existing roadway network
at multiple locations, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•

I-40 and the I-40 Frontage Road
Atrisco Vista Boulevard
Dennis Chavez Boulevard
118th Street
Gun Club Road
Paseo del Volcan (future)

along the east.   I-40 overpasses are
proposed to promote connectivity
north of the interstate as the West
Mesa north of I-40 develops in the
future.   Environmental and open
space concerns limit access across
the Ceja to Santolina.   As a result,
two new roadways are proposed.  
These are the Gibson Boulevard
and Gun Club Road extensions.  It is
worth noting the MRCOG long range
roadway system outlines extensions of Grant Road, Pajarito Road
and the extension of the proposed
road parallel to the frontage road
after 2040 with connections to
118th Street, Atrisco Vista Boulevard
and Paseo del Volcan.  The Level A Transportation
Plan provides roadways extending to the southern
boundary of the Master Plan Area, providing opportunities for these future connections, as well as
possible long-term alternate routes to Interstate
25, in the event Pajarito Mesa and Isleta Pueblo
express interest in additional access.   Roadway
connections to the west and Laguna Pueblo are also
available.  Due to the limitations described above,
access is primarily to the east and north, with a
balance of connections to distribute traffic on as
many roadways as possible.
NORTH

The major roadways that will serve Santolina at full
buildout are Atrisco Vista Boulevard, Dennis Chavez
Boulevard, the Loop Road, the Gibson Boulevard
extension, Paseo del Volcan, Shelly Road, the Gun
Club Road extension and a parallel road to the I-40
Frontage Road.
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The MRCOG 2040 MTP currently anticipates an
interchange at I-40 and Paseo del Volcan as well as
an interchange at 118th Street between 2025 and
2040.   The New Mexico Department of Transportation (NMDOT) has begun right-of-way acquisition
for the property required for the Paseo del Volcan
interchange.   These interchanges will be required
to adhere to the NMDOT Location Study Procedures and gain approval from the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) for an Interstate Access
Change Request prior to construction.   Although
not required by the traffic analysis performed for
the Santolina Level A Master Plan, it is likely an
interchange may also be required at I-40 and Shelly
Road post-2040,   should Development occurs
north of the interstate.  For long term
planning purposes, it is recommended
that any studies of I-40, including
the Paseo del Volcan and 118th
Street interchange studies, consider
the possibility of a future interchange at I-40 and Shelly Road.

Atrisco Vista Boulevard and Dennis Chavez Boulevards are existing two (2) lane vehicular roadways
with wide shoulders. These roadways do not have
curb and gutter or bicycle lanes.   It is anticipated
that both roadways will require widening during
the development of this Level B.I Plan and subsequent Santolina Level B Plans.  Widening will include
vehicular lanes, bicycle lanes, curbs and gutters as
well as pedestrian sidewalks.  The roadway widening
is anticipated to occur in phases as development
occurs and the additional capacity is required and
defined by future Level C Plan analysis.
In additional to Atrisco Vista Boulevard and Dennis
Chavez Boulevards, Santolina will also be served by
Paseo del Volcan from the north, south to Gibson
Exhibit 5: Auto Transit Circulation, Level B.I Network

4.2.2 Connections to Off-Site
Transportation Network in
2040
This Level B.I Plan Area is generally
located in the center of the Santolina
Level A Plan Area.   The Level B.I
Plan is accessed via existing Atrisco
Vista Boulevard and Dennis Chavez
Boulevards.  The Level B.I Plan Area
and the existing roadways are illustrated on Exhibit 5: Auto Transit
Circulation, Level B.I Network.

Boulevard.  Initially to the north, Paseo del Volcan
will terminate at the south I-40 Frontage Road.  
However, the 2040 MTP anticipates construction
of an interchange at the junction of Paseo del
Volcan and I-40 prior to 2040.  The traffic analysis
performed for the Level B.I Plan indicates the
interchange is not required to serve the expected
development in Santolina by 2025.   However,
potential development north of I-40 may also
contribute to the necessity for this interchange prior
to 2040.  When the initial development within the
Level B.I Plan Area is known, future analyses will be
required to determine the timing of the Paseo del
Volcan and I-40 interchange.  The NMDOT Location

6.A.o
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Studies Procedures process, in accordance with
NMDOT and FHWA requirements, will be followed
to determine when this interchange is constructed.  
This new interchange will provide direct access
from I-40 to Paseo del Volcan.  The interchange will
serve to relieve traffic from Atrisco Vista Boulevard,
while providing access to potential employment
areas north and south of I-40.  
Another key addition to the existing roadway
network will be a parallel road to the I-40 Frontage
Road between Atrisco Vista Boulevard and Paseo
del Volcan.   This roadway was requested by the
County and NMDOT to provide Santolina traffic with
an alternative to the I-40 Frontage Road.  By doing
so will ensure that the Frontage Road can maintain
its current function as the NMDOT Frontage Road.
Another connection to the off-site transportation
network is Gibson Boulevard.   Initially, Gibson
Boulevard will only access Atrisco Vista Boulevard
between Paseo del Volcan and the escarpment.  By
the completion of the Level B.I Plan Area, the Gibson
extension will be constructed to 118th Street.  This
Gibson extension will divert traffic volume from
Dennis Chavez Boulevard, Central Avenue and
I-40 and more evenly distribute Santolina traffic
throughout the available roadways serving the
Santolina Master Plan Area.
4.2.3 Connections to the Remainder of the Level
A Plan Area
The Santolina Level A Transportation Plan considers
development of the entire plan area consistent with
the Level A Master Plan.   Exhibit 4: Auto Transit
Circulation, Full Buildout Network. The following is
a description of the phasing.   

As development expands beyond the boundary
of this Level B.I Plan Area, it is anticipated that
residential development will grow east towards
118th Street to complete Village Verde south
of Central Avenue and west of 118th Street.  
Additionally, Village Azul will be developed.  Development of Village Azul will require the extension
of 118th Street south of Dennis Chavez Boulevard,
consistent with the MRCOG long range roadway
system.   During this time the Town Center, Urban
Center and Business Park will continue to develop
and expand employment opportunities within
Santolina.   This expansion will utilize and expand
the infrastructure built within this Level B.I Plan
Area.
The next development to occur is anticipated to be in
Village Amarillo, south of Dennis Chavez Boulevard
and west of the escarpment.  Development of the
Residential Village will take advantage of infrastructure built during development of this Level
B.I Plan while also extending the Loop Road to the
southeast quadrant of the Level A Plan Area.   As
the balance of the Urban Center develops, Dennis
Chavez Boulevard will be extended and improved
from Atrisco Vista Boulevard, west towards Paseo
del Volcan.
The last residential areas likely to be developed,
post-2040, will be Villages Oro and Naranjo, west
of Paseo del Volcan.   These areas will require
Paseo del Volcan, Gibson Boulevard, Dennis Chavez
Boulevard, the Loop Road and the road parallel to
the Frontage Road to be extended to the west to
serve this area of the Level A Plan Area.
During the post-2040 timeframe, the Industrial and
Business Park will continue to expand southward,
requiring the improvement of Shelly Road and
construction of associated collector streets.   As
the western portions of the Business Park and
the Villages Oro and Naranjo come online, Dennis
Chavez Boulevard, Gibson Boulevard and the road
parallel to the Frontage Road will be extended to
connect the Industrial and Business Park with the
gridded network of the balance of the Level A Plan
Area.
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As needed, right-of-way will be preserved for
overpasses across I-40 to provide connections as
the lands north of I-40 develop.  These overpasses
will provide additional connectivity and also help
distribute traffic away from Atrisco Vista Boulevard
and Paseo del Volcan.  Additionally, master planning
efforts have identified the right-of-way requirements and interchange spacing for Paseo del Volcan
south of I-40 to match what is designed north of
I-40.
4.2.4 Street Location and Characteristics
In addition to the roadways discussed above,
additional collector roadways are proposed to
complete the gridded network for the Level B.I Plan
Area.   The gridded collector streets are generally
spread one-quarter mile apart.   These roads are
designed to distribute traffic throughout the Level
B.I Plan Area and serve to reduce the traffic volumes
on the arterials.  As these areas are further defined
and designed, local streets will be identified to
distribute the traffic to individual developments.  
Exhibit 5 Auto Transit Circulation, Level B.I Network
shows the streets and segments of streets that
serve the Level B.I Plan Area.   The Level B Transportation Master Plan Technical Appendix contains
graphics that details these roadways within this
Level B.I Plan transportation modeling area.
Typical cross sections of the principal and minor
arterials for the Santolina Level A Master Plan Area
were included in the Level A Transportation Master
Plan Technical Appendix.   These typical sections
remain valid for this Level B.I Plan, with minor
adjustments made to conform to the recently
adopted MRCOG Long Range Transportation System
Guidelines.  These revised typical sections are also
included in the Level B Transportation Master Plan
Technical Appendix.   Due to the anticipated need
to further refine details during subsequent Level
C Plans, the typical sections should be considered
as illustrative and subject to change during future
Level C planning and design efforts.

4.3 TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

Consistent with the Level A Transportation Master
Plan, the MRCOG regional travel demand model
was utilized to estimate future traffic volumes for
the Level B.I Plan Area.  The travel demand forecast
used the MRCOG travel software known as The Cube.
MRCOG recently completed the 2040 update to the
MTP in April 2015.   This Level B.I transportation
analysis utilized the most recent travel demand
model and forecasted socioeconomic data within
the 2040 MTP, modified to reflect development
of the Santolina Master Plan Area.   This resulted
in an alternate travel demand model scenario that
was consistent with the MTP 2040 overall regional
control totals for employment and population.  The
model was representative of the region if Santolina
were to develop.  All model results discussed in this
Level B.I Plan   were derived from this “Santolina
Scenario” travel demand model.   Traffic volume
forecasts for this Level B.I Plan are based on
these assumptions of land use and corresponding
population along with employment projections
for the Albuquerque Metropolitan Planned Area
(AMPA).  Detailed discussion of the traffic analysis is
included within the Level B Transportation Master
Plan Technical Appendix.
4.3.1 Transportation Phasing Plan
A Transportation Phase Plan has been developed
for years 2025 and 2040 based on estimated
traffic volumes generated by this Level B.I Plan
Area.  Exhibit 6: Roadway Phasing, Roads Required
by 2025 and Exhibit 7: Roadway Phasing, Roads
Required by 2040 illustrate the primary roadways
required within this Level B.I Plan Area and
immediate vicinity to serve this Level B.I Plan Area

6.A.o
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4.3.2 On-Site Transportation Network
Requirements
As illustrated on Exhibit 4: Auto Transit Circulation,
Full Buildout Network and Exhibit 5: Auto Transit
Circulation, Level B.I Network, the Santolina circulation system as build-out is defined as a system
of collectors and arterials in a gridded pattern and
an internal loop road to provide additional circulation within the Level A Plan Area.  Initial roadway
projects within the Level B.I Plan Area will emphasize
collectors and arterials within the Plan Area and will
include improving existing roadways such as Atrisco
Vista Boulevard to meet urban roadway standards
and closely match the Level B.I Transportation
Master Plan typical cross sections.  Additionally, the
phased construction of new Level B.I roadways will
occur.  In some instances it may be more desirable
to construct the entire ultimate roadway to limit
future impacts to adjoining residential and business
corridors.   The collector and local street network
will be constructed as necessary to serve ongoing
development.

NORTH

Exhibit 7: Roadway Phasing, Roads required by 2040

As outlined in the Level B.I Transportation Master
Plan, it is anticipated that many intersections
within this Level B.I Plan Area will require traffic
signalization. The traffic signals will be installed at
the time of construction of the roadway or when
warranted by a traffic signal study.  Typically these
intersections appear at the intersection of minor
and principal arterials such as the Loop Road and
Atrisco Vista Boulevard.  At other locations where
traffic signals are anticipated to be warranted in the
future, again underground conduits will be installed
in conjunction with the roadway construction.  
Traffic signals will not be installed until traffic
demand necessitates installation of such facilities.  
Traffic signal installation will be conducted in coordination with the County or appropriate agency staff,
conform to applicable standards and be consistent
with regional Intelligent Transportation System (ITS)
plans as required.
NORTH

as well as regional forecasted traffic volumes in
2025 and 2040.  The phasing plan Exhibits illustrate
the roadways and associated laneage requirements
for 2025 and 2040.   Additional information on
roadway phasing and lane requirements is included
within the Level B Transportation Master Plan
Technical Appendix.   Multi-modal and landscape
improvements will be phased and it is expected
that all roadways will include a reasonable portion
of these elements at each stage of construction, as
to provide adequate multimodal infrastructure at
each stage of development.
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4.3.3 Off-Site Transportation Impacts
The transportation modeling analysis, documented
in the Level B.I Transportation Master Plan Technical
Appendix, evaluated the forecasted traffic volumes
for the years 2025 and 2040 and conducted
reflecting the latest MRCOG 2040 MTP update.  
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Population and employment forecasts were
developed for Santolina based on anticipated
market demand for the Level B.I and Master Plan
Areas.   These Santolina development forecasts
were integrated into and normalized with
the adopted MRCOG 2025 and 2040 regional
population and employment forecasts in order to
maintain regional socioeconomic control totals
established by MRCOG.   Additionally, the MRCOG
2025 and 2040 roadway networks were used as
proposed by MRCOG, with the expected Santolina
road network added to serve the anticipated 2025
and 2040 Santolina development.   This ensures
that the forecasts can be compared directly to the
MRCOG 2025 and 2040 MTP forecasted results, to
assess the differences in forecast traffic congestion
between the MRCOG Trend growth scenario and
the Santolina growth scenario.   Details regarding
the development of the Santolina travel demand
model, forecast traffic volumes, level of service
and comparisons with the MRCOG MTP model are
included in the Level B.I Transportation Master Plan
Technical Appendix.

4.4 ACCESS
4.4.1 Roadway Functional Classification
The roadways within the Level B.I Plan Area consist
of typical roadway functional classifications.   The
classifications form a hierarchy of roadways that
will serve varying functions based on traffic needs
and accessibility to development tracts.   Higher
level roadways generally provide greater through
movement for higher traffic volume at slightly
higher speeds.   Functional classification of the
roadways will be reviewed on an ongoing basis to
be consistent with FHWA guidelines. Lower level
roadways provide greater access to adjacent development tracts with lower traffic volumes at lower
speeds.  See prototype roadway sections on Exhibits
8 through 12: Roadways. The roadway types are
further described as follows:
Principal Arterials. Principal arterials are roadways
of regional significance, intended to serve high
traffic volumes generally traveling long distances.  
A principal arterial is primarily intended to serve
through-traffic with limited access.   Full access,
signalized intersections are generally limited to
one-half mile (2,640 feet) intervals within the
Santolina Access Management Plan (SAMP).   Full
access, un-signalized intersections are limited to

Exhibit 8:  Roadways - 6 Lane Principal Arterial, Principal Arterial

6-LANE PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL (160 FT ROW)
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The proposed typical sections for principal
arterials within the Level B.I Plan Area match
those suggested by the MRCOG Long Range Transportation System Guidelines.   The right-of-way
accommodates vehicular travel lanes, dedicated

bus lanes, on-street bicycle lanes with buffers
as well as pedestrian sidewalks with a street side
buffer separating the travel way and sidewalk.
As the Urban Center is bound on all sides by
Principal Arterials, additional multi-way boulevard
roadway typical sections have been developed to
provide additional access opportunities, as well as

Exhibit 9:  Roadways - 4 Lane Minor Arterial, 4 Lane Collector with Parking

4-LANE MINOR ARTERIAL (136 FT R.O.W)

4-LANE COLLECTOR WITH PARKING (129 FT R.O.W)

Exhibit 10:  Roadways - 4 Lane Collector without Parking, 2 Lane Collector with Parking

4-LANE COLLECTOR WITHOUT PARKING (115 FT R.O.W)
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LOCAL STREET 1 (52 FT ROW)

LOCAL STREET 3 (48 FT ROW)

slower speeds adjacent to pedestrian and bicyclists
in vicinity of the Urban Center.   These typical
sections may also be used in other locations, such
as the Village Centers, if considered appropriate.
Minor Arterials.   Minor arterials are similar in
function to principal arterials.  However, this classification of roadway operates under lower traffic
volumes, serves shorter trip distances and also
provides a higher degree of property access to
adjacent development parcels.   In the SAMP, full
access signalized intersections are generally limited
to one-third mile (1,760 feet) intervals.  Full access,
un-signalized intersections are limited to one-eighth
mile (660 feet) intervals.
The proposed typical cross sections for minor
arterials within the Level B.I Plan Area match
those suggested by the MRCOG Long Range Transportation System Guidelines.   The right-of-way
accommodates vehicular travel lanes, on-street
bicycle lanes with buffer and pedestrian sidewalks
with streetside buffer separating a travel way and
sidewalk.
Collectors.   Collector roadways provide for traffic
movements between local streets.   This roadway
category is designed to carry moderate traffic
volumes over moderate distances.  Collectors may
also provide direct access to adjacent properties but

LOCAL STREET 2 (50 FT ROW)

MAJOR LOCAL STREET (60 FT ROW)

generally not to individual residences.  In the SAMP,
BERNALILLO
COUNTY LOCAL are
ROAD generally
full access signalized
intersections
SECTIONS INCLUDED BY REFERENCE:
MINOR
LOCAL
RESIDENTIAL
DWG intervals.  
limited to one-quarter201008,
mileFEBRUARY
(1,32015,
feet)
2016
MAJOR
LOCAL
RESIDENTIAL
DWG limited to
Full access un-signalized
intersections are
201007, FEBRUARY 15, 2016
330 feet intervals.
The typical cross sections for collectors within the
Level B.I Plan Area match those suggested by the
MRCOG Long Range Transportation System Guidelines.   The right-of-way accommodates vehicular
travel lanes, on-street bicycle lanes as well as a
streetside buffer between the traveled way and
pedestrian sidewalk.
It is anticipated that in the future, as development
occurs, both Major and Minor collectors will be
identified.
Local Streets & Residential Subdivisions.   Local
streets provide for local traffic movement.   This
roadway category is designed to carry low traffic
volumes over shorter distances to and from
collector streets.  Local streets provide direct access
to adjacent properties, including residences.
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The typical local street cross section within the
Level B.I Plan Area accommodates vehicular travel
lanes, vehicular parking and pedestrian sidewalks.
To promote safer streets for pedestrians and lower
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Site plans for residential subdivisions should provide
variety and visual interest in the streetscape.
Pedestrian connections between neighborhoods,
commercial areas, schools, parks and open
space should be planned for efficient pedestrian
movement.
A consistent landscape theme in residential areas
reinforces community identity. Providing large
canopied street trees in residential areas softens
the streetscape and provide the feeling of an established neighborhood as the trees reach maturity.
Two methods to achieve this streetscape involve:
•
•

Providing one (1) street tree per lot in all
residential subdivisions.
Planting street trees within twelve (12) feet of
the back of curb.

One of the attributes of the West Side most appreciated by residents is its “dark sky”. The objective
of the lighting guidelines therefore is to preserve
the “dark sky” while providing lighting that

Street lights should be designed for vehicular and
pedestrian safety while preventing excessive light
spillage onto adjacent properties.

enhances the safety, security, and visual aesthetics
of the area. Careful attention to lighting detail will
contribute to the sense of a cohesive community
image. Lighting design and features will differ
according to the land use. In all cases, light fixtures
and standards will conform to state and local safety
illumination standards. Concentrating light at intersections and pedestrian crosswalks enhances
pedestrian safety and vehicular flows. Lighting will
need to adhere to County and NMDOT regulations,

but where flexibility is allowed, recommended
maximum height of street light fixtures is thirty
(30) feet. Measures should be taken to reduce light
spillage on adjacent properties by providing light
fixtures that are recessed or shielded. Cobra head
fixtures are not recommended for street lighting.
Metal halide, LED, or low-pressure sodium lights
are recommended.
Street lights should be designed for vehicular and
pedestrian safety while preventing excessive light
spillage onto adjacent properties.
Sidewalks and trails are intended to lessen the
need for vehicular use and provide connectivity to
create a pedestrian-oriented community. Individual
development phases should ensure off-road pedestrian and bicycle access to the various park and
open-space facilities. All sidewalks and ramps
within public rights-of-way will need to meet County
standards. They will also need to be designed to
meet American Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility
requirements.
The cross-sections provide the general conceptual
street design. On local residential streets, sidewalks
will have a minimum of 5 feet in width and with
a setback of 5 feet in width from the curb. In the
Urban Center and Village Centers, wider sidewalks
and setbacks support walkability in these mixeduse, higher density areas. In these Centers,
sidewalks along collectors or arterial streets will
be 8-10 feet in width with a setback of 6-7 feet of
width from the curb. In other areas, sidewalks along
collectors or arterial streets will be a minimum of 6
feet in width with a setback of 6 feet of width from
the curb. The design elements of Santolina streetscapes and roadway network layout will follow the
Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Guide,
subject to County approval.
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may have less right-of-way than current County
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Pedestrian access from cul-de-sacs.
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Trails are important elements to provide not
only critical transportation connections, but also
serve as comfortable, safe and inviting facilities
for recreation. Trails are multi-use and accommodate pedestrians, runners, and bicyclists. Like
sidewalks, trails are required to be meet ADA accessibility requirements. Private trails will need to
meet general standards of public trails by being
constructed of concrete, asphalt, or stabilized
crusher fines and have a minimum width of 8 feet.
Pedestrian crossings will need to be clearly demarcated where they cross vehicular entrances and
streets. Features such as raised medians and active
traffic control devices may be used to enhance
pedestrian crossings. In order to support roadway
network connectivity, knuckles or cul-de-sacs will
be minimized and their use subject to County
approval. Pedestrian and bicycle access openings
at the end of cul-de-sacs or openings in perimeter
walls are techniques that can be used to achieve
connection between commercial areas, trails,
adjacent neighborhoods, and open space.
For additional standards refer to Section 3.5 Level  
B  Design  Standards  Section  G  Walls  &    Fences.
All roadway typical sections will, to the extent
possible,
incorporate
green
infrastructure
approaches to reduce and treat stormwater runoff.
Additionally, ITS technology and techniques, such
as adaptive signals timing will be implemented
along major roadways, consistent with the regional
ITS plan.
4.4.2 Access Control Policy
The Santolina Level A Transportation Master Plan
Technical Appendix established an access control
policy within the Level A Plan Area.  The approved
control policy will govern access within the Level
B.I Plan Area.   SAMP is identical to the NMDOT
State Access Management Manual (SAMM) Table
18.C-1 “Access Spacing Standards for Intersections
and Driveways” for urban principal arterials, urban
minor arterials and urban connectors.

The SAMP also establishes criteria that recognizes
and addresses when temporary conditions may
occur that do not warrant full compliance with
the SAMP.   For example, many arterial roadways
within the Level A Plan Area may be constructed in
a phased manner, such that two lanes (one in each
direction) are initially constructed.  In this scenario,
raised medians will not exist in the two lane
roadway to prohibit access.  Accordingly, temporary
access conditions may be permitted by the County
on a case-by-case basis at the sole discretion of
the County.  Traffic Impact Studies (TIS) specifically
performed for the proposed site developments will
address the feasibility of temporary access modifications.  Such TIS situations must demonstrate the

temporary access condition meets all typical traffic
design and safety conditions.  
Existing Access Control Policies
MRCOG also established roadway access limitation
for Atrisco Vista Boulevard and Dennis Chavez
Boulevard within the Level A Plan Area as well as
Paseo del Volcan north of I-40.  
The MRCOG access policy for Atrisco Vista
Boulevard south of I-40 currently permits two full
intersections.   The first intersection is at Dennis
Chavez Boulevard and the second at Terra West
Estates Road.   The MRCOG Access Policy provides
full access intersections along Atrisco Vista
Boulevard between Tierra West Estates Road and
Dennis Chavez Boulevard at one-half mile (2,640
feet) intervals as well as T-intersection and right-in/
right-out driveways at approximately one-quarter
mile (1,320 feet) intervals.  

6.A.o
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NMDOT also established access control along
Atrisco Vista Boulevard at the following three
locations:
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The access proposed is comparable to the MRCOG
access plan with the modification to provide
the parallel roadway to the frontage road.   This
additional connection was added at the County and
NMDOT’s request.  This parallel roadway is located
approximately 2,760 feet south of the Atrisco Vista
Boulevard intersection with the frontage road/
Central Avenue.  This distance satisfies the MRCOG
access spacing guidelines south to Dennis Chavez
Boulevard.   The Level A Master Plan approved
development on both the east and west side of
Atrisco Vista Boulevard.  The un-signalized intersections along this roadway are proposed as left-in/
right-in/right-out intersections at no less than
one-quarter mile (1,320 feet) intervals.  Any modifications to NMDOT access control along Atrisco
Vista Boulevard will be requested by WALH and

the County through the NMDOT access control
procedures outlined by the SAMM and the MRCOG
Roadway Access Committee.
Future access limitations along Paseo del Volcan
south of I-40 have not been established by MRCOG
and NMDOT. The roadway network established
with the Level A Plan Area provides access spacing
consistent with the ultimate access policy for
Paseo del Volcan north of I-40.   Paseo del Volcan
is planned to be ultimately designed to freeway
standards north of I-40.   These standards provide
interchanges at approximately one mile (5,280
feet) intervals.   Paseo del Volcan right-of-way will
be reserved within the Level A Plan Area for future
freeway requirements consistent with the standards
established north of I-40.

MRCOG policy states “prior to ultimate development, at-grade intersections with median
openings other than one-mile intervals may be
permitted.” The intersection spacing proposed
along Paseo del Volcan, south of I-40, provides
one-half mile signalized intersection spacing in
the interim, prior to ultimate development of the
freeway facility.   These signalized intersections,

consistent with the SAMP and SAMM spacing
for urban principal arterials, would become
underpasses in the event the freeway facility is
constructed.   The proposed un-signalized intersections shown with the interim Paseo del Volcan,
consistent with the SAMP and SAMM one-quarter
mile spacing for urban principal arterials, will
terminate at the frontage roads constructed with
the freeway facility.   This design is similar to the
roadway design north of I-40.   Consistent with
MRCOG policy, the above proposes an initial access
control plan for adjacent and intersecting streets
that will be further developed through location
corridor studies.

4.5 TRANSIT
The community vision for Santolina includes a
vibrant mixed-use community where people “live,
work, learn and play.”  Key to achieving this vision is
the creation of a well-designed multi-modal travel
system with an emphasis on transit and walkability.  
This goal will be met through the operation of a
transportation system that links activity centers
and the Residential Villages via transit, bicycle and
pedestrian links.
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• Tierra West Estates Road.
• Approximately one mile (5,280 feet) north
of Dennis Chavez Boulevard.
• Dennis Chavez Boulevard.

Transit must be frequent, fast and reliable in order
to effectively reduce regional traffic congestion.  
Transit service within the County areas is provided
on a contract basis with ABQ Ride.  This is due to
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the fact these service areas are outside the City
of Albuquerque’s ABQ Ride jurisdictional area.  As
Santolina grows, the available market for transit
ridership is expected to grow.   This growth will
promote the possible consideration of transit
service by the County, ABQ Ride and Rio Metro
Regional Transit District (RTD).  It is expected these
discussions will occur once the transit market
develops within the development of Santolina.  
It is anticipated that transit service with limited
commuter routes and service in peak transit hours
will expand to fixed routes with shorter headways,
ultimately leading to bus rapid transit system once
demand is generated. The goal is to provide systems
to distribute Santolina residents and employees
to and from other regional employment and
residential hubs while providing service to Santo-

lina’s employment centers.
Consideration has also been given to the bicycle
and pedestrian links within the transit system.  The
roadside and extensive off-road trails system will be
designed in a coordinated effort with the location
of bus stops and other transit facilities with the goal
of locating bus stops within reasonable walking
distance of residential development.   The system
will be designed to encourage transit use and
bicycle commuting within Santolina and the greater
vicinity.

designed to accommodate Residential Villages as
well as clusters of significant employment centers.
As a result of the land use mix and transportation
system, opportunities will exist to transport citizens
from within Santolina to other regional employment
centers as well as Santolina employment centers.
The transit network as illustrated extends Rapid
Ride Route 766, the Green Line, from the current
terminus at Central & Unser Transit Center into the
Santolina Town Center.  The route is extended west
on Central Avenue to Atrisco Vista Boulevard, south
to the road paralleling the Frontage Road, then west
into the Town Center.  A Transit Center is proposed
within the Level B.I Town Center.   The facility will
serve as a Park and Ride and as well as a hub for
future commuter or local circulation bus routes.
A second major transit route is along Dennis
Chavez Boulevard, providing access to the Urban
Center.  Dennis Chavez Boulevard is identified as a
secondary transit route in the 2040 MTP, and the
Rio Bravo Rail Runner Station just west of the river

6.A.o
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4.5.1 Proposed Transit Concept
The conceptual transit network for Santolina was
establsihed in the Level A Master Plan.  The backbone
of the network is the proposed bus rapid transit
system routes.  The Level A Master Plan has been
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A goal of the Residential Village, Urban Center and
Town Center design standards is to locate transit
stops/stations within a one-quarter mile walking
distance from origins or destinations.   This is a
comfortable walking distance to encourage the use
of transit facilities.  Design standards will enhance
the walking experience and safety, encouraging
walkability with the community.
Gibson Boulevard shall service as a third potential
transit route into Santolina, allowing a connection
to the Bridge/Westgate Route 54 path.
The transit plan also illustrates possible circulation routes within Santolina.   These routes will
offer opportunities for transit between residential,
employment, commercial, education and recreation areas without the use of automobiles.
4.5.2 Transit Ridership
No specific estimate of future transit use has been
developed for this Level B.I Plan.  However, the large
number of job centers located along major roadways
within the Level B.I Plan suggests the increased
visibility, ease and use of transit.   Additionally,
the extensive trails system from residential neighborhoods to transit corridors further promotes
alternative modes of travel.

with regional service, provide the opportunity to
connect other transit routes such as the Central &
Unser Transit Center, the Alvarado Center and the
New Mexico Rail Runner Express.   The interconnectivity will enable transit users within Santolina
to enjoy the entire transit system available in the
metropolitan region.
4.5.4 Transit-Facilitating Features
The Santolina Level A Master Plan includes an
extensive network of sidewalks, trails and on-street
bicycle lanes.   This system has been designed to
create extensive connectivity within the Level A
Plan Area, promoting the use of transportation
modes between residential neighborhoods and
employment centers.    Accessibility is the key to
encouraging mass transit ridership. Transit stops
that are centrally located and convenient to pedestrians should be provided. Pedestrian oriented
mixed use developments, including conveniently
located shopping, office development, post offices,
libraries, parks, recreational facilities and residential
use, will help create an environment conducive to
mass transit systems. Transit stops shall provide
shelter, comfortable seating and adequate lighting.  
Signage shall be provided to illustrate the routes
that serve each transit stop. Trash containers should
be conveniently located. Safe and secure bike
storage facilities are encouraged. The transit stop
should be designed to blend with the architecture
of the surrounding buildings. Transit stops shall be
centrally located, easily accessed from neighborhoods, retail, jobs and services.
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is a prime candidate for use as a bus rapid transit
or commuter route into Santolina.   Additionally,
as a principal arterial, Dennis Chavez Boulevard
has been identified as a roadway segment with a
potential dedicated bus lane.  This roadway design
would remove buses from general purpose traffic
as they enter the Urban Center.  The facility will be
located in close proximity to the post-secondary
education facilities and offer Park and Ride lots
as well as stops for other local or commuter bus
routes.

4.5.3 Interface with Inter-Model Connections
The Santolina Transportation Master Plan envisions
an extensive transit system for local circulation
along with commuter or BRT service for regional
travel.   The Santolina transit centers, combined
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4.5.5 School Bus Considerations
It is anticipated that school bus routes may use the
Principal and Minor Arterials for travel.  However,
school bus stops will not be located along such
roadways.   School bus stops shall be located on
Collector or Local Street roadways to increase public
safety and limit impacts to the traveling public.  As
specific school bus routes will not be developed
until school locations have been identified, Local
Streets within Santolina shall be designed to sufficiently accommodate potential school bus activity.

4.6 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES
4.6.1

Sidewalks and Pedestrian Accommodations

The proposed Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation
Plan combined with the typical roadway sections,
provide complete pedestrian coverage throughout
Santolina.   The Open Space trails system provides
opportunities for walking and biking apart from
roadways and vehicular traffic.   This system
connects the residential and commercial areas,
allowing for commuting or recreational use.
Supporting Santolina’s goals of walkability requires
making walking convenient, enjoyable and safe.  
The interconnected sidewalks throughout Santolina
enable short walking trips to bus stops, schools,
parks and other neighborhood amenities, as well
as employment centers.   Walking within Village
Centers will be encouraged through land use and
site layout design combined with pedestrian facilities.   The goal is to encourage a “park-once”
concept in the Village Center.  
Marked at grade crosswalks, pedestrian activated
phases for street crossing shall be provided at all
signalized intersections.   Additionally, consideration will be given to the safe location of mid-block
pedestrian crossings through the use of pedestrian
hybrid beacon systems.
4.6.2 Bike Lanes and Trails
The bicycle network provides complete coverage
of the Level A Master Plan through on-street
bicycle lanes and the proposed Open Space and

trails system.   The bikeway network will be more
extensive than shown in the Bikeways Master Plan,
as proposed typical
roadway sections also
include bike lanes on
all future identified
arterials and collector
streets.   This design
element will allow
recreational bicyclists
the opportunity to
bicycle out of travel
lanes.   The relatively
flat topography of
much of the Level
A Plan Area is well
suited to bicycle travel,
while the ample Open Space trail network provides
opportunities for recreational biking.
The proposed bicycle network conforms to, and is
integrated into, the MRCOG Long Range Bikeways
System Map.  The map envisions extending bikeway
facilities on Dennis Chavez Boulevard, Atrisco
Vista Boulevard, 118th Street, Gun Club Road,
Gibson Boulevard, Paseo del Volcan and Central
Avenue.   This system will provide direct access to
the extensive network of existing and proposed
bikeways in the metropolitan area, providing
opportunities for long-range cycling or commuting
for those so inclined.

4.7 TRANSPORTATION DEMAND 		
MANAGEMENT
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is a
combination of approaches that provide travelers
with alternatives to the use of the single occupancy
vehicle when choosing their transportation mode.  
Through the provisions of options in travel mode,
travel demand management seeks to influence
travel decisions with the goal of more efficient use
of the transportation system.

6.A.o
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Several TDM strategies are accomplished through
the Santolina Level A Land Use Plan.  These include
the extensive system of pedestrian and bicycle facilities that allow for travelers to choose to walk or ride
their bicycle to their destination.   Other land use
elements supporting TDM are the close proximity
and high level of connectivity of major employment
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The roadway typical sections in Santolina also
provide dedicated on-street transit lanes, wide
sidewalks, appropriate street lighting and safe
roadway crossings.   The roadway network, when
combined with the extensive pedestrian and bike
network, as well as transit amenities, make transit
use more attractive and easier to use.   Increased
attractiveness of transit and greater transit use will
also reduce the number of vehicles on roadways,
improve traffic operations and reduce congestion.
The large employment centers in Santolina also
provide opportunities for employers to use public
service announcements and outreach to educate
employees and residents on the benefits of walking,
biking, carpooling and transit use.   Transit will be
a key component of the TDM strategy as transit
service becomes available and expands as the

market increases with population and employment
growth.
The design of employment centers should focus on
promoting alternative modes of travel, through the
incorporation of pedestrian and bicycle accommodations.  Employment and commercial site designs
will be encouraged to locate buildings close to
transit routes to limit walking distances from the
transit stops to the buildings.  Doing so will increase
transit use by minimizing travel distances once the
traveler exits the transit system.
Employers will be encouraged to provide variable
work schedules to the maximum extent possible to
disburse traffic over longer periods to reduce the
amount of traffic on the roadway during peak hours.  
Coordinated education campaigns by employers
and retail/commercial development to promote
transit and walking/biking will also be considered
in concert with Bernalillo County and ABQ Ride/Rio
Metro.
In the event voluntary measures do not result in
sufficient changes in driver behavior to maintain

Exhibit 12:  Roadways - Level B.I Multi-Way Boulevards
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centers to residential neighborhoods.  The connectivity between residential areas and employment
centers is expected to increase the share of pedestrian and bicycle commuting, thereby reducing
the number of single occupancy vehicles on the
roadways during peak hours.

PASEO DEL VOLCAN @ URBAN CENTER *
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Exhibit 13:  Pedestrian and Bike Circulation Map

NORTH

acceptable levels of service, other incentives
and disincentives can be employed to encourage
changes in travel behavior.  These may include incentives such as providing discounted transit passes
for employees, promoting walk to work or bike to
work events, rewards for carpooling, or providing
preferred parking for carpools and vanpools.  Disincentives may including requiring employees to pay
for parking or designating less desirable parking
areas for those who choose to drive to work alone.
Many of the above strategies will require cooperation between both future private employers and
public agencies to fully achieve the goals of the TDM
strategies.   In the event traffic congestion begins
to deteriorate below acceptable levels of service,
employers should be encouraged to work together,
either formally or informally, to implement the
above strategies in order to maximize available
infrastructure, reduce congestion, maintain air
quality and improve the traffic operations.
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Overview of site specific environmental characteristics and the physical and environmental
characteristics provide the structure for land use
locations, transportation systems and natural open
spaces within the Level A Master Plan along with
this Level B.I Plan. The Level B.I Plan Area is characterized by a large mesa, framed by two escarpments.
The western edge of the mesa area features a
series of dunes overlooking the Rio Puerto Valley,
partially vegetated parallel swales that run roughly
east-west and a group of natural depressions in the
north central portion of the Plan Area.

As a result of the existing topography, much
of the Level B.I Plan Area enjoys views toward
the Sandia and Manzano Mountains, the South
Valley, the Bosque and the City of Albuquerque.
Elevations descend from 6,100 feet at the top
the western escarpment near the community’s
western boundary to approximately 5,575 feet at
the top of the eastern escarpment. The topography
then descends to 5,100 feet at the south eastern
boundary near Gun Club Road.  Planning within the
Level B.I Plan Area was conducted in a manner to
preserve and enhance the unique local and regional
views.
Much of this Level B.I Plan Area consists of flat
lands on the mesa with slopes in the 0-5% range. As
a result, the land within these portions of the Level
B.I Plan Area is highly suitable for development. The
Level B.I Plan also includes major public open space
and additional open space characterized as parks
and internal open space. The open space network
respects the existing topography, escarpments and

land forms to create separation from surrounding
neighborhoods while also creating pedestrian links
to future neighborhoods, job centers and amenities.

5.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
The following is a summary of biological resources
within this Level B.I Plan Area:
5.2.1 Vegetation
Grasses, wildflowers, cacti and brush form the
vegetative groundcover of the Level B.I Plan
Area. Several varieties of native grasses are found
including mesa dropseed, Indian ricegrass, giant
dropseed, spike dropseed, black grama, blue grama,
sand dropseed, bush muhly, sacaton and galleta.
Brush include sand sagebrush, broom snakeweed,
four-wing saltbrush, yucca, cholla, prickly pear,
Mormon tea and winterfat. Wildflower species
include chamisa, purple astor, butterfly weed,
paperflower, gum weed, globe mallow, bush penestamen and desert zinnia.

5.2.2 Wildlife
Wildlife found in the Level B.I Plan Area is common
to the Southwest Mesa grasslands
and includes scaled quail, morning
dove, jackrabbits, cottontail, rats,
prairie dogs, deer mice along with
a variety of reptiles and invertebrates. No listed or endangered
species have been identified in
this Level B.I Plan Area.
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5.3 ARCHEOLOGY
As part of the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
a Class I records search was conducted in May
2005. The report included a review of the New
Mexico Cultural Resources System (NMCRIS) files.
The review did not find any nominated properties
within the Santolina Level A Plan Area. As a part of
this study a brief archaeological on-site reconnaissance was completed for the reconnaissance of 12
transect miles and resulted in the identification
of 14 potential additional cultural properties. The
reconnaissance confirmed that the majority of the
Level A Plan Area’s resources are located in the
Rio Puerco and Rio Grande escarpment areas. As
previously stated the escarpment areas are being
designated as permanent open space areas within
this Level B.I Plan.   Another resource discussed
during the Level A Master Plan approval process
was the existing FAA arrow located just south of the
existing Bisque Durango Mobile Home Park.   This
resource is located within the Level B.I Plan Town
Center.
Consistent with the PCC for Level B Plans, WALH
contracted with SWCA for a Class II survey for
the Level B.I Plan Area. This survey was scoped
in conjunction with the State Historic Preservation Office and included a representative sample
(approximately 20 percent of the Level B.I Plan
Area) that was surveyed. The SWCA Class II survey
covered a total of 600 non-continuous acres, with
the current Level B.I Plan covering 4,375 acres. The
Class II Archaeological study has been completed
and has been submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office with a copy provided to County Staff
on July 1, 2016. Due to the sensitive nature of this
information, access to this report will be limited
to County Planning and Open Space staff for their
review.

The Class II survey identified 16 archaeological
sites and one historic structure. Six of these sites
are not considered significant and are not eligible
for the National Register (LA 185226, LA 185228,
LA 185229, LA 185232, LA 185234, and LA 185235).
These six sites consist of  small, concentrated historic
dumps primarily made up of food and beverage
cans and bottles. Site LA 185232 is a prehistoric
archaeological site with an unknown date. This
site is believed to represent limited activity and
is not considered likely to have additional information beyond what has already been gathered.
All other sites are historic refuse scatters or dumps
that have limited additional information potential.
As such, no further management of these sites is
recommended.
Eight archaeological sites were evaluated to be
undetermined for National Register eligibility
pending additional information (LA 73288, LA
73295, LA 185223, LA 185224, LA 185227, LA
185230, LA 185231, and LA 185233). Other than
LA 185227, these sites include non-structural,
unknown aboriginal, and unspecified prehistoric
material dating A.D. 1550. LA 185227 consists of
structural, ancestral Puebloan material dating
around A.D 700-1300. All eight sites have been
deemed undetermined with preservation or testing
as the recommended mitigation strategy.
Two cultural resources were identified as National
Register eligible (HCPI 40796 and LA 185225); an
historic object (concrete arrow) and prehistoric
lithic scatter with an associated feature.
The following guidance concerning future
mitigation steps were provided by Andy Wakefield,
RPA, Archaeologist with the New Mexico Historic
Preservation Division:
•

•

For private land only a permit for mechanical
excavations would be required.   If land came
into the ownership of the school district,
county, or city, state permits would be needed
for testing and data recovery.
For the project as it is (private land, local
ordinances/policy), SHPO recommends that
a testing and data recovery plan be prepared
for the sites that will be affected and that the
plan be submitted to the County and our office
for consultation. The SHPO recommends using
State regulations for guidance for preparation

6.A.o
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•

•

•

•

of testing/data recovery plans.
Based on the Class II survey and input from the
New Mexico Historic Preservation Division, the
recommendation is that the sites are avoided or
tested/mitigated should they have the potential
to be affected. The owner’s mitigation strategy
is that for identified sites (areas identified in
the Class II survey), a treatment plan for preservation, testing, mitigation, or other treatment
such (such as historic research) is required prior
to Level C Plans (development). For areas that
have not been surveyed, then a Class III survey
shall be required prior to development. This
determination will be made in conjunction
with a Level C application, as required by the
Planned Communities Criteria. The applicant
and Bernalillo County shall consult with the
Historic Preservation Division on future Level C
studies.
If sites (LA 73288, LA 73295, LA 185223, LA
185224, LA 185227, LA 185230, LA 185231, and
LA 185233) will be affected, it is recommended
that the sites are tested to determine whether
intact subsurface Archaeological deposits or
features exist. Site LA 185227 is left as undetermined pending further subsurface testing. The
site is more substantial and dates to the Pueblo
I through Pueblo III period (AD 700-1300), it is
the SHPO’s opinion that more extensive testing
and data recovery may be necessary.
The Class II study identified ten survey parcels
(600 acres) in consultation with the SHPO.
These survey parcels were selected to characterize the cultural resources of the larger area;
the parcels were surveyed at the standards to
meet Class III requirements and may be utilized
to meet Class III Inventory requirements in the
future.
Site HCPI 40796 is a historic object (concrete
arrow) determined to be historically significant and is recommended for further archival
research and mitigation if affected by development. HPCI 40796 is the remains of a historic
airway beacon installation. It is located south of
I-40, and west of the Atrico Vista Boulevard exit,
below the southeastern corner of the American
RV Park. This resource consists of a poured,
concrete-pad complex that includes an aviation
arrow. The concrete has settled and cracked
in various places, leaving it in fair condition.
Airway beacon installations were constructed
between the world wars to facilitate the development and operation of U.S. Postal Service
aerial mail transport, including nighttime flights.  

•

•

These facilities included a shed, a tower with
course lights, and the arrow. The concrete pad
complex of this resource corresponds to this
standard installation layout, although the shed
and beacon have been removed from the site.
SWCA recommends this property as eligible for
listing. Preservation is recommended.
Site LA 185225 is a prehistoric lithic scatter with
an associated structure and is recommended for
data recovery if affected by development. This
low-density prehistoric lithic scatter without
features is likely prehistoric in age. This site has
been deemed eligible and SWCA has recommended preservation in place. If this is not
possible, then archaeological testing of the site
is recommended to determine the presence or
absence of intact subsurface materials and, if
present, the extent of such materials.
If cultural materials or human burials are
encountered during construction, work in
that area should stop and a certified cultural
resource specialist should be notified. In
addition, in the case of human burials, the
local law enforcement agency, the New Mexico
Office of the Medical Investigator (OMI), and
the New Mexico State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) must be notified immediately.”

5.4 AIR QUALITY
The Santolina Level B.I Plan maximizes the opportunity to achieve high performance standards for air
quality.  The opportunity arises because the Master
Plan characteristics address the most significant
air quality factors in the region; carbon monoxide
and airborne particulate matter (typically industrial
emissions, fugitive dust and pollen).   Santolina’s
emphasis on job creation is a primary driver of the
ability to achieve high air quality performance.  The
creation of significant local jobs within industry
and business districts reduce vehicular trip generation, the main producer of the carbon monoxide
and other oxides that are so problematic.  Santolina
also incorporates strategies to directly address the
particulates matter.
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An Air Quality Impact Analysis report was prepared  
to compare the “Santolina Scenario” development
to the MRCOG MTP Trend scenario.   This analysis
used the data from the MRCOG MTP travel demand
model and the EPA’s current Motor Vehicles Emission
Simulator (MOVES) model, developed with local
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The last regional CO violation was in 1991.  CO levels
have been in steady decline since that time. Current
levels measure less than 30% of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

within the regional transportation system.   The
current and projected values for VMT are fully
evaluated and approved under the Future 2040
MTP which is developed by MRCOG.
Compliance with local, state and federal regulations
associated with vehicular emissions is associated

The regional analysis found a slight reduction in
peak hour CO emissions under the “Santolina
Scenario” (-0.5%) and a negligible increase in CO
emissions on a daily basis.   Both of these level
changes are considered of little significance, given
that the region is well under NAAQS thresholds.
CO Hot Spot analysis of the four highest traffic
volume intersections (two Regional, one near
Santolina and one future internal) detects low CO
levels that remain below NAAQS standards and are
equivalent to levels anticipated in the MTP scenario.
Overall, the analysis found the development of
Santolina is not a significant influence on regional
deterioration of air quality or localized Hot Spots
due to the regional characteristics being well within
NAAQS thresholds.
5.4.1 Carbon Monoxide
At this time, all other air quality standards, as
established by the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards, are not in exceedance of carbon
monoxide standards. Vehicle emissions are sources
of carbon monoxide, volatile organic compounds
and oxide of nitrogen.    Air quality levels are
managed closely and tied directly to the Vehicle
Miles Traveled (VMT) within the region.   Vehicle
emissions are evaluated by the quantity of VMT

with the approval of the Future 2040 MTP.  MRCOG
is responsible for making a conformity determination on the MTP for the region in accordance
with the Clean Air Act and EPA regulations.    The
MTP must also be approved by the Federal Highway
Administration and must conform to the State
Implementation Plan Revision: Limited Maintenance Plan for Carbon Monoxide for Albuquerque/
Bernalillo County, New Mexico.   Lastly, the MTP
must conform to the regulations administered
by the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Air Quality
Board (Board).  The Board is the federally-delegated
air authority for Albuquerque and Bernalillo County
and ensures compliance with the Federal Clean Air
Act and the New Mexico Air Quality Control Act.  
With regard to specific impacts from the transportation system developed for the Santolina Level B.I
Plan, it is important to establish that the expected
employment and population growth associated
with the Santolina Level A Master Plan is incorporated in the approved 2040 MTP.   The MTP
approves projected VMT for the region, through
2040, based on expected land use and travel
patterns.   While growth has been modified as a
result of the Santolina Level A Master Plan, the
overall regional parameters for population growth
have been maintained. As a result, on a regional
basis all VMT associated with the Level A Master
Plan development have already been considered
in the regional air quality conformity analysis. The
findings of the analysis align with all local, state and
federal air quality policies.
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data from the City of Albuquerque’s Environmental
Health Department (EHD). To evaluate carbon
monoxide (CO) dispersion at localized locations,
microscale CO Hot Spot analysis, the EPA-approved
CAL3QHC model was used.
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Travel demand modeling performed in the Level
B.I Plan indicates no regional increase in vehicle
emissions or air quality impacts. The Level B.I Plan
provides for a gridded street network (minimizing
time on the street when driving is necessary),
transit accommodation design features in its neighborhoods and commercial areas, trails and bikeways
which encourage non-vehicular (non-emission)
transportation modes and mixed use development
concepts. These land use features, combined
with advances in automobile technology such as
increased adoption of hybrid and electric cars, are
likely to lead to additional air quality improvements.
The 2025 modeling results indicate, when compared
to the 2040 MTP roadway network in the critical
PM peak hour, a 1.8% reduction in VMT, an 8.6%
reduction in Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT), a 21.6%
reduction in Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) as well as
a 7.4% increase in average speed.

5.4.2 Particulate Matter

While the 2040 Santolina Level B.I Plan PM peak
hour forecasts a 2.5% increase in VMT, other
critical parameters for air quality evaluation were
markedly improved, offsetting the increase in VMT.  
For example, the 2040 Santolina VHT forecasts
2.9% reduction and a 4.2% decrease in vehicle
delay. Average vehicular speeds also increase by
5.6% when compared to the 2040 MTP roadway
network. There is also a 9.5% reduction in Santolina
VMT on roadway links that are over capacity (v/
c>1.0) because Santolina employment center traffic
utilizes under capacity roadways as employees
travel in counter-commute. This is achieved through
morning west bound movement to Santolina and
eastbound traffic movement in the evening.   This
traffic pattern translates into an 11.7% reduction in
the percentage of PM peak hour VMT on roadway
links that are over capacity.  A primary contributor
to air quality impacts associated with vehicle
emissions is vehicle delay (VHD).   The modeling
results also indicate a 21.6% decrease in VHD in
2025 and 4.2% decrease in 2040.   These results
indicate the Santolina Level B.I Plan should result in
air quality beneficial to the region.

Industrial and manufacturing emissions typically
from stationary sources are regulated by multiple
local, County, state and federal regulations.   This
type of development in Santolina will be held to a
high standard and must comply with all applicable
regulations.

Of particular note in the efforts to reduce carbon
monoxides is the current regional programs such
as:
• Oxygenated Fuels Regulations
• Vehicle Emissions Testing
• Municipal Clean Fuels Fleets  

Generally, the particulate matter components of
the most interest are fugitive dust, woodburning
activities, industrial emissions and pollen.  Fugitive
dust control is a significant concern in the County,
often the result of construction activities and the
use of dirt roads.  Roads, trails and parking lots will
be paved or appropriately surfaced in Santolina to
minimize dust generation.  LID practices, governing
grading and ground disturbance approaches to
development, will also be utilized. Vehicular access
to and use of open space areas will be strictly
enforced.
Woodburning activities will comply with applicable
codes and rules, including the current woodburning
restrictions typically enforced during the winter in
the County.

Pollen is a significant health issue for many in the
region. Santolina will employ careful design of
landscaping palettes within the Santolina Level B.I
Plan Area, resulting in greatly reduced airborne
pollen.  All applicable County or regional regulations
for pollen control will be complied with stringently.

5.5 STORMWATER SYSTEM DESIGN
APPROACH
The Level B.I Plan will provide creative and
innovative stormwater quality and management
practices to complement the mix of land uses. The
Level B.I Plan drainage solutions will incorporate
proven management practices such as underground
and channelized systems. Additional solutions may
incorporate naturalistic surface drainage systems
intertwined within the community open space,
parks and trails system.

Attachment: Santolina Level B Plan with Exhibits.compressed 3_14_17 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

6.A.o

SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

The Level B.I Plan establishes guidelines for “…
conceptual drainage plan for management of watersheds and floodplains and preservation of arroyo
corridor multiple use opportunities” as required
by the planned communities Level B.I Plan criteria.
More detailed stormwater management will be

80
Packet Pg. 3689

CHAPTER 5: ENVIRONMENT AND SERVICES

As with any significant stormwater management
system, the Santolina public stormwater
management system will include many distinct
components based on existing ground and basin
conditions as well as those components dictated
by the Level A drainage plan. These components
will require ongoing maintenance and operational
attention.
The major components of this Level B.I Plan
drainage management system include:

will provide:
• Protection of undeveloped and developed
property from flooding in 100 year events
• Sustainable infrastructure approaches
for the control, conveyance, storage and
discharge of stormwater
• Improved stormwater quality by the use
of retention and detention facilities (which
trap sediment, pollutants and more, in
accordance with the recently promulgated
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
(MS4) permit requirements
• Compliance with MS4 permit requirements, as adopted by the County for all
new residential and non-residential development and redevelopment projects that
disturb greater than or equal to one acre,
including projects less than one acre that
are part of a larger common plan of development or sale.  
• Water harvesting techniques on the mesa
for shallow groundwater recharge and
landscape irrigation needs
• Recreational active opportunities such as
parkland, playground and trails
• Multi-purpose water surface facilities.

• Closed basin detention systems, including
major/min or retention ponds, water quality
facilities and infiltration devices. In this
context, retention describes the permanent
storage of collected stormwater within the
Level B.I Plan Area (or other land within the
Level A Plan Area) with no off-site discharge
to any water bodies.
• For example, this system would be applicable in the northwest portion of this Level
B.I Plan Area (primarily the Industrial and
Business Park) and in the far southeast
portion. This system would work well in
this area due to the existing historical
topographic conditions which include
depressions with no discharge to a river. In
this area, drainage will be connected and
transported to constructed retention pond
systems located in the existing depressions.
Stormwater will be discharged over time
via evaporation, vegetative transpiration
and infiltration methods as well as potential
reuse for landscape irrigation. Taking into
consideration the cyclical nature of stormwater, recreational opportunities are also
available for the creative design of these
retention ponds. WALH will coordinate with
the County and/or AMAFCA to obtain use
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reviewed with subsequent Level C Plans. Such Level
C Plans and applications for development will utilize
the greater clarity site specific development plans
to prepare immediate vicinity drainage master
plans. The stormwater management strategy within
Santolina requires subsequent Level C Plans which
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All subsequent Level C Plans will provide input and
approval from the County and other applicable
jurisdictions.
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agreements for any facilities envisioned
as parkland within the community.                                                            
Individual development projects within this
closed basin area may consider 100% water
harvesting onsite of the site’s developed
flows, subject to verification of possible
future restrictions by multi-site Level C area
plans that may demand the stormwater
runoff for collective community retention
facilities.
• Controlled discharge detention facilities
include major/minor detention ponds, water
quality facilities and infiltration devices.
The remainder of the Level B.I Plan Area
(excluding areas defined within the closed
basin retention systems above) complements this drainage strategy. With this
strategy, limited on-site and public retention
occurs as part of stormwater quality/
MS4 practices. However, the majority of
the drainage is only detained, or delayed,
before being discharged to conveyances
that eventually reach the river. As previously
discussed, retention facilities and detention
facilities also provide ample opportunities
for multiple uses.
• Stormwater conveyance systems include
variations and combinations of underground pipes and open channels to convey
stormwater through and around designated
corridors within the Level B.I Plan Area.
These corridors will typically be located
in preserved, existing arroyos or within
easements or right-of-ways required for
drainage conveyance. Situations may arise
where such easements or right-of-ways
are required to remove stormwater in
order to preserve an existing arroyo and
reduce erosion and maintenance. In these
situations the corridors will provide opportunities for the linear parks and links within
the community trail system.
• Per the MS4 guidelines, stormwater quality
management systems must be employed on
all subsequent Level C Plan development
sites within this Level B.I Plan Area. These
management systems manage the EPA Water
Quality Volume of stormwater runoff from
the developed site. The  EPA Water Quality

Volume is the stormwater collected by the
development site’s impervious areas during
smaller but more frequent storm events.
These are approximately a two year storm,
2-hour storm event. Previous areas within
a development do not create any runoff
in such small storm events. LID strategies
effectively help maintain high downstream
stormwater quality levels. Private and public
site development practices will be required
to incorporate LID and other green development practices that improve stormwater
quality and harvest stormwater. To a great
extent, LID practices mimic the existing
pre-development conditions of the land in
which most stormwater run-off remains on
site.
     Typical LID practices may include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Depressed landscape bio-retention areas
Bioswales
Infiltration trenches
Pervious pavers
Landscaped medians
Floatable captures

These measures will be employed only to the
extent they do not violate Rio Grande Compact
agreements.
5.5.1 Drainage Systems
Operation

Management

and

Public stormwater infrastructure generally refers
to drainage infrastructure owned and maintained
by public agencies such as the County, AMAFCA
and NMDOT. Private stormwater infrastructure
generally refers to smaller on-site stormwater
infrastructure required, owned and maintained by
private property owners. Such private facilities, may
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include those associated with commercial development, private parks and homeowner association
facilities.
It is anticipated that much of the public stormwater
infrastructure within Santolina’s closed ponding
systems will be owned and operated by the
County. These infrastructure systems will be sited
within public right-of-way to accommodate public
ownership, operation and maintenance. It is anticipated AMAFCA will own, operate and maintain the
major drainage channels and detention facilities
required within those basins discharging stormwater to the south and east (to the river). Both of
these agencies have a long history of stormwater
and development integration of public and private
projects.
5.5.2 Phasing
Stormwater management systems will be phased
to match the development progress within the
Level B.I Plan Area. As discussed, this Level B.I Plan
focused on two timeline horizons; 2025 and full
buildout in 2040.

5.6 ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND ALTERNATIVE ENERGY SOURCES
This Santolina Level B.I Plan embraces the design
principles of energy conservation within the
community with the goals to:
• Evaluate energy use within the community.
• Identify renewable energy resources.
• Encourage production, recycling and reuse
of resources.
Energy costs play a significant role in the home
buying process. According to the US Department
of Energy’s Building Technologies Program*, the
current 2009 International Energy Consumption

Code (IECC), saves New Mexico residents an average
of 15% on energy costs. This results in an average
savings of $225 per household on energy costs per
house with the 2009 IECC.
As part of Santolina’s sustainability program, and in
keeping with builder trends towards more energy
efficient construction practices and products, all
construction within Santolina is encouraged to
adhere to the standards of the EPA Energy Star
Certified New Home Program or the National Association of Homebuilders (NAHB) Home Innovation
ICC 700 National Green Building Standard (NGBS)
Certification Program.
Energy Star certified homes are designed and built
to include energy efficient features, materials and
equipment that delivers enhanced performance.
Home designs consider local conditions, utilize
climate specific energy savings techniques and
appropriate energy efficient features to provide
energy savings up to 30% compared to standard
houses. Single and multi-family houses constructed
to the NAHB’s ICC 700 NGBS are designed and
constructed to bring a minimum 15% increase in
energy efficiency. Each new house is certified to
meet established criteria for energy efficiency,
water and resource conservation as well as indoor
air quality. Residents will realize the cost savings of
certified energy efficient homes while enjoying the
quality, durability and comfort of well-designed and
built houses.
The large industrial and business park within the
Level B.I Plan provides the opportunity for alternative energy production. Potential sources of
energy production include solar panel fields, wind
generation facilities and other alternative fuel
powered facilities. Additionally, opportunities may
present themselves for the development of facilities that create construction materials such as
masonry material or lumber truss plants. Such

6.A.o
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facilities would greatly reduce the required distance
to transport materials to construction sites within
Santolina.
*U.S. Department of Energy Impacts of the 2009
IECC for Residential Buildings at State Level.

• Stormwater quality enhancement
protection
• MS4 compliance (EPA).

and

Often these systems are combined to achieve a
more comprehensive and effective site solution.

The Santolina Level B.I Plan shall require that
the following site development LID measures (or
similar), be considered, addressed and where applicable and practical, implemented in all Level C Plan
development submittals:

5.7 TERRAIN MANAGEMENT PLAN
Terrain Management Planning in the Santolina
Level B.I Plan is intended to mitigate the effects
of stormwater runoff, dust collection, soil erosion
(water and wind) and other natural habitat loss
that may otherwise result from new development
construction. The mitigation goals apply to both
new development areas and existing, undisturbed
natural terrain within the Level B.I Plan Area. The
primary systems of terrain management include:
• LID practices which seek to mimic natural
rainwater systems to reduce runoff volume,
increase infiltration and filtration and
moderate the rate and quality of runoff
from a development site

• Phased site grading requirements that
minimize the extent of open grading
operations at any time and match grading
operations to the actual pace of development
• Site grading plans that minimize the amount
and depth of grading cuts on the site, i.e.,
seek to work with the natural site terrain,
where practical
• Revegetation of all disturbed areas, including
long term maintenance of the revegetated
land surfaces
• Construction practices, such as regular
dirt wetting and compaction practices, to
control erosion and blowing dust
• Protection of steeper slopes within
developed areas through proper landscape
design and treatment
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• Protection of undeveloped steeper slopes
within open space areas with attention
toward promoting native plant growth if
appropriate, along with thoughtful design
of trails through open spaces with slope
and native vegetation protection and prohibition of off-road vehicle travel (except
for construction activity, emergencies,
operation and maintenance needs)
• Combined LID and traditional engineered
solutions to achieve the objectives of stormwater management, such as LID and flood
control goals
• Exercise extreme care in design to reduce
bottom and side erosion, headcutting and
aesthetic damage.   Available techniques
include runoff dispersion, distributed
subsurface storage, energy dissipation
solutions, connections at the flowline of the
receiving natural arroyo, check structures
along systems where discharge of runoff is to
existing natural arroyos.   Consider induced
meandering of existing natural arroyo
systems when these arroyos will receive
developed site runoff.   This technique will
reduce headcutting and severe erosion
• Encourage builders to employ best practices
in the manner described above.
• Minimize activity, construction and development of facilities in the sensitive
escarpment areas of Santolina.
5.7.2 Stormwater Quality Enhancement and
Protection
New development sites shall be required to manage
the EPA Water Quality Volume of storm events as
described in Section 5.5.   The EPA Water Quality
Volume is the stormwater runoff from small storm
events and the first stages of runoff from larger
storms.  The EPA Water Quality Volume is generally
defined as the runoff from an approximate two
year, 2-hour storm. Since there will be little to no
runoff from pervious areas from a two year storm,
only runoff from impervious areas is considered in
the required treatment volume.
In addition to LID techniques, stormwater quality
enhancement and/or protection practices will be
required in the Santolina Level B.I Plan Area to

manage the EPA Water Quality Volume of storm
events.   Typical such site design practices may
include:
• Compact site design which strives to reduce
the scale and extent of impervious areas,
i.e., rooftops, parking lots, roads, etc.
• Water harvesting through infiltration of
stormwater using pervious swales, pervious
pavements, green roofs, subsurface stormwater detention/infiltration, rain gardens,  
depressed landscape/bio-retention areas,
bioswale and biofilters, landscape conveyances and infiltration trenches.
• Site paving, pedestrian and trails may include
such measures as pervious pavers, open-cell
structures with gravel, pervious concrete or
asphalt, gravel parking lots, underground
cisterns, planter boxes, etc.
• Adequate landscape/open space buffers
between developed areas, to capture the
EPA Water Quality Volume.
• Limit modifications and disturbance to
natural drainageways.

6.A.o
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Exhibit 14:  Stormwater Master Plan, 2025
KEYED NOTES:
1.

EXISTING / PROPOSED WEST
I-40 DIVERSION
IMPROVEMENTS AS STATED IN
THE WEST I-40 DRAINAGE
MANAGEMENT PLAN (DMP)
UPDATE BY BHI, DECEMBER
2011.

LEGEND

WITH DEVELOPMENT OF BASINS B, FLOW ACROSS
I-40 FROM OFFSITE BASINS A AND B WILL BE CUT
OFF AND RETAINED UPSTREAM OF I-40 (IE,
WITHIN THE OFFSITE BASINS RESPECTIVELY).

2.

STORMWATER FACILITIES ARE APPROXIMATE
AND ILLUSTRATIVE, SUBJECT TO CHANGE.

3.

THE DETENTION / RETENTION FACILITIES AND
HIGH FLOW CONVEYANCE FACILITIES ARE
ILLUSTRATIVE ONLY. FUTURE LEVEL "C" DESIGN
REPORTS WILL REFINE THE DRAINAGE CONCEPTS
FURTHER.

4.

CONVEYANCE FACILITIES (SUCH AS ABOVE
GROUND CHANNELS) WILL BE DESIGNED AS
ENGINEERED NATURAL ARROYOS WITH MULTI
PURPOSE USES, WHERE PRACTICAL.

NORTH

1000

0

2000

4000

Exhibit 15:  Stormwater Master Plan, Full Build
LEGEND

NOTES:

KEYED NOTES:
1.

EXISTING / PROPOSED WEST
I-40 DIVERSION
IMPROVEMENTS AS STATED IN
THE WEST I-40 DRAINAGE
MANAGEMENT PLAN (DMP)
UPDATE BY BHI, DECEMBER
2011.

1.

WITH DEVELOPMENT OF BASINS B AND C, FLOW
ACROSS I40 FROM OFFSITE BASINS A AND B WILL
BE CUT OFF AND RETAINED UPSTREAM OF I40 (IE,
WITHIN THE OFFSITE BASINS RESPECTIVELY)

2.

STORMWATER FACILITIES ARE APPROXIMATE
AND ILLUSTRATIVE, SUBJECT TO CHANGE

3.

THE DETENTION / RETENTION FACILITIES AND
HIGH FLOW CONVEYANCE FACILITIES ARE
ILLUSTRATIVE ONLY. FUTURE LEVEL "C" DESIGN
REPORTS WILL REFINE THE DRAINAGE CONCEPTS
FURTHER

4.

CONVEYANCE FACILITIES (SUCH AS ABOVE
GROUND CHANNELS) WILL BE DESIGNED AS
ENGINEERED NATURAL ARROYOS WITH MULTI
PURPOSE USES, WHERE PRACTICAL.

NORTH

1000

0

2000
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5.7.3 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
(MS4)
Protection of the Rio Grande and improving regional
stormwater quality is of paramount importance to
the County and Santolina.  As requested in the Level
A Master Plan conditions of approval, this Level B.I
Plan commits to conformance with EPA-issued MS4
permit provisions or other requirements that may
be issued for the County urbanized area.

MS4 permit requirements generally include the
following:
• Find and eliminate non-stormwater
discharges that are sources of pollution that
are harmful to the Rio Grande habitat
• Monitor and minimize the release of
pollutants, sediment, trash and debris
from construction sites during construction
activities
• Implement LID practices in an effort to
reduce the amount of stormwater runoff
that can leave a site and enter the County/
AMAFCA/City storm drainage systems
• Ensure that stormwater controls are
maintained and inspected on a regular basis
(during and following cosntruction).
5.7.4 Drainage
Due to their predominant west to east orientation,
the arroyos in this area present an opportunity for
their designated use as scenic corridors with spectacular views of the Sandia and Manzano Mountain
Ranges. Arroyos should be viewed as a significant
design feature to be incorporated into the site planning for new development. Joint development of
drainage ways and detention basins for open space
and recreational use is encouraged. Arroyos and
other natural drainage ways should be preserved
in their natural state whenever possible. The use
of rip-rap and native vegetation instead of concrete
for lining drainage ways is encouraged when feasible. On-site drainage, including rear-lot ponding,
is encouraged for decreasing street flows and the
need for large, unattractive drainage facilities. Detention ponds and other water harvesting methods
can be utilized to supplement landscape irrigation.
ABCWUA offers incentives for rainwater harvesting
that should be investigated during water and drainage planning. The use of rear yard alleys and pedestrian ways may also be used for the conveyance
of drainage and stormwater treatment. Cut and fill
required by drainage and detention facilities shall
be rounded whenever possible to avoid steep unnatural slopes.
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• To the extent possible, maximize area
dedicated to stormwater treatment.  
Spreading runoff over a larger portion of the
site can help reduce less desirable treatment
strategies that rely on underground capture
along with deep basins that can be difficult
to maintain.
• Reduce runoff to the maximum extent
practical to more closely match natural
conditions.   Drain impervious areas to
landscape areas and minimize the size
of directly connected impervious areas.  
Reduce the amount of impervious areas,
i.e., use porous pavement or gravel for
low-use or emergency access.  Additionally,
select treatment techniques that promote
infiltration.
• Integrate stormwater quality management
and flood control, when practical.  If the site
is to detain runoff for flood control purposes,
the facility can be modified for stormwater
quality by raising the overflow elevation
above the EPA Water Quality Volume.
• Landscape stormwater management facilities.   A stormwater management facility
may be an attractive addition to the site,
rather than just a depressed dirt area.  
Additionally, landscaping will minimize the
potential for erosion reducing long term
maintenance concerns.
• Consider surface conveyance as an alternative to pipes.
• Design facilities for easier maintenance.  
Fine soils may clog void spaces over time.  
Designs may consider a capture area for fine
soils where stormwater enters the facility
that can be easily replaced or maintained.  
• Amend the soil to allow for improved
infiltration.

6.A.o
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In order to investigate and evaluate the site-specific
soil conditions of Santolina in the Level B.I Plan Area,
professional geotechnical services were engaged.
Furthermore, existing governmental publications
(NCRS) were reviewed for additional data and soil
guidance.
The analysis and results from the site-specific soils
investigations concluded there are no geotechnical conditions underlying the Level B.I Plan Area
which would significantly and adversely impact
the construction of infrastructure expected with
development activities. The subsurface soil conditions across the Level B.I Plan Area are relatively
uniform, consisting predominantly of silty and/
or clayey sands and relatively clean sands which
extend the full length of boring depths.  These soils
range from low plasticity to non-plastic and are
generally medium dense to very dense.  No bedrock
or free groundwater was encountered in any of the
borings.  
The geotechnical analysis also provides preliminary
recommendations regarding foundation design
and slab support, allowable slopes and general site
grading.
The Level B.I Plan Area soil profiles are presented
in governmental NCRS publications.   As shown
on Survey map, Exhibit 16: Soil Survey Map, the
escarpment areas of the Level B.I Plan Area consist
of Bluepoint-Kokan soils, while the Level B.I Plan
Area mesa top consists primarily of Madurer loamy
fine sands and Madurer-Wink association with
pockets of Pajarito loamy fine sands, Wink fine
sandy loam and Bluepoint loamy fine sands.
The NCRS publications identify these soils as
suitable for community development, with appropriate remediation measures if and where required.  
All of the soils in the Level B.I Plan Area are further
compatible for stormwater percolation. Compliance
with County grading and ground disturbance policies
and codes will be strictly enforced during development of this Level B.I Plan Area.  The Santolina
Terrain Management Plan addresses these requirements of development in greater detail.  In regional
context, the Santolina Level B.I Plan Area soils are
very similar to the soils in large, already developed
portions of the City and County.

Santolina encompasses large areas of dine related
soils.   These soils are subject to wind and rain
erosion.  Similar to the general practices employed
in LID development, (see Section 5.7.1 Low impact
Development) techniques used to prevent excess
wind erosion during construction and development
may include:
• Phased site grading and coordinated grading
operations
• Site grading plans that seek to work with the
natural site terrain, where practical
• Revegetation of all areas disturbed by
construction
• Construction practices to control erosion
and blow dust, such as regular dirt wetting
and compaction practices, wind fences and
windows
• Protection of undeveloped steeper slopes
(10% or greater)
• Exercise care in site design to reduce bottom
and side erosion, headcutting and aesthetic
damage
• Encourage builders to employ best practices
in the manner described above.
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Exhibit 16: Soil Survey Map
LEGEND
- Bluepoint fine sand, hummocky
- Bluepoint loamy fine sand, 1 to 9 percent slopes
- Bluepoint-Kokan association, hilly
- Latene sandy loam, 1 to 5 percent slopes
- Madurez loamy fine sand, 1 to 5 percent slopes
- Madurez-Wink association, gently sloping
- Pajarito loamy fine sand, 1 to 9 percent slopes
- Tome very fine sandy loam
- Wink fine sandy lam, 0 to 5 percent slopes

1.

ALL SOIL TYPES LOCATED ON SANTOLINA ARE
DEVELOPABLE WITH PROPER REMEDIATION.

2.

SOIL SURVEY IS APPROXIMATE AND
ILLUSTRATIVE, SUBJECT TO CHANGE

3.

APPROXIMATE 27 SOIL BORINGS WERE
CONDUCTED. NO BEDROCK NOR GROUNDWATER
WAS ENCOUNTERED IN THE 20' - 60' DEEP
BORINGS.

4.

ALL BORINGS REVEALED PRIMARILY SANDY SOIL
CONDITIONS WITH OCCASIONAL CLAY LENSES.

5.

SITE SOILS ARE SUITABLE FOR STORMWATER
INFILTRATION & PERCOLATION.

6.

LOW R-VALUE TEST RESULTS SUGGEST
SANTOLINA PAVEMENT SECTIONS MAY BE
THICKER THAN COUNTY AVERAGES.

7.

EOLIAN - DEPOSITED (WIND BLOWN) SOILS EXIST
OVER MUCH OF THE PROJECT AREA. THESE SOILS
MUST BE TREATED APPROPRIATELY AND
DISTURBANCE MINIMIZED.

NORTH

1000

0

2000

4000
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The Santolina Level B.I Plan will provide a
sustainable and reliable water supply to residents
and businesses within the Level B.I Plan Area.  
The community will employ water conservation
practices in accordance with all County and
ABCWUA regulations and policies.
The Santolina Level B.I Plan commits to join the
overall community and be responsible stewards
of the southwest water heritage. Additionally,
Santolina commits to cooperatively work toward
local, state and regional goals to reduce water usage
and secure new sources of water supply.  With this
water conservation commitment the encouraging
trend of recent years in which water usage reduced
from 251 gallons per person per day in 1995 to 135
gallons per person per day today will be continued.
Continued success in water conservation in the
County is important to help the region manage the
effects of long term droughts and climate change
expectations. The downward water use trend, even
as population increases in the ABCWUA service
area, is portrayed by the following prior years’ per
capita usage and total demand (usage) projections
for year 2060:
The reduced water usage in the region’s water
service area has had significant, beneficial impacts
such as rising groundwater aquifers, declines in
consumptive water use, opportunity to develop
groundwater ‘safety reserves’ and reduced
river depletions from groundwater pumping.  
Additionally, the 2007 WRMS projected that new
water supply may not be required until approximately 2050, based primarily on these conservation
efforts.   Current water usage data (135 gpcd)
suggests that 2050 date may be extended even
further.
TABLE
9: 2060
Usage
Rate
and Water
2060 Water
UsageWater
Rate and
Water
Demand
(Usage) (Usage)
Projections
Demand
Projections
1997 WRMS
175 gpcd
204,000 ac-ft

2007 WRMS
150 gpcd
175,000 ac-ft

2017 WRMS
135 gpcd
Appx 170,000 ac-ft

*ABCWUA Figures

The Santolina Level B.I Plan recognizes the opportunity to utilize new development building standards
and practices to achieve significant water savings
over time.  The ABCWUA 2017 WRMS draft states

that new construction is expected to use between
25 and 50 percent less water relative to existing
residential properties. The report also states that
the relatively recent Mesa del Sol residential development uses about 30% less water than the current
residential average.  
Additionally, the opportunity to potentially utilize
water reclamation methodologies such as highly
treated wastewater from the proposed onsite
wastewater treatment facility in Santolina, could
aid in the ‘smart growth’ aspects of the County
ABCWUA to accommodate growth.
This Level B.I Plan will join the regional water conservation planning strategies that have produced
significant benefits for the region including:  
• Raising aquifer/groundwater levels.
• Increased underground water storage
levels (about one million acre-feet since the
1990’s).
• Declining consumptive use projections
(reduced from 204,000 acre-feet in 2060 as
estimated in 1997 to 170,000 acre-feet in
2060 as estimated today).
• Reduced river depletions from groundwater
pumping.
On a regional basis, Santolina will continue the
conservation practices that have decreased urban
(municipal and industrial) uses to approximately
9% of all statewide water usage.   In comparison,
agricultural uses account for approximately of
50-60% of statewide water demand.
Climate change variability has also become a critical
factor in the ABCWUA’s analysis of future water
supply. Current water resources planning is utilizing
low, medium and high water demand projections to
aid in taking into account the variability of climate
change, population and other factors.   In other
words, the community’s investment in renewable
river water supply will benefit for years to come.
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6.1 WATER SYSTEM

6.1.1 Serviceability Letter
In July 2014, the ABCWUA provided a letter
of serviceability to the County indicating their
capability and capacity to serve the Santolina Level
A Master Plan, provided normal approval processes
were followed.
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WALH is pursuing a Development Agreement with
the ABCWUA regarding water service.   The key
elements of this Development Agreement include:
• Development commitment that complies
with ABCWUA existing guidelines, policies
and current levels of service.
• Residential, industrial and commercial
water conservation provisions, guidelines
and standards.
• Infrastructure improvements, storage, water
supply charges.
• Timing, phasing, responsibilities and maintenance of water facilities.
The final Development Agreement’s terms and
conditions will comply with the Santolina Level A
approvals and the ABCWUA water system standards,
guidelines and current Levels of Service (LOS).
6.1.3 Water System Planning
The proposed Santolina Level B.I Water System
remains consistent with the system as proposed
with the Level A Master Plan approval.   In the
Level A Master Plan and in this Level B.I Plan, a
typical baseline service approach and standard
level of service for the ABCWUA water system was
presented. The service approach utilizes several key
system design components to serve the Level B.I
Plan.  These components include:
• Water is supplied by extension of existing
under-utilized ABCWUA water delivery
systems from north of I-40 and the Level B.I
Plan Area.
• Participation in new water supply acquisition by paying a Water Supply Charge. This
charge funds the ABCWUA procurement of
new water rights and other water supply
initiatives.
• Provision for the eventual implementation
of reclaimed wastewater, made possible by
a new potential water reclamation (wastewater treatment) plant to provide water
supply to appropriate land uses.

It is understood by all parties that the current
planning of the Santolina Master Plan water system
is conceptual only and has not yet been adopted by
the ABCWUA.
6.1.4 Water Conservation Plan
Santolina is committed to water conservation. The
Level B.I Plan proposes to comply with, support
and cooperate with the ABCWUA’s 2024 Water
Conservation Plan (July 2013). This plan proposes
a 135 gpcd water usage rate for 2024.   However,
a per capita water usage of 135 gpcd has already
been achieved. As part of the draft 2017 WRMS
update process currently underway (updating the
current 2007 WRMS), this 135 gpcd goal may be
maintained as is for future planning for various
strategic reasons. Santolina will participate with
all initiatives and goals established by the WRMS
update, when made available as applicable and
as such initiatives are implemented across the full
ABCWUA service area. Achievement of the 135
gpcd, or better, is dependent on application of the
codes and policies currently in the ABCWUA service
area, which have already achieved an outstanding
135 gpcd usage level.
Further, since 2010, the County has established
stringent water conservation requirements for
both commercial and residential land uses. The
Water Conservation Ordinance requires all new
construction in the County meet certain specifications that are designed to reduce water usage.  
These specifications are applicable to the Level
C site development plan or subdivision level of
planning and review. The specifications generally
include the following requirements:
• Reduction of plumbing fixture water usage
by 20% compared to 2006 Building Code.
• For larger sites, submittal of a water conservation plan for outdoor uses.
• Provide a landscaping plan identifying
low-water use plants, no spray irrigation and
Smart Irrigation Controllers.
• For larger sites, high water use plantings are
limited to 10% of the landscape area.
• Use of EPA WaterSense fixtures in buildings
and structures, or achieving Build Green New
Mexico Bronze Certification (residential).
• Water harvesting approaches onsite.
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• Disclosure Statements, where applicable,
that make purchasers aware of the water
conservation requirements.
• Water Conservation Plans for large and very
large users.
• Inspection of irrigated landscaping areas
and irrigation systems.
Santolina will require Developers and builders
to comply with the County Water Conservation
Ordinance and future updates, as applicable, implemented throughout the County.
6.1.5 General Water System Elements and
Groundwater
The typical ABCWUA water system applicable to
this Level B.I Plan is delineated into both:
• Pressure zones, representing ranges of
acceptable service pressures based on
ground elevations, and
• Trunk zones, representing the transfer of
water in an east-west direction between
reservoirs throughout the water pressure
zones.
Exhibit 17: Water System, 2025

The full build out of this Santolina Level B.I
Plan Area spans elevations representing water
pressure zones 5WR through 8W. These zones
serve customers between elevations of 5,485 and
5,945 feet. Santolina is located primarily within the
Atrisco Trunk, but also within the northern reaches
of the Pajarito Trunk.   The College Trunk, located
north of I-40, has been designed and constructed
to provide service to Zone 7W north of I-40.  This
trunk has excess capacity within its infrastructure
to serve Santolina (Zones 5W-7W) for an extended
time period.
The groundwater depth within Santolina is approximately 700’-1000’ below the ground surface.  
Water supply wells are not planned within the
Santolina Level B.I Plan Area at this time. Aquifer
recharge utilizing future Santolina treated effluent
(reclaimed water) is also not contemplated at this
time. Similar to most County and the City areas,
water supply will generally come from outside the
Level A Plan Area from existing sources.
6.1.6 Proposed Water System Infrastructure
Santolina Level B.I planning has reviewed water
service in two major phases:  
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The 2025 and full buildout are illustrated on Exhibit
17: Water System, 2025 and Exhibit 18: Water
S4stem, Full Buildout. Both the proposed 2025 and
2040 Level B.I Plan Area water systems are conceptually proposed to be served by supply water from
the College Trunk water system infrastructure
existing on the north side of I-40. The proposed
system includes the following major infrastructure:  
Zone 6W and 7W water transmission line crossings
of I-40, with appropriate pressure reducing valves
and water transmission lines.
As depicted on the Exhibit 19: ABCWUA West Side
Water System Trunk Zones the Santolina Level B.I
Plan Area water supply would be conveyed from
the appropriate College Trunk facilities southward
to the Atrisco Trunk Zone 6W, 7W and 8W water
distribution systems in the Level B.I Plan Area and
to Zone 5W via pressure reducing valves.   Water
storage at the Otto Reservoir, BCIP and the 7W
Reservoir tanks, enhanced as needed to fit the

development pace, would then serve the Santolina
Level B.I 2025 and 2040 development.
A small upper portion of the Santolina Level B.I
Plan Area in the Industrial and Energy Park, lying
in Zone 8W west of Shelly Road, is preliminarily
planned (perhaps beyond 2025) to be served by
line extension from the College Trunk elevated 8W
reservoir. However, under the 2025 Phase conditions, temporary alternatives for water service to
the 8W zone may be allowed.
The proposed Santolina Level B.I water system, as
previously described, is conceptual in nature at this
time and subject to change as development occurs
in the Level B.I Plan Area, or as the ABCWUA reviews
the water system Master Plans presented herein.  
As stated previously, the update to the WRMS and
the subsequent ABCWUA Santolina Development
Agreement, may produce water system changes in
the future. Further Water Master planning identifying design parameters, infrastructure, timing,
phasing and maintenance responsibility is anticipated but subject to ABCWUA guidance, review and
approval of service requirements and agreements.

Exhibit 18: Water System, Full Build

Attachment: Santolina Level B Plan with Exhibits.compressed 3_14_17 (6946 : SPR2016-0001)

• The 2025 Phase is a development area
that is anticipated to be constructed by
2025.
• Ultimate buildout of the Level B.I Plan,
anticipated in 2040.
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6.1.7 Projected Water Demand
Utilizing ‘average day’ water demand methodologies from the revised Santolina Level A report,
which assumes a current per capita water demand
at 135 gallons per capita day (gpcd) and Level B.I
2025 and 2040 populations, the Santolina Level
B.I Plan projects that ‘average day’ water demand
(water usage) will be approximately 2,252 acre-feet
annually in 2025 and 3,188 acre-feet annually
in 2040.   For comparison, in 2015, the ABCWUA
provided roughly 110,000 acre-feet to over 600,000
total customers.  Accordingly, comparing the 2040
projected water use within the Santolina Level B.I
Plan to the 2015 ABCWUA water service area, it is
noted that Santolina Level B.I Plan projected water
usage is but a small fraction of the total usage in the
service area.
A large portion of the overall Santolina water
demand, perhaps 50-60% of all water used, is
expected to be provided to employment generating
businesses, industries and institutions.
The Santolina water demand reflects the total water
demand by land use. However, it is anticipated that
reclaimed (reuse) water may be available to the
Santolina Level B.I Plan Area, either by extension
of existing ABCWUA reuse facilities or by the
construction of a new potential water reclamation
plant.  If reclaimed/reuse water becomes available,
the portion of the above referenced water demand
that is supplied from wells/aquifer or river sources

may be reduced by 50% or more.  Instead of taking
water from natural water supply sources, reclaimed
water would simply be recycled for use as new
supply within the Santolina Level B.I Plan Area.
The ABCWUA also has an administrative policy
requiring new planned development, on an
individual dwelling unit basis, be designed for a
residential unit demand of 180 gallons per day per
dwelling unit maximum.
The water and sewer systems herein described will
be owned and operated by an independent water
utility, anticipated to be the ABCWUA.  Accordingly,
all of the water Master Plan elements of the above
described system are subject to change, as negotiations and design criteria are established.

6.2 SANITARY SEWER
Santolina Level B.I Plan is located within the
operational area of the ABCWUA, but outside the
currently adopted service area.   Santolina anticipates receiving service from the ABCWUA for
sanitary sewer collection and treatment, subject
to the Level A Development Agreement, additional
system infrastructure studies and appropriate
Water Board approvals.  Accordingly, the conceptual
sanitary sewer system planning is subject to
ABCWUA service requirements and agreements,
which identify overarching sewer system concepts,
specific design parameters, phasing (timing) and
construction details.
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6.2.1 Serviceability Letter

6.2.3 Existing Conditions

A serviceability letter, dated July 29, 2014, has
been provided by the ABCWUA regarding sanitary
sewer service to Santolina.   The letter states that
sanitary sewer service is available and identifies the
necessary procedural steps.  

This Level B.I Plan Area, currently, is mostly
undeveloped land.   Therefore, no operational
public or private sanitary sewer systems or utility
districts are in place.   However, there are several
wastewater systems in close proximity to the Level
B.I Plan Area.

6.2.2 ABCWUA Development Agreement
WALH is pursuing a Level A Development Agreement
with the ABCWUA regarding sanitary sewer service.  
The key elements of this Development Agreement
may include the following:
• Development commitments that comply
with ABCWUA existing guidelines and
policies as amended from time to time
• Address
residential,
industrial
and
commercial water conservation provisions,
guidelines and standards
• Address major infrastructure improvements
• Address timing, responsibilities and maintenance of water facilities
• Infrastructure phasing plans consistent with
ABCWUA policies and the Santolina Level A
Master Plan approval conditions.
The Level A Development Agreement may be
impacted by the current ABCWUA public hearing
process to update the 2007 Water Resources
Management Strategy (WRMS).  While the update
will address many aspects of water and sanitary
sewer planning in the overall ABCWUA service
area, it is anticipated the strategy will specifically
address key overall water resource strategies that
may impact Santolina sewer service, including:
• Alternative water supply and storage
strategies
• Water reclamation and reuse strategies
• Water conservation goals and related
strategies.
• These resource strategies will help guide the
preparation of the above described Level A
Development Agreement.  

• The Tierra West residential community,
located at Atrisco Vista Boulevard and
Central Avenue is served by a 15-inch
ABCWUA wastewater line.  The line extends
to Atrisco Vista Boulevard, then across I-40
to serve Cordero Mesa Business Park and
surrounding lands. Downstream of Atrisco
Vista Boulevard, this existing sewer line
connects to a newly constructed (by WALH)
sewer interceptor along the alignment of
118th Street.
• A 10-15 inch ABCWUA wastewater line is
located along Dennis Chavez Boulevard to
Atrisco Vista Boulevard.   This line provides
service to the recently completed Atrisco
Heritage High School, but is extended
westward beyond the high school.
6.2.4 Proposed Sanitary Sewer (Wastewater)
Master Plan
The overall Santolina Level B.I sanitary sewer
master plan has envisioned serving Santolina with
the following overarching concepts:
• Initial use of existing ABCWUA sewer
collection (sewer lines) systems in the
vicinity
• Eventual shift to sewer collection systems
that discharge to a new Water Reclamation
Plant within the Santolina Level B.I Plan
Area, except where site physical constraints
prevent reasonable efforts to achieve such
a shift
• Treat and reclaim sewage for reuse purposes
inside and outside the Level B.I Plan Area
• Use reclaimed sewer flows for appropriate
land uses, primarily on the mesa top lands
south and north of I-40
• Comply with the updated ABCWUA Water
Resources Management Strategy document.

6.A.o
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This Level B.I Plan Area may be serviced from two
existing, adjacent ABCWUA sewer systems and
from a proposed future Water Reclamation Plant in
the following manner:
• Much of the Level B.I Plan Area sewers
south and east toward the Dennis Chavez
Boulevard/Atrisco Vista Boulevard intersection.   At this location, flows can be
directed to an existing interceptor (with
enhanced capacity as needed) in Dennis
Chavez Boulevard on a temporary basis, as
approved by the ABCWUA, or to a potential
future satellite Water Reclamation plant in
the southern portion of the Santolina Level
A Plan Area. A Water Reclamation Plant is
the term used for a facility that treats raw
sewage from the sewer system.  Depending
on system goals, the sewage treatment
levels can be adjusted to fit various methods
of discharge, i.e., to parks, river, storage
ponds, etc.
• A small area of Level B.I Plan Area, lying
east of Atrisco Vista Boulevard, south of
the Tierra West residential community, and
below the mesa top, an escarpment drains
south and east into the existing ABCWUA
sanitary sewer system.  
As stated previously, this preliminary conceptual
planning may be modified by coming agreements
and planning efforts with the ABCWUA.
6.2.5 System Phasing
The Santolina Level B.I Plan envisions residential
development of Santolina generally moving in a
south, west, southwest and southeast direction,
from roughly the Atrisco Vista Boulevard and
Central Avenue intersection.
The Industrial Park and the Business Park are
both identified as being first developed on their
northerly and easterly portions, that is, these parks
begin development at points that are nearest the
existing sewer systems.

The timing of construction of the Water Reclamation Plant and related infrastructure must
correspond to the proposed policies of the WRMS
policy document.  Usage of the reclaimed (waste)
water from this plant must be identified prior to
installation of the plant.   
6.2.6 Projected Sewer Flows
Sewer flow rates are generally established as a
percentage of the water demand. This is often
about 70% of the water demand since some water
is lost permanently (consumed) at homes, apartments, parks and businesses.   As reported in the
Water section, Level B.I 2025 and 2040 ‘average
day’ water demand (water usage) will be approximately 2,252 acre-feet annually in 2025 and 3,188
acre-feet annually in 2040.  Converting these rates
to a more standard sewer flow unit means that
years 2025 and 2040 will generate approximately 2
mgd and 2.8 mgd, respectively.   Level B.I sanitary
sewer infrastructure systems will be sized to accommodate the actual rate of sewer flow.
The described sewer flows reflect the total
unadjusted sewer flows. However, it is anticipated
that reclaimed (reuse) water may be available to the
Santolina Level B.I Plan Area, either by extension
of existing ABCWUA reuse facilities or by the
construction of a new local Water Reclamation plan.  
If reclaimed/reuse water becomes available, the
portion of the above water demand that is supplied
from wells/aquifer or river sources will be reduced,
perhaps by 50% or more.  Instead, reclaimed water
would be recycled within the Santolina Level B.I
Plan Area until more fully consumed.

6.3 DRY UTILITIES
The Level B.I Plan Area will be served by ‘dry
utilities’, including electric, gas, cable and telecommunications utility systems.  Exhibit 22: Dry Utilities
Plan shows the location of existing and proposed
dry utility infrastructure at a schematic level.  
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The sanitary sewer 2025 and Full Buildout Master
Plans are illustrated on Exhibit 20: Sanitary Sewer,
2025 and Exhibit 21: Sanitary Sewer, Full Build.

When possible, the dry utilities will generally share
utility corridors with other non-dry utilities such as
water and wastewater lines. Santolina anticipates
that most major dry utility corridors will be within
or adjacent to major roadway facilities, or within
linear open space corridors on the Level B.I Land
Use Plan.  Such utilities may be installed overhead
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Exhibit 20:  Sanitary Sewer, 2025

Exhibit 21:  Sanitary Sewer, Full Build
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or underground. The installation of utilities will
be phased to match the development pace of this
Level B.I Plan. Future Level B Plans and Level C Plan
site development plans will establish the ultimate
size and location of dry utility infrastructure.   The
utility companies will perform development
specific service studies as Santolina development
progresses.
6.3.1 Electric
PNM® is the electric service provider for the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County area and has
electric facilities located in proximity to this Level
B.I Plan Area.  
The Level B.I Plan Area is bisected by a 345kV transmission line owned and operated by the El Paso
Electric Company. The transmission line is located
adjacent to the Atrisco Vista Boulevard right-of-way.
PNM® owns and operates one 345kV transmission
line and one 115kV transmission line, both paralleling the eastern boundary of the Level A Plan Area
from north to south along 118th Street. PNM® also
owns two 115kV transmission lines paralleling 98th
Street/Snow Vista Boulevard.  PNM’s 115kV transmission line and the Lost Horizon Substation are
located just north of I-40. This line and substation

connect with an east-west 115kV transmission
line. All transmission lines in the area are overhead
facilities.
There are few electric distribution facilities currently
located in the area. PNM® has an existing overhead
12.47 kV distribution line on the western portion
of the Level B.I Plan Area and another overhead
12.47kV distribution line located within the Level
B.I Plan Area.  
Electric utility transmission development is
guided by the Facility Plan Electric System Transmission and Generation (2010-2020) adopted by
the County. Electric distribution development is
guided by PNM’s Electric Service Guide.   In order
to provide electric service to the Level B.I Plan, the
proposed electric system is anticipated to consist
of 115kV overhead transmission lines, structures
and distribution substations. Distribution facilities using 12.47kV and 7.2kV lines, structures and
equipment, will ultimately be required for service
to the development.
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Exhibit 22: Dry Utilities Plan

In order to support the buildout of Santolina,
overhead 115kV transmission lines will have to
connect with new substations located within
load centers. New transmission lines will require
a minimum 75-foot easement or right-of-way
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The location of transmission related station(s) and
the routing of transmission lines needed to support
development will be determined by PNM®, based
on Santolina’s buildout load requirements along
with additional substations brought online.  
The PNM® distribution system is built and operated
as an interconnected system.   The distribution
lines of adjacent substations are interconnected
to accommodate transferring load between
substations.
The electric distribution system will feed out of the
substations tying the electric users to the substations. Any 12.47kV or 7.2kV underground facilities,
where feasible, will be placed in a joint trench with
other dry utilities such as natural gas, telecommunications and cable/internet services.
The existing distribution line within Santolina has
limited remaining capacity and will require upgrades
to support near-term commercial growth. Further
electric services will have to be brought to Santolina
to continue with the buildout.   The main distribution system requires the following easements for
the following typical system facilities:
• Distribution Feeder – Located within a utility
easement. PNM® will seek an additional
easement behind the right-of-way to secure
installation. Distribution lines require a
minimum of 10 feet for an easement
• Switch Cabinets – Located within utility
easement. Each cabinet is approximately
7’ x 7’ x 4’ and requires at least a 23’ x 13’
easement or clear space for access to the
doors
• Transformer – Located within easement
determined by transformer size.   Transformers are typically installed on the front
lot line of a given property and require
easements for access and feed.

Future Level B and C Plans must be coordinated
with PNM® to ensure appropriate electric distribution system planning.
6.3.2 Gas
The New Mexico Gas Company (NMGCO) is the
local gas distribution utility company that will serve
the Santolina Level B.I Plan.  Currently there is an
existing 20” transmission gas line (600-900psi) that
runs fully across Santolina from east to west, along
the Dennis Chavez Boulevard alignment.  There are
two existing ‘border stations’ adjacent to the 20”
transmission gas line located near 118th Street and
near Shelly Road.  An existing 16” very high pressure
(VHP) gas line (175psi) runs west along Central
Avenue to Atrisco Vista Boulevard and turns south
for approximately 2,500 feet before terminating.  
The existing lines are in good condition with significant cathodic protection maintained throughout
the length of the line.
Currently, there are no long range NMGCO plans for
the infrastructure system this area.
With the ultimate development of Santolina,
conceptual level planning indicates a looped pipe
system of 8-12” gas lines will be required.   This
looped system will tie into the existing 20” VHP gas
lines at the border station near Shelly Road as well
as a possible future gas border station located near
Atrisco Vista Boulevard.  This loop system will also
tie into the existing 16” VHP gas line near Central
Avenue.  
Border stations shall be utilized to reduce pressures
from the 20” gas transmission line of 600-900psi
to HP gas lines i.e., looped system lines of 17 psi.
Regulator stations will be utilized to reduce the VHP
gas line to a distribution line sized for 60psi.  
6.3.3 Telecommunications
Both CenturyLinkTM (Qwest) and XFINITY®
(Comcast) provide telecommunication services
(such as television, internet and voice) in this area.  
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corridor. Distribution substation sites will typically
occupy parcels of land approximately 1 to 2 acres
in size. Transmission-related stations will typically
require 5 to 10 acre sites. The station easement or
site requires access to a public ROW.  This location
will be the terminus of a transmission line and
therefore will have one incoming and one outgoing
line to another substation.
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The current municipal western limit for CenturyLink’s West Central Office is 118th Street.
However, this boundary is likely to be expanded
as demand increases.  The Santolina Level B.I Plan
currently falls under two existing district offices.  
The Southwest Central Office oversees jurisdiction
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Telecommunication services will extend from the
east to new F-1 sites and will be placed underground
throughout all Residential Villages.  Telecommunication lines may also piggyback on overhead electric
power poles wherever this installation is proposed.
XFINITY® may extend fiber optic service westward
from the Dennis Chavez Boulevard and 118th Street
intersection for the southeast Level A Master Plan
Area and from 140th Street and Central Avenue for
the northeast Level A Master Plan Area. XFINITY®
would follow PNM® Electric where possible and
most likely locate services underground within
a public utility easement or public right-of-way.
As with others, telecommunication lines may
piggy back on the overhead electric power poles
where proposed.  XFINITY® will require a 10’ x 10’
easement located next to typical PNM® switchgears.  
XFINITY® assumes installation costs (exclusive of
underground trenching) assuming an acceptable 60
months buyback credit is determined.
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of all territory approximately south of Dennis
Chavez Boulevard while the West Central Office
oversees the territory approximately north of
Dennis Chavez Boulevard.   All existing customers
outside the current municipal limit are currently
served by these two district offices.  
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EXHIBIT 17: WATER SYSTEM, 2025
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EXHIBIT 18:
WATER SYSTEM, FULL BUILD
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EXHIBIT 19: ABCWUA WEST SIDE WATER SYSTEM TRUNK ZONES
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EXHIBIT 20:
SANITARY SEWER, 2025
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EXHIBIT 21: SANITARY SEWER,
FULL BUILD
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EXHIBIT 22: DRY UTILITIES
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7.1 OVERVIEW
This chapter discusses planning and design considerations related to public facilities proposed within
this Level B.I Plan Area.   These facilities include
police, fire, solid waste, recycling, transportation
and schools.   An objective of the County’s PCC is
to ensure that a planned community is developed
in a manner that is self-sufficient and sustainable.  
The Santolina Level A Master Plan is designed as
a community for future residents to live, work,
educate and play.   Santolina is also designed to
ensure that infrastructure is developed as an integral
part of the community by appropriately planning for
services to meet the needs of residents throughout
the community’s development.   Community facilities ensure that residents can utilize and benefit
from these forms of infrastructure that are critical
to the creation of a comprehensive community.  
For example, the plan includes a large, mixed-use
Urban Center that will house a variety of land uses,
with a focus on education elements, both primary
and secondary.  
7.1.1 No Net Expense
The capital and operating costs for community facilities are addressed within the context of the “no net
expense” requirements of the PCC.   The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned communities
Exhibit 23: Service Facilities and Dispatch Boundaries

shall not be a net expense to the County.  Per the
Development Agreement, the “no net expense”
policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal
of a responsible balance of infrastructure costs,
including construction, operation and maintenance, shared between the public and private
sectors.   The “no net expense” test is satisfied
if the County’s on-site public expenditures and
off-site public expenditures reasonably allocated to
Santolina have been, or will be, offset by revenues
and/or economic and fiscal benefits (direct, indirect
and induced) from Santolina.

7.2 POLICE FACILITIES
Santolina’s first sheriff substation is planned to
serve the three Residential Villages, (Village Verde,
Village Oro and Village Amarillo), located within the
Level B.I Plan Area.  The sheriff substation is located
just outside and to the southeast of the Village
Center as shown on Exhibit 23: Service Facilities and
Dispatch Boundaries.   Acknowledging the importance of the co-location of facilities, a fire station
is located adjacent to and within the Village Center.  
WALH will work with the Bernalillo County Sheriff
Department on the phasing and planning of future
locations for police service within the remainder of
the Level B.I Plan Area.  Timing, along with capital
and operating costs associated with the provision
of police services will be established as part of this
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and subsequent Level B Development Agreements  
between the County and WALH.  The location of the
sheriff station is proposed to serve the first phase
of residential village development.  Specifically, this
Level B.I Plan plans for full buildout of Village Verde
and partial development of Village Oro and Village
Amarillo.  Therefore, the location of the first sheriff
substation has been strategically located within
Village Verde.
The 4.7 acre land parcel reserved within this Level
B.I Plan allocated for the police substation is located
along the proposed loop road and between two
major arterial roads, Gibson Boulevard and Dennis
Chavez Boulevard.  It is understood that the service
area for the police substation will extend beyond the
boundaries of Santolina.  Per the approved Development Agreement, the County will provide public
services to the project consistent with the level of
service provided to the remainder of the unincorporated areas of the County.   The requirements
for public services within the project will comply
with the Master Plan and the applicable level(s)of-service in the remainder of the unincorporated
areas of the County and pursuant to County policies
applied in a non-discriminatory manor.

7.3 FIRE PROTECTION
A Bernalillo County fire station is planned within the
Level B.I Plan along Gibson Boulevard.  Placement
of the station along a major roadway provides high
accessibility within the respective service area.  As
outlined in Chapter 2: Land Use, this Level B.I Plan
includes complete buildout of Village Verde and
partial development of Village Amarillo and Village
Oro.   As a result, the fire station has been strategically located within Village Verde. The 6.1 acre
site has been approximately sized and located
as a community focal point within the Village
Verde Village Center.   Consistent with the vision
for the Level B.I Plan police station, this Level B.I
Plan fire station is located in proximity to the
mixed-use Village Center and the co-location of
other government facilities.    Additional potential
substation locations will be identified in subsequent Level B and C Plan submittals.  
This Level B.I Plan fire station along with future
stations will provide emergency services to other
areas of the County as necessary.  Costs associated
with the provision of fire service for this Level B.I Plan
will be established as part of this and subsequent

Level B.I Development Agreements between the
County and WALH. Primary access for fire apparatus
will be provided along streets within the Level
B.I Plan Area.   Pursuant to the International Fire
Code, the streets within Santolina will serve as fire
apparatus access roads.  As such, roads within this
Level B.I Plan Area shall extend within 150 feet of all
portions of all buildings or facilities and all portions
of the exterior walls of the first story of buildings, as
measured by an approved route around the entire
building.  Buildings (or portions thereof) located at
distances greater than 150 feet shall be designed
with an approved turning radius for fire apparatus,
otherwise approved fire sprinkler systems will be
installed in subject building.

7.4 SOLID WASTE AND RECYCLING
Solid waste collection in the County is contracted
with Waste Management, Inc.  The contract includes
residential and commercial solid waste collection at
individual properties, transfer and disposal of solid
waste.   Additionally, services include community
cleanups, customer service, billing, education,
source reduction and recycling programs.   WALH
will work with Waste Management, Inc. to extend
service to the entire Santolina Level A Master Plan
Area, including this Level B.I Plan Area.  WALH will
also work with the County Manager to establish
policies and procedures for the billing and collection
of service fees along with the need, location and
operation of additional facilities required to recover
material from solid waste to achieve resource
recovery or the benefit management of solid waste
within Santolina.

6.A.o
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Per Chapter 70, Article II of the Bernalillo County
Code of Ordinances, the Board is responsible for
designating areas of the County for phased-in
service by mandatory solid waste collection
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7.5 TRANSPORTATION SERVICES
One of the underlying principles that forms the
Santolina design process is a systems approach
to planning with the goal of creating a more
sustainable community.   Each land use within the
Level B.I Plan has been designed in context to a
road network that can be accessed by multi-model
transportation options.  The intent of this goal is to
create a community in which social, civic, education
and recreational needs are physically connected.  
This creates an environment which in turn provides
for social connections and a high quality of life.
Santolina and this Level B.I Plan benefit from the
community’s existing road network as well as
proposed regional roadways.  The roadway network
within this Level B.I Plan Area has been designed
and modeled to tie into and enhance the regional
network with multi-model accommodations.   The
multi-model accommodations provide adequate
space for public transit, bicycles and pedestrians
along with vehicular movement. A new loop road
forms the key structure of the Level A Master Plan.  
This loop road moves through the center of this Level
B.I Plan and provides internal circulation to subsequent portions of the Level A Master Plan.  Minor
arterials and collector roadways branch off the loop
road within this Level B.I Plan to create local access
within each Level B.I Plan Residential Village.  These
roadways will also include bicycle and pedestrian
facilities within the roadway designs.
This Level B.I Plan provides a community wide
pedestrian system of roadside and off-road trails
designed to connect the Residential Villages with
amenities, commercial, job centers and parks.  
Similar to the pedestrian trails system, the Level
B.I Plan bikeway network will provide a community
wide system of on-street, roadside and off-road
trails.   The bicycle network conforms to, and will
integrate with, the MRCOG Long Range Bikeways
System Map.   The pedestrian and bicycle trails
provide extensive opportunities for recreation and
commuter uses.   The trails system also considers
and incorporates the location of bus stops to be

within reasonable walking distance of residences.  
Short walks and convenient bus stop locations
within the community will encourage bus transit
ridership.
This Level B.I Plan includes two types of open
space.  The first is the escarpment open space.  The
escarpment open space areas are typically undisturbed steep slope areas as well as multi-use trail
and roadway/utility corridors linking the mesa top
development to the surrounding vicinity.  The second

type of open space includes parks and internal
open space typically located within the mesa development areas.  As illustrated on the Level B.I Land Use
Plan, trail connections are provided from the parks
and internal open space to the escarpment open
space.   This design approach links the community
and provides opportunities for access through the
community by alternative, non-motorized modes
of transportation. Additionally, the trails will serve
as recreational destinations by providing jogging,
walking and bicycling opportunities.

7.6 SCHOOLS
Educational centers are the anchor of this Level
B.I Plan Urban Center.   The Residential Villages
and Village Centers have been organized with a
focus toward a Kindergarten through 12th Grade
proposed Albuquerque Public School (APS) facility
and a proposed CNM community college campus.
Along with the APS Kindergarten through 12th
Grade campus, the Land Use Plan also includes three
additional elementary schools within the Level B.I
Plan Area.  One school is located within each of the
three Residential Villages within this Level B.I Plan.  
These schools will serve the projected population
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services.  Services may include roadside collection,
area solid waste collection or the collection procedures deemed appropriate by the County Manager
for residential collection. The Board may also
include commercial business in the mandatory
collection system.
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of this Level B.I Plan. Additional school sites shall
be identified and scheduled to meet school and
community education needs during the design and
approval of subsequent Level B and Level C Plans.  

• Three APS Elementary Schools - 43.3 acres
• K-12 APS Campus – 91.3 acres
• CNM Campus – 86.6 acres
The allocation of land dedicated to education facilities within this Level B.I Plan is consistent with the
school projects outlined within the Level A Master
Plan.
Conscious of how demand for classrooms on the
West Side has resulted in classroom overflow,
enrollment anxiety and less than optimal learning
conditions, WALH is in discussion with APS and
CNM to address needs.  Schools within this Level B.I
Plan will be designed to reflect the overall design
philosophy of Santolina, neighborhood scaled
campuses connected to the surrounding neighborhood via a strong network of roadways and
bicycle and pedestrian trails.  The three elementary
schools within this Level B.I Plan are approximately
14 acres each.  Subject to funding, APS has indicated
a willingness to work with WALH to meet the anticipated education facility needs within Santolina.  APS
understands WALH’s desire for the construction of
permanent facilities rather than the use of mobile
classrooms. Any Developer contributions will be
negotiated as part of an overall agreement between
APS and WALH.  Such agreement will reflect APS’s
level of participation within Santolina. Final configuration of School Programs (including size of school,
grade configuration, and curriculum models) will
be determined by Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community needs.

7.7 EXISTING SERVICES
This Level B.I Plan is the first phase of the Santolina
Level A Master Plan community.   As such, it
is important to recognize County and City of
Albuquerque facilities that currently exist in close
proximity to the boundary of the Level A Master
Plan Area.  Initial development within this Level B.I
Plan will utilize these existing public facilities.

7.7.1 Existing Police Facilities/Service
The City of Albuquerque Southwest Area Command
134 currently provides service to property east of
this Level B.I Plan Area, just beyond Unser Boulevard
and north of Dennis Chavez Boulevard.   Area
Command 134 will serve residences, commercial
and employment centers within this Level B.I Plan
Area.   The closest substation to the Level B.I Plan
is located on Las Volcanes Road, west of Coors
Boulevard and south of I-40.   This substation is
approximately seven miles from the proposed
sheriff substation proposed within this Level B.I
Plan.   This Level B.I Plan Area is included within
the existing County sheriff dispatch for 724 and
722 Command Areas. The nearest existing County
sheriff substation is located on Isleta Boulevard, east
of Coors Boulevard.  This existing County substation
is approximately 12 miles from the proposed sheriff
substation with the Level B.I Plan.
7.7.2 Existing Fire Stations/Service
City Fire Station 14 is located on Eucariz Avenue,
south of Central Avenue and west of 98th Street.  
This station could provide service to the residences
and commercial/employment centers within this
Level B.I Plan.   Fire Station 14 is located slightly
more than two miles from the eastern boundary of
this Level B.I Plan.  Fire Station 14 is approximately
nine miles from the proposed fire station within
this Level B.I Plan.   The County Fire Station 33 is
located north of Dennis Chavez Boulevard and west
of Coors Boulevard.   This station is approximately
five miles from the proposed fire station location
with this Level B.I Plan.  This Level B.I Plan Area is
within existing County Fire Dispatch Areas 330123,
330167 and 330174.
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The education land allocation within this Level B.I
Plan is approximately 221.2 acres as follows:
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7.7.3 Existing Trails

Exhibit 24: Existing Public School Locations

Coordination with the County may facilitate the
extension of existing bicycle lanes along Gibson
Boulevard and 118th Street, to the boundary of
Santolina.
An existing bicycle facility is located along Dennis
Chavez Boulevard.   It extends to the boundary of
Santolina.   This bicycle facility extends west along
Dennis Chavez Boulevard, north along Atrisco Vista
Boulevard and east along Central Avenue.   It is
owned and maintained by NMDOT.
7.7.4 Existing Bus Facilities
ABQ Ride Bus Route 198 currently runs north/
south along 98th Street, then loops around Dennis
Chavez Boulevard, 118th Street and Amole Mesa.
The extension of this bus route into this Level B.I
Plan Area is feasible.
7.7.5 Existing Park Facilities
There are a number of public community facilities
located in close vicinity east of this Level B.I Plan.  
These facilities include the Carlos Rey Community
Park and Tennis Courts located along Cerrillos Road
as well as the Sunset Terrace Tennis Courts located
on 102nd street.
7.7.6 Existing Schools
Two APS elementary schools are located within
close proximity of this Level B.I Plan.    Carlos Rey
Elementary School is located approximately one
mile east of the Level B.I Plan Area on Cerrillos
Road, west of 98th Street.  The second elementary
school, Rudolfo Anaya Elementary School, is
located approximately two miles from the Level B.I
Plan Area boundary on Vermejo Park Drive, east of
98th Street as shown on Exhibit 24: Existing Public
School Locations.

George I. Sanchez K-8 School.   Both facilities are
located approximately one-half mile east of the
Level B.I Plan Area boundary, just south of Dennis
Chavez Boulevard.  Jimmy Carter Middle School is
located along Bluewater Road, east of 98th Street.  
APS has provided a list of strategies to mitigate
current overcrowding at these existing schools.
These strategies include:
•
•
•
•

Provide new capacity
Improve facility efficiency
Shift students to schools with capacity and
Combination of the above strategies.

These strategies will facilitate intermediary planning
of schools for the Level B.I Plan Area. They have also
noted that some of these strategies are dependent
upon voter approval for funding.
There will likely be some need for APS to
accomodate initial students within existing facilities until the APS facilities within the Level B.I Plan
are constructed and open for enrollment. Santolina
shall continue to work with APS Facilities Planning
to ensure sites and school facilities are available in
a timely manner, consistent with APS policies and
funding.
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De Vargas Trail is a paved, multi-use trail restricted to
non-vehicular traffic located along De Vargas Road,
East of 114th Street.  This trail can be extended to
the boundary of Santolina to accommodate bicycle
and pedestrian access to and from Santolina.

Additional APS facilities located in close vicinity
include Atrisco Heritage Academy High School and
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This Level B.I Plan is the first Level B Plan to follow
approval of the Santolina Level A Master Plan.
This Level B.I Plan regulates development within
the defined boundaries of this Level B.I Plan Area
that encompasses approximately 4,243 acres. This
Plan is consistent with and supportive of the goals
and policies of the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
the PCC, the Comprehensive Plan, the Santolina
PC Zoning, Land Use Plan and Development
Agreement.
In the Level B.I Plan, as required by the PCC, land
use districts of the Level A Master Plan have been
further defined and design standards are codified
for all development within those districts. More
general development characteristics are also
defined and describe provisions for transportation,
drainage, open space, parks, trails and public
facilities.  
8.1.1 Application of Development Standards
The use, building, and lot standards provide general
guidance to assist Applicants, neighborhoods, and
County development reviewers. However, it is
not the intent of these regulations to limit design
creativity or ignore unusual site conditions. As such,
the following two levels of modifications to the
Level B.I Plan are allowed:
• Minor: The Planning Director or his/her
designee may approve deviations from
non-dimensional standards, or 25% or less
from any dimensional standard.
• Major: Any deviation over 25% from any
dimensional standard and deviations to
non-dimensional standards deemed to
require review shall be reviewed by the
County Planning Commission (CPC) via the
Level C (subdivision or site development
plan) approval process.
Criteria/Process: In order for the Planning Director
or the CPC to grant a Deviation, the Applicant must
demonstrate that the applicable intent, goals and
policies of the Santolina Level B.I Plan are still met
and that the project is of a comparable quality
and design, as otherwise required by the Level B.I
Plan, and will enhance the area. In addition, the

Applicant must also demonstrate at least one of the
following:
The site is unique in terms of physical characteristics and requires the deviation in order to be
developed. This may include, but is not limited to
slope, drainage, safety issues or site constraints.
The site/project will provide for a compatible use
that was not anticipated in the plan and provides a
needed service or use for the community.
The design of the site/project respects the intent of
the plan and implements the plan in a manner that
was not anticipated.
Applicants must provide written statement detailing
how the deviations meet the intent of the plan.
All Applicants seeking deviations shall attend a
Pre-Application Meeting with County staff before
submitting the request for deviation.
8.1.2 Approval of the Level B.I Plan
The authority to approve this Level B.I Plan is
reserved to Bernalillo County Commission.

8.2 DEVELOPMENT PHASING
Based on the approved Level A Development
Agreement, the overall Santolina project shall be
developed in multiple phases. The term “phase”
and the concept of phased development, shall be
defined as follows: ordered sequencing of development based on the provision of services, the
establishment of the planned roadway networks
and the ABCWUA serviceability agreements that
will be finalized in the Level B.I Development
Agreement. Timing, location and size will be
determined by market demand or the landowner.
Accordingly, Santolina’s infrastructure improvements shall be installed in phases on an as needed
basis and sized to serve the proposed phase of the
development.
The Santolina Master Plan and this Level B.I Plan
have been planned to create a livable, complete
community through an integrated implementation of transportation facilities, land use areas  
and   design standards. Infrastructure will phased
to avoid fragmented, leapfrog development by the
thorough consideration of transportation options
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Development within this Level B.I Plan Area will be
managed with the following objectives:
• Investment in community facilities, infrastructure, and services in a manner that
promotes quality, efficiency and compact
growth
• Ordered phasing of development through
the provision of services to foster mixed-use
and compact development patterns
• Implementation of complete streets for
multi-modal transportation options. Street
sections within this Level B.I Plan promote
safe access for all users including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and transit riders
• Conservation and protection of natural
resources. The Level B.I Land Use Plan
(Exhibit 2) identifies the preservation of
approximately 1,000 acres of public open
space.
Phased Development within this Level B.I Plan Area
will be sequenced based on the 2025 and 2040
projections for build-out. Development phasing of
this Level B.I Plan Area will achieve the following:
• Orderly development that encourages urban
growth to be located in:   (1) areas with
existing urban development and existing
service capacity; (2) in existing urban development areas where new service can
be provided in conjunction with existing
services; and (3) in the remainder of the
Level B.I Plan Area.
• Prevent the commitment of land to urban
growth before the provision of adequate
public facilities. Capital facilities, transportation,   parks and open space can be
programmed based on an orderly phasing of
development.
• Prevent low density development from
occurring prior to the ability to support
urban densities.
Effective growth management has as much to do
with timing of development as the planned location

of uses. This Level B.I Plan provides a Land Use
Plan that identifies target areas for development.
Phasing of infrastructure and, subsequent development, is based on the 2025 and 2040 roadway
network. Furthermore, phasing of this Level B.I Plan
Area depends on serviceability agreements reached
with the ABCWUA, as further delineated in Section
8.2.9 Water and Sewer Infrastructure.
This Level B.I Plan provides a Land Use Plan and
Exhibit 25: Sequencing Map that identify target
areas and a projected sequencing for residential
and non-residential development. Sequencing,
Non-residential sequencing is illustrated over
the course of four increments of time (A through
D), while residential development is projected to
develop over eight increments of time (1 through
8). Market conditions and infrastructure funding
issues will ultimately have the greatest impact on
phasing. Accordingly, some flexibility for modification to the development phasing must be
retained and considered acceptable. Table 10 illustrates the relationship between non-residential and
residential sequences of development. For example,
as delineated in the Table, non-residential Sequence
A is associated with residential Sequences 1 and
2. The Total Jobs-Housing Balance Table identifies
the sequence, type of development, housing units,
residents,  anticipated jobs created and associated
parks and recreation facilities by sequence.
Both the Land Use Plan and Sequencing Map are
intended to be illustrative, actual sequencing,
residents, units, and jobs created may vary based
on market conditions. Future deviations to these
exhibits are acceptable as long as proposed development complies with the Zoning District Map and
Zoning Regulations, as provided in Chapter 3 of
this Level B.I Document and meet the jobs/housing
threshold requirements in the approved Development Agreement.
In order to plan for infrastructure and community
facility needs within the Level B.I planning area, a
sequencing map and table were developed. These
two elements work together in order to provide
both a geographic and numeric presentation of
development phases. The basis for these elements
is the Level B.I Land Use Plan, the approved Level A
Land Use Plan and Phasing, and the approved Level
A Development Agreement.
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The Sequencing table is based on the Land Use
Plan, but also ties the job creation back to the Level
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TABLE 10: Sequencing
Non‐Residential Sequencing
Acres

Units

Residents

Jobs

546

0

0

3,000

B

333

300

492

3,000

C

405

300

492

2,150

D

195

300

492

1,950

Non‐Res Total

1,479

900

1,476

10,100

Residential Sequencing
Residential
Sequence

Acres

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
Res Total

Units

Residents

277
250
207
82

1,588
2,132
1,099
452

4,034
5,415
2,791
1,148

170
178
156
70
1,390

854
894
924
600
8,543

2,169
2,271
2,347
1,524
21,699

Anticipated Location of Parks &
Recreation Facilities
Neighborhood Park (3‐5 ac.)
Community Park
200 Aquatic/Community Center
300 Neighborhood Park (3‐5 ac.)
250 Neighborhood Park (3‐5 ac.)
250
Community Park
200 Aquatic/Community Center
200 Neighborhood Park (3‐5 ac.)
200 Neighborhood Park (3‐5 ac.)
200 Regional Park (1/2)
1,800

Jobs

Total Jobs‐Housing Balance by Phase
Total Sequence
Non‐Residential
A
A
B
B
C
C
D
D
Total

Residential
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Acres
823
583
612
277
170
178
156
70
2,869

Units
1,588
2,132
1,399
452
1,004
1,044
1,074
750
9,443

Residents

Estimated Jobs*

4,040
5,175
3,553
1,148
2,275
2,350
2,732
1,905
23,178

1,700
1,800
2,900
600
1,250
1,300
1,350
1,000
11,900
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Non‐Residential
Sequence
A

*Jobs are identified as required to meet Section 4.3 of the Level A Development Agreement. Pro rated
from non‐residential sequencing.
Note: Total job potential based on land use and developable acres = 31,457.
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A Development Agreement’s specific jobs/housing
balance requirements. The residential portion of
the Level B.I is assumed to build out entirely over
the sequencing period. Jobs have been assigned
and distributed among the various job creating
land uses including retail, institutional (schools),
business park, and industrial.
It is important to note that Table 10 does not demonstrate the total estimated jobs generated based on
Land Use and developable acres. Rather, this table
demonstrates only the number of jobs needed to
fulfill the job-housing requirements set by the Level
A Development Agreement. Moreover the Table
assumes development spread evenly throughout
the non-residential portions of the Level B.I Plan
Area, yet some of these may develop at a different
rate than others.   For example: The Town Center
may develop at a different rate than the Business
Park.   In all cases the Job-Housing requirements
in the Level A Development Agreement will be
maintained.
This initial Level B.I Land Use Plan is heavily weighted
towards non-residential land uses in order to allow
maximum flexibility and opportunity to respond to
potential economic development opportunities.
The total estimated jobs generated based on Land
Use and developable acres is 31,457. It is anticipated

that these jobs will develop over a longer period
of time and in conjunction with future Level B.I
plans. The table indicates that a total of 11,900 jobs
supporting 9,443 dwelling units, which corresponds
to the jobs-housing balance required by the Level A
Development Agreement. These jobs include those
in the non-residential land use districts as well as
those located within the residential villages (village
center, civic, and schools).
8.2.1 No Net Expense
The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned
communities shall not be a net expense to the
County. As defined in the Level A Development
Agreement, “no net expense” is defined as a mutual
commitment to achieve the goal of a responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including
construction, operation and maintenance, shared
between the public and private sectors. The “no
net expense” test is satisfied if the County’s on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures
reasonably allocated to the project have been, or
will be, offset by revenues and/or economic and
fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced) from
the project.
The Level B.I Plan analysis for the project must
also satisfy the “no net expense” policy. If the

Exhibit 25: Level B.I Plan Sequencing Map
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8.2.2 Timing of Development
Recognition of the size of the project, the time
required to complete development, the need for
development to proceed in phases and the possible
impact of the economic conditions, cycles, varying
market condition and financing availability during
the course of development, Owner(s) and Developer(s) shall have the right to develop the property
in such order and at such rate and time as the
market dictates.   This flexibility is subject to the
conditions of the Level A Plan approvals, this and
future approved Level B.I Plans and Level C Plans.
8.2.3 Infrastructure Improvements
The Level C Development Agreements will categorize
infrastructure improvements, using industry
practices and standards customarily acceptable to
and uniformly applied by the County, as:
• Infrastructure that solely benefits the
project (the “Project Infrastructure”) and/or
• Infrastructure that benefits the project as
well as other real property (the “System Infrastructure”). The determination of whether
infrastructure is Project Infrastructure or
System Infrastructure shall be determined
using industry practices and standards
customarily acceptable to and uniformly

applied by the County. The Owner(s) and
Developer(s) of the Project Infrastructure or
System Infrastructure shall be responsible
for the operation and maintenance of the
infrastructure that it owns.
8.2.4 Project and System Infrastructure
Owner(s) and/or Developer(s) shall be responsible
for all the costs and expenses associated with all
Project Infrastructure, which is infrastructure that
solely benefits the project. Project Infrastructure
may be funded by Owner(s) and Developer(s)
directly or from any and all available financing
mechanisms. Owner(s) and Developer(s) will be
responsible for its proportionate share of System
Infrastructure, as determined using industry
practices and standards customarily acceptable to
and uniformly applied by the County of the cost and
expense associated with System Infrastructure. The
County will reasonably cooperate and participate
with Owner(s) and Developer(s) and other governmental and quasi-governmental entities and utility
service providers with respect to any System Infrastructure. System Infrastructure may be funded
from any and all available financing mechanisms.
8.2.5 Roadway Infrastructure
Owner(s) and Developer(s) shall be responsible
for the design, construction and dedication of all
transportation improvements that are reasonably
necessary to service the project and that are designated as Project Infrastructure. Owner(s) and
Developer(s) shall not be responsible for any infrastructure associated with the Existing Uses, unless
determined to be System Infrastructure. Owner(s)
and Developer(s) shall be responsible for its proportionate share of the construction and dedication
of all transportation improvements designated as
System Infrastructure. Owner(s) and Developer(s)
has prepared a Transportation Master Plan which
is described in the Master Plan. The Master Plan is
subject to adjustment through the more detailed
analysis conducted in connection with Level B.I
Plans and Level C Plans. Owner(s) and Developer(s)
shall not be required to correct existing roadway
deficiencies; however, the County may require
Owner(s) and Developer(s) to mitigate additional
negative impacts resulting from the development
of the project which are identified through the
Level C Plan review process.
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development of a phase results in a revenue
shortfall, then such shortfall will be mitigated. If the
development of a phase results in excess revenue,
then such excess revenue will be carried forward
and used when applying the no net expense test to
future phases.
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8.2.6 Industrial Development Impacts
In the event any development provides industrial
uses that generate truck traffic carrying heavy loads
(HVT) which negatively impact existing roadway
infrastructure otherwise in serviceable condition,

then the Owner(s) and Developer(s) of the Level
C Plan may be required to address and mitigate,
using industry practices and standards customarily
acceptable to and uniformly applied by the County,
such negative impacts caused by the HVT.

Level A Master Plan,
but is subject to
adjustment through
the more detailed
analysis conducted in
connection with Level
B.I Plans and Level
C Plans.   If AMAFCA
provides stormwater
drainage infrastructure
for the project, the Owner(s) and Developer(s) may
enter into separate agreements with the AMAFCA
concerning the terms of providing such stormwater infrastructure to the project. All matters
associated with existing and/or future AMAFCA
stormwater drainage infrastructure for the project
shall be resolved solely between the Owner(s) and
Developer(s) and the AMAFCA. The County will not
promote, support or enact any ordinance, legislation or policy that interferes with and/or restricts
the Owner(s) and Developer(s) use of the AMAFCA
existing and/or future infrastructure and/or agreements between the Owner(s) and Developer(s) and
AMAFCA, as long as that use does not diminish or
otherwise negatively affect current County flood or
drainage infrastructure.

8.2.7 Stormwater Infrastructure

8.2.8 Open Space, Parks, Recreation and Trail
Facilities

Owner(s) and Developer(s) shall be responsible
for the design and construction of all stormwater
drainage infrastructure that is reasonably necessary
to service the project and designated as Project
infrastructure. Owner(s) and Developer(s) shall
be responsible for its proportionate share of the
design, construction and dedication of all stormwater drainage improvements that are designated
as System Infrastructure. The preliminary Stormwater Management Plan is described in the

Development of open space, parks, recreation and
trail facilities shall comply with the Level A Master
Plan. The Level A Master Plan must be amended if
a Level B.I Plan or Level C Plan proposes changes to
the types and general locations of open space, park,
recreation and/or trail facilities that significantly
deviate from the intent and framework established
by the Level A Master Plan. Owner(s) and Developer(s) shall dedicate to the County:
• All open spaces, parks, recreation and/or
trail facilities that are designated Project
Infrastructure; and
• The Owner(s) and Developer(s) proportionate share of System Infrastructure.

6.A.o
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All dedications shall be subject to the reservation
of reasonable rights necessary for the development
of the project, including but not limited to roadway,
utility and drainage easements. All lands and facilities dedicated and/or constructed by Owner(s) and
Developer(s) must meet the industry practices and
standards customarily acceptable to and uniformly
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8.2.9 Water and Sewer Infrastructure
The ABCWUA may provide water and sewer service
for the project. The Owner(s) and Developer(s)
has prepared a conceptual Water Master Plan and
conceptual Wastewater Master Plan, which are
described in the Master Plan. However, such master
plans are subject to adjustment through the more
detailed analysis to be conducted in connection
with Level B.I Plans and Level C Plans. If the
ABCWUA provides water and sewer service for the
project, the Owner(s) and Developer(s) will enter
into a separate Development Agreement with the
ABCWUA concerning the terms of providing such
water and sewer service to the project. All matters
associated with water and sewer infrastructure
for the project shall be resolved solely between
the Owner(s) and Developer(s) and the ABCWUA.
The County will not promote, support or enact any
ordinance, legislation or policy that interferes with
and/or restricts the Owner(s) and Developer(s) use
of the ABCWUA’s water and sewer infrastructure
and/or agreements between the Owner(s) and
Developer(s) and the ABCWUA, as long as that use
does not diminish or otherwise negatively affect
current County water or sewer service.
8.2.10 Phasing of Project and Infrastructure
The project shall be developed in multiple phases
at such times, location and size as determined by
market demand or the Owner(s) and Developer(s).
The project Infrastructure improvements shall be
installed in phases on an as needed basis and sized
to serve the phase of the project proposed and/
or being developed. Owner(s) and Developer(s)
portion of all costs incurred for the construction
of System Infrastructure that benefits the project
shall be based on a fair-share, proportionate cost
determination.

8.2.11 Proportionate Share Requirements
Owner(s) and Developer(s) shall be responsible
for the costs of Project Infrastructure and the
Owner(s) and Developer(s) shall only be responsible for its proportionate share of the costs of
System Infrastructure. The Owner(s) and Developer(s) proportionate share of the costs of System
Infrastructure shall be based on a fair-share,
proportionate cost determination, considering total
infrastructure capacity and the capacity required to
serve the project. If the Owner(s) and Developer(s)
elects to construct and/or pay for more than its
proportionate share of any System Infrastructure,
the County will allow the Owner(s) and Developer(s) to recover, through any legal means, all of
the costs incurred by Owner(s) and Developer(s)
in connection with such System Infrastructure that
exceed the Owner(s) and Developer(s) proportionate share.
8.2.12 Impact Fees
The County and Owner(s) and Developer(s) will
comply with the New Mexico Development Fees Act
of 1978 NMSA, §§ 5-8-1, et seq. (the “Act”) and the
Bernalillo County Impact Fees Ordinance, Chapter
46-1, et seq. (the “Ordinance”) to the extent the
Ordinance and its implementation is not inconsistent with the Act, with the understanding that it
is anticipated the project will be its own separate
service area.
8.2.13 Level of Service
The County will provide public services to the
project consistent with the level of service provided
to the remainder of the unincorporated areas of
the County. The design and construction requirements for all infrastructure improvements within
the project will comply with the Master Plan and
the applicable level(s)-of-service in the remainder
of the unincorporated areas of the County and
pursuant to County policies applied in a non-discriminatory manner.
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applied by the County. The Owner(s) and Developer(s) of the open spaces, parks, recreation or
trail facilities shall be responsible for operating
and management of those facilities. The land area
of any open spaces, parks, recreation and/or trail
facilities will be considered in calculating the land
use densities and open space requirements for the
project.  If access dedications are made such excess
shall be carried forward and used in calculation for
subsequent Level B.I or Level C Plans.

8.2.14 Conveyance of Infrastructure
Upon completion of any public roadway infrastructure, drainage facilities, parks, open space
and trails, or any other County infrastructure

116
Packet Pg. 3736

CHAPTER 8: APPROVAL PROCESS

8.2.15 Plans Approved by the County
The County will cooperate with Owner(s) and Developer(s) in connection with the funding, design and
construction of all infrastructure improvements.

8.3 LEVEL B.I DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
A Level B.I Development Agreement will be
submitted to the County for this Level B.I Plan.
Based on the Planned Communities Criteria for
Level B Plans, the intent of the Level B.I Development Agreement is to provide:  
• Detailed infrastructure/service agreements
covering phasing of the Master Plan and
its public services/facilities and designate
financial, operational and management
responsibility over time
• Measures to mitigate negative consequences of the development
• Augment the Level A Development
Agreement by noting items mutually agreed
to by the County and Owner(s) and Developer(s) and committing to their permanency,
unless re-negotiated
• Provide a legal recording instrument
• Identify any public/private partnerships,
public incentives and include provisions for
affordable housing
• Identify public/private agreements for the
protection and maintenance of the open
space system.
As specified in the PCC regulations, "any limitations
on development established at Level A cannot be
increased at Level B".   This Level B.I Master Plan
is a more detailed plan and a refinement of the

Santolina Level A Master Plan and is consistent with
the Level A Plan. If there is a conflict between this
Level B.I Plan entitlements and the Level A Plan,
then the approved Level A Master Plan and the
Level A Development Agreement shall control.

8.4

LEVEL C APPROVAL PROCESS

Once the Level B.I Plan is approved, all subsequent
development must comply with its standards and
guidelines.   The PCC imply that a plan submitted
pursuant to the Level B.I Plan is to be either a Subdivision Plat or a Site Development Plan.  According
to the PCC, Level C approvals are by “Staff, with
pre-application conference.”   For the purposes
of this Plan, this is construed to mean Bernalillo
County Planning Department Staff.
Any limitations on development established within
the Level B.I Plan approvals cannot be increased
within the Level C approvals.
This Level B.I Plan encompasses 4,243 acres of the
13,851 acre approved Santolina Level A Master
Plan.  Subsequent Level B Plans will be submitted
for the remaining 9,608 acres of the Level A Master
Plan.   Future Level B Plans will follow the same
process as this Level B Plan and will encompass the
appropriate land area and requirements based on
the provisions of the PCC.

8.5 PROJECT AND SYSTEM PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING STRATEGY
As provided for in Sections   6.1.1. &
6.2.2. of the approved Level A Development Agreement. Funding for Project and
System Infrastructure is defined as follows:
Project Infrastructure. Owner shall be responsible for all the costs and expenses associated
with all Project Infrastructure, which is that infrastructure that solely benefits the Project. Project
Infrastructure may be funded by Owner directly or
from any and all available financing mechanisms.
System Infrastructure. Owner will be responsible for its proportionate share, as detennined
using industry practices and standards customarily
acceptable to and uniformly applied by Bernalillo
County of the cost and expense associated with
System Infrastructure. The County will reasonably
cooperate and participate with Owner and other
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improvement, wherever located, constructed for
the benefit of the general public, which also benefits
the project, the County will accept the conveyance
of any such improvements and shall thereafter own,
operate and maintain such improvements at its sole
cost and expense. The County reserves the right to
not accept infrastructure that is not designed and
built to the County’s standards. The County may
incorporate into its Improvement Plan System Infrastructure identified in future Level A Plans, Level B
Plans and Level C Plans.
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If outside funding and/or financial mechanisms
are not available at the time of development, then
the developer shall be responsible to advance
the financing of all Project Infrastructure, and/
or its proportional share (in case of “System
Infrastructure”), of the cost for the required
infrastructure necessary to support the new development consistent with the site specific Traffic
Impact Analysis.
Available financing mechanisms for Project and
System Infrastructure may include but not be
limited to (in alphabetical order):
Public Improvement Districts (“PID’s”). Forty PID's
were approved (and include this Level B.I Plan) by
the Bernalillo County Commission and the intention
is to use as appropriate to fund project and system
infrastructure. PID’s are used to finance public
infrastructure such as on-site and off-site infrastructure and improvements, including water and
sewer systems, streets and trails, parks, electrical,
gas and telecommunications systems, public
buildings, libraries and cultural facilities, school
facilities, equipment and related costs of operation
and administration.  
Each PID once formed, constitutes a political subdivision of the State, separate and apart from the
County. PID financing is based on a special levy
which is in addition to all existing taxes and levies.
The special levy is only imposed on property
contained within the PID. The special levy amount
is based on the infrastructure costs and the benefits
received by the property.    No property located
outside the boundaries of the PID(s) will incur the
additional special levy and all existing tax revenues
to the County and State outside the PIDs will remain
unchanged.
A PID is typically organized through a streamlined
petition and hearing process, with a unanimous
consent procedure or approval through an election
of property owners and qualified  resident electors.
Once formed, PID’s are utilized to finance, in part,
various Most frequently, a PID financing is based
upon the pledging of revenues in order to pay debt
service on bonds issued by a PID. No taxes generated
outside the Project are utilized by the PID’s.

PID’s do not finance private infrastructure costs
however, may be used for improvements such as
the following:
• County and State roadways, interchanges,
and traffic signalization
• ABCWUA water and sewer infrastructure
• County and AMAFCA flood and drainage
control structures
• County parks, trails and recreational
facilities.
Tax Increment Development Districts (“TIDDs”).
Twenty TIDD's were approved (and include this
Level B.I Plan) by the Bernalillo County Commission
and the intention is to use as appropriate to fund
project and system infrastructure. Adopted by the
New Mexico Legislature in 2006, TIDD’s provide for
the financing of public (not private) improvements,
including, but not limited to: water and wastewater
systems, streets and trails, parks, utilities, public
buildings, libraries and cultural facilities, schools
and workforce housing.   TIDD’s utilize the tax
increment generated within the boundaries if the
TIDD(s) only.  The taxes outside the boundaries of
the TIDD(s) will not be affected.
“Tax increment” is the amount of gross receipts
tax or property tax collected within a district over
a “base amount” which is the amount collected
during the calendar year preceding the formation
of a district. This is only the tax increment which
provides the revenue stream to fund bonds.
TIDD’s are utilized to finance debt created by the
pledge of incremental revenues to the payment
of debt service on TIDD bonds. Furthermore,
TIDD bonds are not obligations of the State or the
local government jurisdiction in which the TIDD is
located. Rather, TIDD bonds are solely obligations
of the TIDD issuing the bonds, as TIDDs are political
subdivisions of the State, separate and apart from
the county. Importantly, a county forming a TIDD
can dedicate a maximum of 75% of local option
“tax increment” generated within the district for
the purpose of securing district bonds, and that
percentage must be formally approved by the
County.
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governmental and quasi-governmental entities and
utility service providers with respect to any System
Infrastructure. System Infrastructure may be fonded
from any and all available financing mechanisms.

The establishment of TIDD(s) will not abolish the
requirements of the “no net expense” for the
County’s PCC Level A, B or C.
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Finally, it is critically important to recognize that
TIDDs:
• Place the upfront costs for the construction
of public infrastructure on the Project
Proponent.
• Provide funds necessary for the construction
of public improvements with third party
financing, relieving the County of incurring
the costs, risk and obligation of issuing
County bonds and potentially freeing up
additional bonding capacity for the County.
• Allow public improvements to be
constructed earlier than said improvements
might otherwise be constructed.
• Since, they are structured as “reimbursement
districts,” the public improvements are,
most often, completed and the tax base
essentially established prior to the issuance
of TIDD bonds.
• Require that constructed public infrastructure is dedicated (given) to the
County (or appropriate agency) only once
completed.
• TIDD’s Play an important role in ensuring
the viability and vibrancy of Santolina, with
corresponding benefit to the County.
Charges for Services. Fees imposed for public
services and/or facilities.
Direct Funding. Financing without the use of the
financial market or a third party service, such as a
financial intermediary.
Federal Grants. Funds received from federal
agencies. Some grants may require a percentage
match from the County.
General Obligation (GO) Bonds.
GO bonds
approved by voters. The sale of bonds will not
necessarily increase taxes for property owners. GO
bonds will not be used to fund the repair of existing
County facilities.
Gross Revenue Tax (GRT) Revenue Bonds. GRT
bonds are project specific for major capital acquisitions or construction. GRT Bonds are approved by
the Board and are funded from gross receipts taxes
collected within the county.

Open Space Mill Levy. In 2014, Bernalillo County
voters approved a .20 mil levy for 15 years. The open
space mill levy may be utilized for the purposes of
acquiring, improving, operating and maintaining
natural areas, open spaces and cultural, historic
and nature education sites within the County to
protect drinking water sources, wildlife habitat and
agricultural land, including along the Rio Grande,
providing opportunities for citizens to enjoy nature.
Impact Fees. Impact fees fund capital facilities
identified in the Impact Fee Capital improvement
Plan (ICIP). Impact Fee Capital Improvements
include roads, parks, open space, drainage and fire/
emergency services.
Intergovernmental Revenues.   Revenues received
from other governing agencies other than the
County.
Loans Financing where funds are borrowed from
the financial market using a third party service,
such as a financial intermediary.
Special Assessment District (SAD). SAD’s are
typically formed by a group of property owners that
agree to pay a special assessment on their property
to fund public improvements.
State Capital Outlay Appropriations. Capital Outlay
funds are received from the State of New Mexico
(State) through legislative capital outlay appropriations. These grants are reimbursable (the County
fronts said funds) and awarded for projects in a local
government’s Infrastructure Capital Improvement
Plan (ICIP). Capital Outlay grants must be spent
within four years of appropriation.  Like GO Bonds,
these funds must be spent on the specific capital
project for which appropriated and cannot be used
on daily operations or maintenance.
Utility Expansion Charges (UEC). Utility expansion
charges are fees paid by customers as a method
to recover part or all of the cost of public facilities
providing system capacity for their use.
Water Supply Charges (WSC). WSC’s charges are
fees paid by customers as a method to recover part
or all of the cost of providing a water supply for
their use.
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In addition to the standard tools, the State created
two additional approaches. These add to the
existing toolbox and can be key opportunities and
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incentives to ensure that infrastructure is built in
logical and complete phases. Many of the typical  
infrastructure development approaches provide
piecemeal construction of said   infrastructure as
development occurs, without incentivizing the
upfront infrastructure construction.
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Board of County Commissioners (BCC)

Special Zoning Meeting
Meeting: 08/15/17 05:00 PM

Title:

COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001 APPEAL: Approval of the Santolina Level B.I
Master Plan

COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:
Approval of Santolina Level B.I Master Plan

Summary:
At the April 4, 2017 hearing, the Board of County Commissioners deferred the request for
approval of the Santolina Level B.I Master Plan, along with the appeal of the County Planning
Commission recommendation of approval of the Plan to allow the applicant to request
modifications to the Santolina Level A Master Plan conditions of approval (8, 9, and 11). At the
June 7, 2017 hearing, the County Planning Commission recommended approval of modifications
to conditions of approval 8, 9, and 11 of the Santolina Level A Master Plan (SPR2017-0003).
The Board of County Commissioners is scheduled to consider the request to modify Level A
conditions 8,9, and 11, along with an appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision (COA20170003/SPR2017-0003), at this hearing (August 15, 2017) prior to considering this Level B.I
request (SPR2016-0001) and the appeal that has been filed in opposition to it (COA20170001/SPR2016-0001).
At the March 14, 2017 hearing, the Board of County Commissioners had continued the requests
to the April 4, 2017 hearing.
At the January 4, 2017 public hearing, the County Planning Commission (CPC) voted (5-0;
Commissioner Serna excused) to recommend approval of the request for the Planned
Communities Santolina Level B.I Master Plan for more specific development within the
Santolina Master Plan. The Santolina Level B.I plan area is generally bounded by Interstate 40
to the north, 118th Street and the escarpment open space to the east, Dennis Chavez Blvd. on the
south, and the escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on the west, encompassing
projected sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 11, & 12, T9N, R1E and sections 6, & 7, T9N, R2E, sections
25, 26, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, & 36, T10N, R1E, section 31, T9N, R2E, T9N, R2E and section 31,
T10N, R2E N.M.P.M., Town of Atrisco Grant, Albuquerque, Bernalillo County, New Mexico
and containing and approximately 4,243 acres, zoned PC (Planned Communities Zone). The
recommendation was based on 21 Findings and subject to 9 (Nine) conditions (Attachment 1Notices of Decision).

PLAN OVERVIEW
The request seeks approval of a Level B Planned Communities Plan for 4,323 acres within the
Santolina area. Santolina is a proposed Planned Community to be located on approximately
DOC ID: 6947
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13,851 acres in the southwestern portion of unincorporated Bernalillo County. In June 2015,
following several public hearings before the County Planning Commission (CPC) and the Board
of County Commissioners (BCC), the BCC approved the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
together with Planned Communities Zoning for the entire property. The BCC also denied four
appeals that were submitted in opposition to the CPC recommendation. The BCC subsequently
approved the Level A Development agreement with the owner of the property.
The Santolina Level A Plan provides the general framework for development of the property in
such areas as land use, zoning, transportation, natural resource utilization, and infrastructure
development, in accordance with the Planned Communities Criteria, and policies for the Reserve
Area within the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan that have been adopted to
address requests for large master planned communities in the County’s outlying, unincorporated
areas. The Level A Plan included residential villages, an urban center, business parks, a town
center, and an industrial and business park, along with dedication of major public open space and
smaller scale recreation areas and trails. Conditions of approval required the Development
agreement, the transportation network, jobs to housing, and agreement with the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority, and also subsequent Level B Plans with
greater detail. The Level A Plan indicated a potential for a maximum of 37,930 dwelling units
and stated a goal of creating approximately 75,000 jobs over the course of approximately 50
years.
The Santolina Level B.I Master Plan, which is the first of several Santolina Level B Plans, seeks
to provide a more specific framework for the development of 4,243 acres within the within
Santolina (about one-third of the entire property) in accordance with the adopted Santolina Level
A Plan and Development Agreement. It has also sought to follow the Level B Planned
Communities Criteria. Accordingly, the Level B.I Plan covers in greater detail such areas as
land use, transportation; parks, open space, and trails, water, wastewater, and drainage, along
with public services, such as utilities, schools, and public safety. The Level B.I Plan has stated a
maximum of about 9,400 households and the possible creation of as many as 31,000 jobs in the
plan area at the time of full buildout. As indicated in Chapter 2 of the plan, the development will
include residential/commercial uses in village centers, along with a portion of a large town
center, a business park, and an industrial park, together with open space and recreation facilities,
and other public facilities such as schools and a public safety facility. A sequencing plan has
been added to show how the jobs to housing ratio will be achieved within the land use areas and
in relation to infrastructure development.
The Level B Plan also includes the specific zoning regulations and details for the Planned
Communities (PC) zoning that was adopted conceptually in 2015 (See Chapter 3). The zoning
includes eleven specific districts that generally coincide with the land use areas, and it also
provides specific design standards within each of the zoning districts and in a section for Design
Standards.
As with the Santolina Level A Plan, the land uses for the Level B.I area will be linked by a
transportation network that will connect with the existing and proposed road system adjacent to
the Santolina property. including Dennis Chavez Blvd., Atrisco Vista Blvd., Shelly Rd. and
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Paseo del Volcan and an arterial that will run parallel to the I-40 Frontage Rd. and possibly two
new interchanges along I-40. The land uses will also be connected by an elaborate system of
trails and open space areas that will be developed to Bernalillo County Standards. Water and
wastewater services will be provided by the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility
Authority, in accordance with adopted regulations and standards. Plans are also provided in the
Santolina Level B.I Plan for utilities and public services, including schools and public safety.
PLAN REVIEW PROCESS
The Santolina Level B.I Plan request was first submitted on January 25, 2016 for staff and
agency review, and a public hearing was on March 2, 2016 at which time the CPC decided to
hold four Special Public Hearings for the request. Following the initial hearing where comments
were provided by staff and agencies, four special hearings covered the following topics:
- Transportation (April 27)
- Land Use/Zoning (May 26)
- Government and Public Service/Environment and Open Space (June 23)
- Summary and Conclusion (July 21)
Additional hearings on the regular CPC agenda were on November 2, 2016 and January 4, 2017.
At the January 4, 2017 hearing, the CPC recommended approval of the Santolina Level B.I Plan.
The recommendation was based upon specific findings and conditions that had been drafted and
recommended by staff to ensure the request had addressed the Level B Planned Communities
Criteria and the Comprehensive Plan policies for the Reserve Area, and had met applicable
Bernalillo County standards and that the plan will be followed for land use, transportation/road
requirements, water resource, parks and open space, and a required Level B.I development
agreement.
Community Input
Throughout the Level B.I review and approval process, community concern and input for the
Santolina requests has continued. Testimony and letters of support have the questioned the
availability of water for the development and have argued there will be negative consequences of
the development, such as sprawl, increased traffic, environmental degradation, and health
impacts. The Atrisco Land Grant and the Pueblo Council have provided documents in
opposition to the request. Opposition documents have been included in the CPC staff report
(Attachments 2 and 3, and in more recently in Attachments 9 and 14).
APPEAL OF THE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION AND
DEFERRAL REQUEST
There has been one appeal of the County Planning Commission recommendation (COA20170001/SPR2016-0001, Attachment 11). The appeal has been submitted by the New Mexico
Environmental Law Center on behalf of the Southwest Organizing Project and several other
individuals. They argue that the approval of a Level B Santolina Plan is premature in that the
approval of the Santolina Level A plan is still under appeal in court. In addition, the appeal
argues that both Santolina requests should be denied, related to the anticipated negative impacts
to the community and the failure to meet the requirements specified in the Planned Communities
Criteria. Other arguments in opposition to the approval of the request include the lack of a
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Development Agreement or Availability Statement and an acceptable utility plan with the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority (ABCWUA), the failure to meet the nonet expense requirement for the Reserve Area, for such developments as roads, schools, and
other services, and failure to provide acceptable information for air quality and impacts of
industrial uses. The appeal also states that Level A conditions related to water and the
ABCWUA requirements have not been met in that the required Development Agreement for
service has not been met.
The applicant’s agent has submitted an objection to the appeal (Attachment 12). They argue that
the matter has been determined to be legislative, in which case no appeal would be filed. They
also seek to refute in their response the items listed in the appeal for such requirements as the
need for Development Agreement will be met as required, compliance with the Planned
Communities Criteria, the no net expense requirement, and the Level A Conditions of Approval,
which it is argued have all been addressed. Therefore, it is stated that the appeal should be
denied.
The appellants are also requesting a deferral of consideration of the Santolina Level B.I request
for at least three months (Attachment 8). They again argue that consideration of the request is
premature as the applicants have not met conditions from the Level A Plan, namely those related
the water availability and a water utility plan. They argue further that the Level B.I
recommended findings and conditions recognize that the Level A requirements have not been
met and that the Planned Communities Criteria for Level B have not been met.
The applicant’s agent has also submitted an objection to the appellant’s deferral request
(Attachment 10). They argue that because the matter has been determined to be legislative and
no legitimate grounds for an appeal or delay of the case appear to have been provided, the BCC
should consider the case at the scheduled hearing.
APPLICANT’S REQUEST TO REVISE LEVEL A AND LEVEL B CONDITIONS
As indicated in Attachment 7, the applicant had requested changes to conditions of approval for
both Level A and Level B requests. This request is related to the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County
Water Utility Authority’s (ABCWUA) indication, following the CPC approval recommendation,
that BCC approval (as opposed to CPC approval) of the Santolina Level B.I Plan is needed in
order to move forward with the Development Agreement between the applicant and the
ABCWUA. The applicant’s agent argued that conditions related to this agreement should
therefore be modified or removed to facilitate the approval of the Level B.I Plan, which would
allow the applicant to pursue the Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. The details of
this request are included in the packet for the Public Hearing for the Santolina Level B.I. Plan
(SPR2016-0001) (Attachment 7). The modifications would be to Conditions 8, 9, and 11 from
the Level A Santolina approval, which relate to the Water and the required Development
Agreement with the ABCWUA.
It should be noted that the applicant has, following the April 4, 2017 BCC hearing and the
County Commission’s deferral of the Santolina Level B.I Master Plan request, submitted a
formal request to modify the three conditions of approval. The modifications were considered
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by the County Planning Commission and recommended for approval on June 7, 2017
(Attachment 15-CPC Notice of Decision for SPR2017-0003).
Staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners deny the appeal and uphold the
recommendation of the County Planning Commission to approve and adopt the Santolina Level
B.I Master Plan. However, the Level B.I findings and conditions of approval as recommended
by the County Planning Commission would need to be modified for consistency with the
changes to the three Santolina Level A conditions of approval that have been under consideration
under SPR2017-0003 and the appeal COA2017-0003. The BCC may consider continuing or
deferring this case until the Level B.I findings and conditions are revised.
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BERNALILLO COUNTY
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
Meeting Date: August 15, 2017
Department: Planning & Development Services Staff Contact: Catherine VerEecke, Planning Manager

TITLE: APPEAL: Approval of the Santolina Level B.I Master Plan (COA2017-0001/
SPR2016-0001)

COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:
Approval of Santolina Level B.I Master Plan

SUMMARY:
At the April 4, 2017 hearing, the Board of County Commissioners deferred the request for
approval of the Santolina Level B.I Master Plan, along with the appeal of the County Planning
Commission recommendation of approval of the Plan to allow the applicant to request
modifications to the Santolina Level A Master Plan conditions of approval (8, 9, and 11). At the
June 7, 2017 hearing, the County Planning Commission recommended approval of modifications
to conditions of approval 8, 9, and 11 of the Santolina Level A Master Plan (SPR2017-0003).
The Board of County Commissioners is scheduled to consider the request to modify Level A
conditions 8,9, and 11, along with an appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision (COA20170003/SPR2017-0003), at this hearing (August 15, 2017) prior to considering this Level B.I
request (SPR2016-0001) and the appeal that has been filed in opposition to it (COA20170001/SPR2016-0001).
At the March 14, 2017 hearing, the Board of County Commissioners had continued the requests
to the April 4, 2017 hearing.
At the January 4, 2017 public hearing, the County Planning Commission (CPC) voted (5-0;
Commissioner Serna excused) to recommend approval of the request for the Planned
Communities Santolina Level B.I Master Plan for more specific development within the
Santolina Master Plan. The Santolina Level B.I plan area is generally bounded by Interstate 40
to the north, 118th Street and the escarpment open space to the east, Dennis Chavez Blvd. on the
south, and the escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on the west, encompassing
projected sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 11, & 12, T9N, R1E and sections 6, & 7, T9N, R2E, sections
25, 26, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, & 36, T10N, R1E, section 31, T9N, R2E, T9N, R2E and section 31,
T10N, R2E N.M.P.M., Town of Atrisco Grant, Albuquerque, Bernalillo County, New Mexico
and containing and approximately 4,243 acres, zoned PC (Planned Communities Zone). The
recommendation was based on 21 Findings and subject to 9 (Nine) conditions (Attachment 1—
Notices of Decision).
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PLAN OVERVIEW
The request seeks approval of a Level B Planned Communities Plan for 4,323 acres within the
Santolina area. Santolina is a proposed Planned Community to be located on approximately
13,851 acres in the southwestern portion of unincorporated Bernalillo County. In June 2015,
following several public hearings before the County Planning Commission (CPC) and the Board
of County Commissioners (BCC), the BCC approved the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
together with Planned Communities Zoning for the entire property. The BCC also denied four
appeals that were submitted in opposition to the CPC recommendation. The BCC subsequently
approved the Level A Development agreement with the owner of the property.
The Santolina Level A Plan provides the general framework for development of the property in
such areas as land use, zoning, transportation, natural resource utilization, and infrastructure
development, in accordance with the Planned Communities Criteria, and policies for the Reserve
Area within the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan that have been adopted to
address requests for large master planned communities in the County’s outlying, unincorporated
areas. The Level A Plan included residential villages, an urban center, business parks, a town
center, and an industrial and business park, along with dedication of major public open space and
smaller scale recreation areas and trails. Conditions of approval required the Development
agreement, the transportation network, jobs to housing, and agreement with the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority, and also subsequent Level B Plans with
greater detail. The Level A Plan indicated a potential for a maximum of 37,930 dwelling units
and stated a goal of creating approximately 75,000 jobs over the course of approximately 50
years.
The Santolina Level B.I Master Plan, which is the first of several Santolina Level B Plans, seeks
to provide a more specific framework for the development of 4,243 acres within the within
Santolina (about one-third of the entire property) in accordance with the adopted Santolina Level
A Plan and Development Agreement. It has also sought to follow the Level B Planned
Communities Criteria. Accordingly, the Level B.I Plan covers in greater detail such areas as
land use, transportation; parks, open space, and trails, water, wastewater, and drainage, along
with public services, such as utilities, schools, and public safety. The Level B.I Plan has stated a
maximum of about 9,400 households and the possible creation of as many as 31,000 jobs in the
plan area at the time of full buildout. As indicated in Chapter 2 of the plan, the development will
include residential/commercial uses in village centers, along with a portion of a large town
center, a business park, and an industrial park, together with open space and recreation facilities,
and other public facilities such as schools and a public safety facility. A sequencing plan has
been added to show how the jobs to housing ratio will be achieved within the land use areas and
in relation to infrastructure development.
The Level B Plan also includes the specific zoning regulations and details for the Planned
Communities (PC) zoning that was adopted conceptually in 2015 (See Chapter 3). The zoning
includes eleven specific districts that generally coincide with the land use areas, and it also
provides specific design standards within each of the zoning districts and in a section for Design
Standards.
As with the Santolina Level A Plan, the land uses for the Level B.I area will be linked by a
transportation network that will connect with the existing and proposed road system adjacent to
the Santolina property. including Dennis Chavez Blvd., Atrisco Vista Blvd., Shelly Rd. and
Paseo del Volcan and an arterial that will run parallel to the I-40 Frontage Rd. and possibly two
new interchanges along I-40. The land uses will also be connected by an elaborate system of
2
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trails and open space areas that will be developed to Bernalillo County Standards. Water and
wastewater services will be provided by the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility
Authority, in accordance with adopted regulations and standards. Plans are also provided in the
Santolina Level B.I Plan for utilities and public services, including schools and public safety.
PLAN REVIEW PROCESS
The Santolina Level B.I Plan request was first submitted on January 25, 2016 for staff and
agency review, and a public hearing was on March 2, 2016 at which time the CPC decided to
hold four Special Public Hearings for the request. Following the initial hearing where comments
were provided by staff and agencies, four special hearings covered the following topics:
- Transportation (April 27)
- Land Use/Zoning (May 26)
- Government and Public Service/Environment and Open Space (June 23)
- Summary and Conclusion (July 21)
Additional hearings on the regular CPC agenda were on November 2, 2016 and January 4, 2017.
At the January 4, 2017 hearing, the CPC recommended approval of the Santolina Level B.I Plan.
The recommendation was based upon specific findings and conditions that had been drafted and
recommended by staff to ensure the request had addressed the Level B Planned Communities
Criteria and the Comprehensive Plan policies for the Reserve Area, and had met applicable
Bernalillo County standards and that the plan will be followed for land use, transportation/road
requirements, water resource, parks and open space, and a required Level B.I development
agreement.
Community Input
Throughout the Level B.I review and approval process, community concern and input for the
Santolina requests has continued. Testimony and letters of support have the questioned the
availability of water for the development and have argued there will be negative consequences of
the development, such as sprawl, increased traffic, environmental degradation, and health
impacts. The Atrisco Land Grant and the Pueblo Council have provided documents in
opposition to the request. Opposition documents have been included in the CPC staff report
(Attachments 2 and 3, and in more recently in Attachments 9 and 14).
APPEAL OF THE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION AND
DEFERRAL REQUEST
There has been one appeal of the County Planning Commission recommendation (COA20170001/SPR2016-0001, Attachment 11). The appeal has been submitted by the New Mexico
Environmental Law Center on behalf of the Southwest Organizing Project and several other
individuals. They argue that the approval of a Level B Santolina Plan is premature in that the
approval of the Santolina Level A plan is still under appeal in court. In addition, the appeal
argues that both Santolina requests should be denied, related to the anticipated negative impacts
to the community and the failure to meet the requirements specified in the Planned Communities
Criteria. Other arguments in opposition to the approval of the request include the lack of a
Development Agreement or Availability Statement and an acceptable utility plan with the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority (ABCWUA), the failure to meet the nonet expense requirement for the Reserve Area, for such developments as roads, schools, and
other services, and failure to provide acceptable information for air quality and impacts of
industrial uses. The appeal also states that Level A conditions related to water and the
ABCWUA requirements have not been met in that the required Development Agreement for
service has not been met.
3
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The applicant’s agent has submitted an objection to the appeal (Attachment 12). They argue that
the matter has been determined to be legislative, in which case no appeal would be filed. They
also seek to refute in their response the items listed in the appeal for such requirements as the
need for Development Agreement will be met as required, compliance with the Planned
Communities Criteria, the no net expense requirement, and the Level A Conditions of Approval,
which it is argued have all been addressed. Therefore, it is stated that the appeal should be
denied.
The appellants are also requesting a deferral of consideration of the Santolina Level B.I request
for at least three months (Attachment 8). They again argue that consideration of the request is
premature as the applicants have not met conditions from the Level A Plan, namely those related
the water availability and a water utility plan. They argue further that the Level B.I
recommended findings and conditions recognize that the Level A requirements have not been
met and that the Planned Communities Criteria for Level B have not been met.
The applicant’s agent has also submitted an objection to the appellant’s deferral request
(Attachment 10). They argue that because the matter has been determined to be legislative and
no legitimate grounds for an appeal or delay of the case appear to have been provided, the BCC
should consider the case at the scheduled hearing.
APPLICANT’S REQUEST TO REVISE LEVEL A AND LEVEL B CONDITIONS
As indicated in Attachment 7, the applicant had requested changes to conditions of approval for
both Level A and Level B requests. This request is related to the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County
Water Utility Authority’s (ABCWUA) indication, following the CPC approval recommendation,
that BCC approval (as opposed to CPC approval) of the Santolina Level B.I Plan is needed in
order to move forward with the Development Agreement between the applicant and the
ABCWUA. The applicant’s agent argued that conditions related to this agreement should
therefore be modified or removed to facilitate the approval of the Level B.I Plan, which would
allow the applicant to pursue the Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. The details of
this request are included in the packet for the Public Hearing for the Santolina Level B.I. Plan
(SPR2016-0001) (Attachment 7). The modifications would be to Conditions 8, 9, and 11 from
the Level A Santolina approval, which relate to the Water and the required Development
Agreement with the ABCWUA.
It should be noted that the applicant has, following the April 4, 2017 BCC hearing and the
County Commission’s deferral of the Santolina Level B.I Master Plan request, submitted a
formal request to modify the three conditions of approval. The modifications were considered
by the County Planning Commission and recommended for approval on June 7, 2017
(Attachment 15—CPC Notice of Decision for SPR2017-0003).
Staff recommends that the Board of County Commissioners deny the appeal and uphold the
recommendation of the County Planning Commission to approve and adopt the Santolina Level
B.I Master Plan. However, the Level B.I findings and conditions of approval as recommended
by the County Planning Commission would need to be modified for consistency with the
changes to the three Santolina Level A conditions of approval that have been under consideration
under SPR2017-0003 and the appeal COA2017-0003. The BCC may consider continuing or
deferring this case until the Level B.I findings and conditions are revised.
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ATTACHMENTS:
1. County Planning Commission (CPC) Notice of Decision Letter for 1/4/17
2. CPC staff report, 1/4/17 Part 1
3. CPC staff report, 1/4/17 Part 2
4. Minutes from CPC hearings
5. Planned Communities Criteria
6. Level A Notice of decision and Development Agreement
7. Agent’s requests to modify Level A & B Conditions for 3/14/17 BCC
8. Appellant’s deferral request for 3/14/17 BCC
9. Letters from Pueblo Coalition, neighbors for 3/14/17 BCC
10. Applicant’s objection to deferral request for 3/14/17
11. Appeal Application
12. Applicant’s objection to appeal
13. Additional documents from appellant for 3/14/17 BCC
14. Opposition for 3/14/17 & 4/4/17 BCC
15. CPC Notice of Decision for SPR2017-0003
16. Santolina revised plan draft, for 3/14/17
17. Additional technical reports located on www.bernco.gov/santolina

STAFF ANALYSIS SUMMARY
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES:
Staff recommends denial of the appeal, and approval of the Santolina Level B.I Master
Plan or continuance/deferral to revise Santolina Level B.I conditions of approval.
VERSION 5.0
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and make use of the waste/by-products of other
businesses.
While the end users described above create jobs,
tax revenue and excitement for a region, they
are also intensive uses. As a result, the Industrial
and Business Park is ideally located remote from
residential and high visibility non-residential areas.
The Santolina Level B Plan Industrial and Business
Park addresses this concern by locating the Industrial and Business Park remotely and buffering it
with a wide regional open space.
2.2.7

Open Space

Public Open Space as identified by this Level B
Plan is the area that corresponds with Open Space
identified in the:
 Albuquerque Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
 City of Albuquerque Major Public Open Space
Facilities Plan
 Bernalillo County Parks, Open Space and Trails
Master Plan
 Southwest Area Plan
These areas, as identified by the above referenced
plans, are referred to as the Eastern Ceja and the
Western Ceja, and/or the Rio Puerco or the eastern
and western escarpments. The eastern and western
escarpment areas are identified as open space in
this Level B Plan. The open space in this Level B Plan
Area makes up approximately 701 acres, or 17.9%
of the total Level B Plan Area and will serve to meet
the open space requirements for all land uses and
parcels within this Level B Plan. Open space located
on the west side of the Level B Plan Area adjacent

to Industrial and Business Park makes up approximately 167 acres, while the open space on the east
side of the Level B Plan Area adjacent to the Villages
encompasses the remaining estimated 593 acres.
This area is appropriate for recreational and educational uses as well as appropriate public utilities
and infrastructure. Uses in these open space areas
include trails, visitor centers, water storage and
drainage facilities, roadway and transportation,
utility rights-of-way and easement corridors.
This land use is included as part of this Level B Plan
to ensure that residents are provided access to trails
and open space early in the Santolina construction
schedule. The Level B Plan Area open spaces are
linked to adjacent land uses, such as the Industrial
and Business Park on the west and the Residential
Village on the east, through roadways and pedestrian access. Preserving this amenity will provide a
quality of life for future residents of Santolina, the
West Side and Bernalillo County.
The Bernalillo County Board of County Commissioners adopted the Parks, Recreation, and Open
Space Facilities Master Plan for 2015-2030 (PROS)
in October of 2015. The Santolina Level A Master
Plan was adopted by the BCC in June of2015, prior
to the adoption of the PROS Master Plan. The PROS
Plan provides an needs assessment of parks, recreation, and open space facilities based on projected
population growth for 2010-2030. These projections
are based on MRCOG growth projections and are
illustrated in the map below. We have identified the
location of the Santolina Level B Master Plan area
on this map. The Level B Plan area encompasses the
two highest growth categories as identified by this
PROS Plan map.

Attachment: Attachment 2 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 1 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7.A.c

SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

16
Packet Pg. 4312

CHAPTER 2: LAND USE

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Open Space – 20 acres/1000 people.
Regional Park 3 acres/1000 people.
Community Park – 2 acres/1000 people.
Neighborhood Park 1 acre/1000 people.
Community Center – 1/15,000 people.
Aquatics Facility – 1/15,000 people.
Fully-Inclusive Playground – 1/50,000 people.

Based on these PROS Plan level-of-service and
facility benchmarks, we have conducted an analysis
of standards for the Level A and Level B Master Plan
areas.

PROS Plan LOS Standards
Open Space
Regional Park
Community Park
Neighborhood Park
Community Center
Aquatics Facility
Fully-Inclusive Playground

20 acres/1000
3 acres/1000
2 acres/1000
1 acre/1000
1/15,000
1/15,000
1/50,000

Level B Standards (assuming 23,178
people)
Open Space
Regional Park
Community Park
Neighborhood Park
Community Center
Aquatics Facility
Fully-Inclusive Playground
Total Required Acreage

LOS Provided by Level B Plan
Open Space
Regional Park
Community Park
Neighborhood Park
Community Center
Aquatics Facility
Fully-Inclusive Playground
Total Required Acreage

761
*0
183.6
1
1
**
945

*Regional Parks are identified in the Level A Plan and
shall be developed with future Level B Plans.
**Future Level B Plans will identify/accomodate Aquatic
Facilities, Community Centers, and Fully Inclusive
Playgrounds.
Note: It is anticipated that there will be additional
private/pocket parks within the residential neighborhoods that aren’t shown at this time.

Per the PROS Plan level-of-service standards, the
Santolina Level B Plan area should provide a total
of 603 acres of Parks and Open Space. Based on our
Level B Land Use Plan and population projection,
we are providing a total of 945 acres of Parks and
Open Space. PROS Plan standards suggest providing
one community center and one aquatics center
based on project population counts for the Level B
Plan area. A community center and aquatics center
is anticipated to develop as part of the Level B
Village Center, as identified by the Land Use Map.
Overall, this Level B Plan meets the intent of the
PROS Plan and significantly exceeds the level-ofservices standards.

464
70
46
23
1.5
1.5
0.5
603
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ARCHEOLOGY

As part of the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
a Class I records search was conducted in May
2005. The report included a review of the New
Mexico Cultural Resources System (NMCRIS) files.
The review did not find any nominated properties
within the Santolina Level A Plan Area. As a part of
this study a brief archeological on-site reconnaissance was completed for the reconnaissance of
12 transect miles and resulted in the identification
of 14 potential additional cultural properties. The
reconnaissance confirmed that the majority of the
Level A Plan Area’s resources are located in the
Rio Puerco and Rio Grande escarpment areas. As
previously stated the escarpment areas are being
designated as permanent open space areas within
this Level B Plan. Another resource discussed during
the Level A Master Plan approval process was the
existing FAA arrow located just south of the existing
Bisque Durango Mobile Home Park. This resource
is located within the Level B Plan Town Center.
Consistent with the PCC for Level B Plans, WALH
contracted with Marron & Associates for a Class II
survey for the Level B Plan Area. This survey will
include the development of a representative sample
(approximately 20 percent of the Level B Plan Area)
to be surveyed. The survey will focus on utility, road
corridors and landforms where resources are likely
to be found. Due to the sensitive nature of this
information, access to this report will be limited
to County Planning and Open Space staff for their
review.
The results of the Class II survey will be used to
provide additional guidance for the location and
to determine the probability of cultural resources
in each area. As a part of future Level C Plans,

the identified potential sites will be surveyed and
any cultural resources will be addressed at that
time. The information will also be crucial in the
final design and alignments of roadway and utility
corridors anticipated to cross the escarpment areas.

5.4

AIR QUALITY

The Santolina Level B Plan maximizes the opportunity to achieve high performance standards for air
quality. The opportunity arises because the Master
Plan characteristics address the most significant
air quality factors in the region; carbon monoxide
and airborne particulate matter (typically industrial
emissions, fugitive dust and pollen). Santolina’s
emphasis on job creation is a primary driver of the
ability to achieve high air quality performance. The
creation of significant local jobs within industry
and business districts reduce vehicular trip generation, the main producer of the carbon monoxide
and other oxides that are so problematic. Santolina
also incorporates strategies to directly address the
particulates matter.
An Air Quality Impact Analysis report was prepared
that compared the Santolina scenario development
to the MRCOG MTP Trend scenario. This analysis
used the data from the MRCOG MTP travel demand
model and the Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA) current Motor Vehicles Emission Simulator
(MOVES) model, that was developed with local
data from the City of Albuquerque’s Environmental Health Department (EHD). To evaluate CO
dispersion at localized locations, microscale CO Hot
Spot analysis, the EPA-approved CAL3QHC model
was used.
The last CO violation in the region was in 1991, and
have been steadily in decline since. Current levels
measure less than 30% of the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS).
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The regional analysis found a slight reduction in peak
hour CO emissions under the Santolina scenario
(-0.5%), and a negligible increase in CO emissions
on a daily basis. Both of these are considered of
little significance, given that the region is well under
NAAQS thresholds.
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Overall, the analysis found that the development of
Santolina is not a significant factor affecting regional
deterioration of air quality or localized hot spots
due to the regional characteristics being well within
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
5.4.1

Carbon Monoxide

At this time, all other air quality standards, as established by the National Ambient Air Quality Standards,

are not in exceedance of carbon monoxide
standards. Vehicle emissions are sources of carbon
monoxide, volatile organic compounds and oxide
of nitrogen. Air quality levels are managed closely
and tied directly to the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
within the region. Vehicle emissions are evaluated
by the quantity of VMT within the regional transportation system. The current and projected values
for VMT are fully evaluated and approved under the
Future 2040 MTP which is developed by MRCOG.
Compliance with local, state and federal regulations
associated with vehicular emissions is associated
with the approval of the Future 2040 MTP. MRCOG
is responsible for making a conformity determination on the MTP for the region in accordance
with the Clean Air Act and EPA regulations. The
MTP must also be approved by the Federal Highway
Administration and must conform to the State
Implementation Plan Revision: Limited Maintenance Plan for Carbon Monoxide for Albuquerque/

Bernalillo County, New Mexico. Lastly, the MTP
must conform to the regulations administered
by the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Air Quality
Board (Board). The Board is the federally-delegated
air authority for Albuquerque and Bernalillo County
and ensures compliance with the Federal Clean Air
Act and the New Mexico Air Quality Control Act.
With regard to specific impacts from the transportation system developed for the Santolina Level B
Plan, it is important to establish that the expected
employment and population growth associated
with the Santolina Level A Master Plan is incorporated in the approved 2040 MTP. The MTP
approves projected VMT for the region, through
2040, based on expected land use and travel
patterns. While growth has been modified as a
result of the Santolina Level A Master Plan, the
overall regional parameters for population growth
have been maintained. As a result, on a regional
basis all VMT associated with the Level A Master
Plan development have already been considered
in the regional air quality conformity analysis. The
findings of the analysis align with all local, state and
federal air quality policies.
Travel demand modeling performed in the Level
B Plan indicates no regional increase in vehicle
emissions or air quality impacts. The Level B Plan
provides for a gridded street network (minimizing
time on the street when driving is necessary),
transit accommodation design features in its neighborhoods and commercial areas, trails and bikeways
which encourage non-vehicular (non-emission)
transportation modes and mixed use development
concepts. These land use features, combined
with advances in automobile technology such as
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CO hot spot analysis of the four highest traffic
volume intersections shows very low CO levels that
do not approach NAAQS standards and are equivalent to levels anticipated in the MTP scenario.
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OVERVIEW

This Level B Plan is the first Level B Plan to follow
approval of the Santolina Level A Master Plan. This
Level B Plan regulates development within the
defined boundaries of this Level B Plan Area that
encompasses approximately 4,243 acres. This Plan
is consistent with and supportive of the goals and
policies of the Santolina Level A Master Plan, the
PCC, the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan, the Santolina PC Zoning, Land Use
Plan and Development Agreement.
In the Level B Plan, as required by the PCC, land use
districts of the Level A Master Plan have been further
defined and design standards are codified for all
development within those districts. More general
development characteristics are also defined and
describe provisions for transportation, drainage,
open space, parks, trails and public facilities.
8.1.1

Plan, and will enhance the area. In addition, the
Applicant must also demonstrate at least one of the
following:
The site is unique in terms of physical characteristics and requires the deviation in order to be
developed. This may include, but is not limited to
slope, drainage, safety issues or site constraints.
The site/project will provide for a compatible use
that was not anticipated in the plan and provides a
needed service or use for the community.
The design of the site/project respects the intent of
the plan and implements the plan in a manner that
was not anticipated.
Applicants must provide written statement detailing
how the deviations meet the intent of the plan.
All Applicants seeking deviations shall attend a
Pre-Application Meeting with County staff before
submitting the request for deviation.

Application of Development Standards
8.1.2

The use, building, and lot standards provide general
guidance to assist Applicants, neighborhoods, and
County development reviewers. However, it is
not the intent of these regulations to limit design
creativity or ignore unusual site conditions. As such,
the following two levels of modifications to the
Level B Plan are allowed:
1. Minor: The Planning Director or his/her
designee may approve deviations from
non-dimensional standards, or 25% or less
from any dimensional standard.
2. Major: Any deviation over 25% from any
dimensional standard and deviations to
non-dimensional standards deemed to
require review shall be reviewed by the
County Planning Commission (CPC) via the
Level C (subdivision or site development
plan) approval process.
Criteria/Process: In order for the Planning Director
or the CPC to grant a Deviation, the Applicant must
demonstrate that the applicable intent, goals and
policies of the Santolina Level B Plan are still met
and that the project is of a comparable quality
and design, as otherwise required by the Level B

Approval of the Level B Plan

The authority to approve this Level B Plan is
reserved to Bernalillo County Commission.

8.2

DEVELOPMENT PHASING

Based on the approved Level A Development
Agreement, the overall Santolina project shall be
developed in multiple phases. The term “phase”
and the concept of phased development, as delineated in following discussion, shall be defined as
follows: ordered sequencing of development based
on the provision of services, the establishment of
the planned roadway network, and the ABCWUA
serviceability agreements that will be finalized
in the Level B Development Agreement. Timing,
location and size will be determined by market
demand or the landowner. Accordingly, Santolina’s
infrastructure improvements shall be installed in
phases on an as needed basis and sized to serve the
proposed phase of the development.
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The Santolina Master Plan and this Level B Plan
have been planned to create a livable, complete
community through an integrated implementation
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of transportation facilities, land use areas, and
design standards. Infrastructure will phased to
avoid fragmented, leapfrog development by the
up front consideration of transportation options
and connectivity, mixed and efficient uses of land,
healthy environments, as well as job growth and
business diversity.
Future growth within this Level B Plan area will be
managed with the following objectives:
•
Investing in infrastructure and services in
a manner that promotes quality, efficiency, and
compact growth.
•
Ordered phasing of development through
the provision of services to foster mixed-use and
compact development patterns.
•
Implementation of complete streets for
multimodal transportation options. As part of this
Level B Plan, street sections promote safe access for
all users including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists,
and transit riders.
•
Conservation and protection of natural
resources. The Level B Land Use Map identifies the
preservation of approximately 1,000 acres of public
open space.
Development phasing within this Level B Plan area
will be sequenced based on the 2025 and 2040
projections for build-out. Development phasing of
this Level B Plan area will achieve the following:
•
Orderly development that allows urban
growth to first be located in areas with existing
urban development and existing service capacity;
second in existing urban development areas where
new service can be provided in conjunction with
existing services; and third in the remainder of the
Level B Plan area boundaries;
•
Preventing the commitment of land to
urban growth before the provision of adequate
public facilities. Capital facilities, transportation,
parks, and open space can be programmed based
on an orderly phasing of development; and
•
Preventing low density and sprawling
development from occurring prior to the ability to
support urban densities.
Ensuring the financial tools are available will allow

the developer to provide adequate public facility
infrastructure so that it is in place prior to new
development. Effective growth management has
as much to do with timing of development as the
planned location of uses. This Level B Plan provides
a Land Use Map that identifies target areas for
development. Phasing of infrastructure and, subsequently, development is based on the 2025 and
2040 roadway network. Furthermore, phasing for
this Level B Plan area depends on serviceability
agreements reached with the ABCWUA, as further
delineated in section 8.2.9.
8.2.1

No Net Expense

The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned
communities shall not be a net expense to the
County. As defined in the Level A Development
Agreement, “no net expense” is defined as a mutual
commitment to achieve the goal of a responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including
construction, operation and maintenance, shared
between the public and private sectors. The “no
net expense” test is satisfied if the County’s on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures
reasonably allocated to the project have been, or
will be, offset by revenues and/or economic and
fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced) from
the project.
The Level B Plan analysis for the project must also
satisfy the “no net expense” policy. If the development of a phase results in a revenue shortfall,
then such shortfall will be mitigated. If the development of a phase results in excess revenue, then
such excess revenue will be carried forward and
used when applying the no net expense test to
future phases.
8.2.2

Timing of Development

Recognition of the size of the project, the time
required to complete development, the need for
development to proceed in phases and the possible
impact of the economic conditions, cycles, varying
market condition and financing availability during
the course of development, owner(s) and developer(s) shall have the right to develop the property
in such order and at such rate and time as the

7.A.c
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Department

Activity

Action

Note Date

1/28/2016

Comments

Response

Fire

Fire Review

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/1/2016

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/1/2016

2) Page 54 and other locations ‐ Remove the term "First Flush" and replace with
"EPA Water Quality Volume".
First Flush is not a defined volume.

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/1/2016

3) Page 55 ‐ Exhibits 14 and 15 appear to be missing from the pdf copy of the plan. We will supply these Exhibits.

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/1/2016

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/1/2016

4) Page 56 ‐ Copy construction phased practices to Terrain Management section
from LID section. Also discuss limiting development in sensitive areas such as the
escarpment areas as a Terrain Management practice.
5) Page 58 ‐ Revise references to First Flush, two yr. storm volumes and 0.5'' of
rainfall to more precise EPA Water Quality Volume.
As this area is currently outside the defined "Urban Area" the 90th percentile
storm rainfall event presented in the EPA technical document is not be
appropriate.

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/1/2016

6/2/2016

Completed

7.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Final plans of the water supply system for fire protection shall be submitted to the We agree. The FMO may review these
Fire Marshal's Office for Review and approval.
Level C plans when available/approved by
the ABCWUA.
Development Shall meet the requirements of the Fire code with adopted
amendments at time of build out.
We agree.
We agree and will revise accordingly.
COMMENTS FOR LEVEL B PLAN
1) Page 53 ‐ see "Compliance with MS4 permit requirements, as adopted by the
County for individual non‐residential tracts. Includes requirements that tracts are
designed to retain the 90th percentile storm event". Revise to include residential
lots also as any development, residential or commercial, over 1 acre will be
required to comply with our MS4 water quality requirements.
We agree and will revise accordingly.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

The rainfall event that initiates runoff for this area should be determined at this
We agree, and have determined this new
time and used to determine required EPA Water Quality Volumes in the LEVEL C
rainfall value. We will supply this value.
plans. This method is acceptable under e terms of the Bernalillo County MS4
permit and is preferred. See "Estimating Predevelopment Hydrology in the Middle
Rio Grande Watershed, New Mexico" (Kosco et al., 201 ) for the accepted
methodology to do this.
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7.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/1/2016

6) Discuss the possibility of 100% water harvesting within the playa basins due to
not having to deliver water to the Rio Grande in these basins.

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/9/2016

COMMENTS FOR SANTOLINA LEVEL B DRAINAGE MASTER PLAN AND TERRAIN
MANAGEMANT PLAN
I) Part of the "concept" of this Level B master plan is to have temporary
impoundments constructed with engineered earthen berms. Bernalillo County
would prefer fully incised impoundments as the Bernalillo County Soil Survey
indicates that the soils in the Santolina area are not well suited for dam
construction.

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/9/2016

2) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated
We agree, and this determination has
"Urban Area",
already been made and will be supplied.
Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply calculations for "Pre‐
Development Hydrology" using the methodology indicated in EPA Publication
Number 832R‐14‐007. This pre‐development hydrology will be used to calculate
the required water quality volumes needed to mimic pre‐development conditions.
The discussion regarding the 0.44 inch storm needs to be revised.

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/9/2016

We agree.
3) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from a
basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An undisturbed
basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter from the basin. The
MS4 permit address the concept of "pre‐development hydrology" or the point at
which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as the water quality volume. An
undisturbed basin will not have a water quality volume.

PW Development
Review

PW Drainage Completed
Review

2/9/2016

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

2/8/2016

Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for post‐
We agree and will revise accordingly.
development water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan by using
"water quality volume" in place of first flush.
WATER MASTER PLAN
We agree and will revise accordingly.
Water Master Plan p. 3 bullet list. Condition & specifies consideration of direct
and indirect potable reuse as one of the elements for the Development
Agreement. It should specifically be included in this bullet list, accordingly, as it is
a summary of Condition 8, which is not yet satisfied.

6/2/2016

Completed

100% harvesting within the basin is
planned and identified in the Master
Plan. Harvesting will occur onsite and
offsite relative to individual site
development characteristics and in
accordance with Bernalillo County MS4
permit.
We generally agree. We will seek to
"incise" the impoundments to the extent
possible, and whenever possible, and/or
provide/import the appropriate
engineered dam construction material.
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7.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.4, next of last P. The preceding paragraphs are short on a
description of approaches used to achieve the 135 gpcd goal by existing users. It
fails to identify which of WATER MASTER PLAN those might be incorporated as
design criteria for this Level B. This paragraph calls out the opportunity to utilize
new development standards and practices to achieve significant water savings
over time, but fails to identify what those may be. Please identify and discuss
these new development building standards and practices as part of the Water
Conservation Plan section for each type of land use. Also if existing system users
can achieve 135 gpcd, as stated as having already occurred, and the WRMS draft
indicates that new construction is expected to use between 25 to 50 percent less
water relative to existing residential properties, than that expectation should be
expressed in Santolina water conservation goals and the design criteria used to
achieve should be conceptually identified at Level B and identified in the Water
Conservation Plan.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/9/2016

Water Master Plan p.4 the potential for utilizing water reclamation
methodologies is mentioned here. However, the water conservation plan fails to
discuss this opportunity, specify design criteria for doing so, does not specify
expected opportunities in this Level B plan to do so, and the water use plan for
this Level B shows no infrastructure for implementing this opportunity.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/9/2016

Please revise the water system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure and
provide and indication of what phasing will incorporate the use of the reclaimed
water which will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full‐build out water use
estimates of 14,380 acre‐feet.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/9/2016

Water Master Plan p.5 continue the conservation practices. Please specify which
practices Santolina should continue.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.
We agree and will revise accordingly.

6/2/2016
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7.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/9/2016

Water Master Plan p.5. The development agreement required in Condition 8 is
needed to ensure that ABCWUA is in conceptual agreement with the Level A and
Level B master plan. There is no assurance to the County that the proposed Level
B water infrastructure is satisfactory to the ABCWUA as this involved cross‐trunk
connection and jumping of development across multiple pressure zones rather
than successive development to higher zones albeit it is consistent with the Level
A approach previously approved by the BCC.

The ABCWUA and the developer are
reviewing and studying the water
infrastructure at this time (including the
above raised funding and phasing issues).
The BCC condition refers to sequential
extension of infrastructure based on
location of existing infrastructure (not
successive zone‐by‐zone extension).

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/10/2016

Water Master Plan p.5, last bullet. That statement is made that service approach
includes participation in new water supply acquisition by paying a Water Supply
Charge, which is of course allowable ABCWUA policy for new development.
However, on page 7, the document indicates that water supply will generally
come from outside the Level A Plan Area from existing infrastructure. If existing
sources are available and adequate, then one or the other of these statements
needs to be revised.

We will provide additional clarity.
The intent here is to say that water
supply (however acquired) will be
generally delivered via existing
infrastructure (and also new
infrastructure).

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/10/2016

Water Master Plan p.6 Water Conservation Plan. This section is inadequate and
needs to address Santolina specific design criteria that are above and beyond the
Bernalillo County Water Conservation Ordinance. As this is a large and very large
user (i.e., a Master Plan) a water conservation plan identifying techniques;
approaches, design criteria, and water use goals for various water land use sectors
as laid out in the WRMS need to be provided and tied back to the various criteria ‐
show us what you are going to do to meet the reductions specified in the WRMS.
For example landscape design standards with appropriate techniques and
specifications to address lower water usage should be included in this session.

The interpretation of the Ordinance's
"large user" as being equal to a Level A
"Master Plan" requires further discussion.
It seems logical that Level C plans should
address "techniques, approaches, etc."
that can be relevant to the "large user"
specifics. The Level A conditions allow for
Level C compliance with this comment.
The BCC Level A condition references
"prior to Level B approval".

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Condition 9 is dependent on the approved ABCWUA development agreement
being provided prior to a Level B approval. Without submittal of such an
agreement, the water use and phasing cannot be placed in context of the 2024
Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

There is no clear explanation of how the proposed phasing fits within the Goal and We agree and will supply additional
Program Update.
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.

6/2/2016
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7.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Condition 10. Compliance with Condition 10 has not been satisfied. The section of
the Water Master Plan (p.6) captioned as Water Conservation Plan is inadequate
and is a solely a summary of existing Water Conservation Ordinance requirements.
No additional concepts or measures needed to meet the planned water use of 135
gpcd have been identified in this Level B. This need for revision is consistent with
Level B criteria. for land use wherein there is to be definition of important design
characteristics, including streetscapes, setbacks, landscaping, parking, etc.

(1) We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures are being
required by this Master Plan (though they
may be encouraged on a Level C plan
basis).
(3) 135 qpcd already met under existing
Water Conservation ordinances.
Additional conservation requirements are
not presented here, but are subject to
future County and ABCWUA regulation
changes.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

The Water Conservation Plan (which can be used across several Level B plan
submittals, and modified as needed for submittal specifics) should address by
design principles, standards, or guidelines how the development is going to
ensure compliance with ABCWUA and Bernalillo County water conservation
provisions, guidelines and design standards and the related development
agreements. For instance, Level A plans mention water reuse, to the Level B plan
should include indirect potable reuse as more than just a remote possibility. One
would expect at Level B to see more detail and conceptual infrastructure to
address eventual water reuse, for example a design criteria that all development
would be constructed with piping to allow future introduction of water reuse.

(1) We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures over and
above current County Ordinances, are
being required (though may be
encouraged), though specific future Level
C or Level B plans may do so.
(3) 135 qped has already been met (even
with old water technology).

6/2/2016

2/8/2016
There is no discussion or design criteria listed which aligns with the new program
elements listed in that plan such as xeriscaping requirements or installation of
rainwater harvesting. Figure 1 of the goals and updates call for reuse and
recycling, yet this Level B does not identify how or when this might be
implemented. Consistent with Table 1 and Figure 6 of the Goals and Update, the
Level B plans are expected to provide a breakdown of expected water use by land
use type and proposed design criteria that will be incorporated in to each type of
land use to achieve or maintain the ABCWUA 2024 water usage of 135 GPCD.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.
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PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

7.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Stormwater System Design Approach page 53 Compliance with MS4 permit
requirements, as adopted by the County for individual non‐residential tracts.
Language must be corrected to read Compliance with MS4 permit requirements,
as adopted by the County for all new development and redevelopment projects
that disturb greater than or equal to one acre, including projects less than one
acre that are part of a larger common plan of development or sale.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

Terrain Management p.60 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils, and
We agree and will revise accordingly.
other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important site
features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils to wind
erosion, their locations within the Level B plan, and the particular techniques that
will be used to prevent excess wind erosion during construction and development.
PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Water System Planning page 63 The proposed Santolina Level B Water System
remains consistent with the system as proposed with the Level A Master Plan
approval. Level B does not incorporate into the water and wastewater design
maps a reclamation/reuse plan nor does it incorporate the infrastructures to
deliver the reclaimed/reused water. Please revise the water system drawings to
incorporate such infrastructure and provide an indication of what phasing/timing
will incorporate the use of the reclaimed water which will likely be necessary to
meet the eventual full‐build out water use estimates of 14,380 acre‐feet.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

We agree.
Stormwater Plan ‐ p.5 High density urban development results in increased
impervious area, leading to increased runoff volumes and velocities. Accordingly,
reduced application of the water harvesting principles is counter intuitive the MS4
permit specifies system alternatives, but only if on‐site measures cannot be
obtained. Only alternatives demonstrated and allowed by the MS4 permit will be
considered at the Level C review.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan P.11 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils, and other
We agree and will revise accordingly.
environmental characteristics which identify unique and important site features.
Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils, their locations within
the Level B plan, and the particular techniques that will be used to prevent excess
wind erosion during development.

6/2/2016

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.
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7.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan p13 ‐ The MS4 permit requirement is for on‐site management of We agree and will revise accordingly.
the 90th percentile storm. Because of the west mesa location of this
development, the applicant needs to define and develop the numeric values for
runoff using the methodology specified EPA 832‐R‐14‐007 and using site
appropriate data. This may be in excess of the 0.44‐inch storm event or other first‐
flush volumes called out in the DPM and in the Stormwater Master Plan.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan p.15. The MS4 permit requirements are briefly summarized, but Additional narrative and design standards
fail to mention post‐construction stormwater management requirements
will be added to the Level B Plan to
including on‐site management of the 90th percentile storm event, the need for
address the use of LID techniques.
post‐construction and recurring inspection requirements, and on‐going
mechanism to ensure effective post‐construction operation and maintenance of
best management practices. The details of these requirements can be addressed
at Level C, but should be at least mentioned in passing at Level B.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan ‐ p.15 The stated percentages listed in Table 4 should be
We agree and will revise accordingly.
considered as maximum impervious cover limitations allowed. The use of LID
techniques implies that efforts, techniques, and approaches should strive to
minimize the amount of impervious cover, and particularly the amount of directly
connected impervious cover. Please address this table as maximum anticipated
impervious cover percentages and techniques that can be used to address the
high parking/paving percentages for commercial/industrial; and low density mixed
use, and educational/institutional. Also there is a reference to a Table 22.13.1 that
doesn't exist in this document.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

CPC NOD
Condition 8. Per the special conditions from the Level A Master Plan, the Level B
master plan cannot be approved until the applicant provides a fully executed
development agreement with the ABCWUA, the water utility provider identified in
the Level A plan. Page 3 states that Coordination with ABCWUA to identify final
water and sanitary sewer system and master plans for Santolina and execute a
Development Agreement is on‐going. Staff cannot recommend CPC approval until
such time as the required development agreement has been fully executed.

6/2/2016

The Level A conditions also state "prior to
Level B" approval, which approval occurs
at BCC, after the CPC process.
Accordingly, and conversely, staff should
not recommend disapproval (this may
already be intended/inferred from the
staff comment).
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7.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

This condition coincides with the Level B criteria, which requires the applicant to
provide statements of water availability. There are multiple comments throughout
the Water Plan, particularly page 9, which states that Santolina will be owned and
operated by an independent water utility, anticipated to be the ABCWUA &
elements of the above described systems are subject to change& established with
the adopted utility provider; And similar on page 12, which indicates that the
ABCWUA may provide water and sewer service for the project Please be advised
that the Level A approval was based on identification of the ABCWUA as the utility
provider and if that changes, resubmittal of the Level A plan may be required.

The Level A Master Plan allowed for other
utilities; however, there is no intent at
this time to use another utility. We agree
that if a new utility provider is utilized (or
added), this will be discussed with County
staff based on details, merits, and nature
of any proposed provider change.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.8 and 9 ‐ please revise to discuss the projected water use
with the context of the 2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal as specified in
Condition 10. What portion of the projected water use does this constitute, what
design criteria will be use to ensure that projected decreases in
commercial/industrial use are realized, etc.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p. 9 There is no apparent use of reclaimed water identified in We agree and will supply additional
this Level B master plan. As part of the water conservation plan, please identify
information, upon completion of current
the conceptual users of reclaimed water and identify the infrastructure necessary agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
to supply it to those land use areas.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.
What design criteria will be used/imposed on developers to ensure the 180 gpcd We agree and will supply additional
maximum is achieved.
information, upon completion of current
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
Final methodologies and plans will be
supplied at that time.
Water Master Plan p.10 How will reclaimed sewage for reuse purposes be used
We agree and will supply additional
within the boundaries of this level B, given the lack of infrastructure in the water information, upon completion of current
plan to deliver the same? Where is the conceptual infrastructure identified to
agreements/discussions with ABCWUA.
convey sewage to the potential future satellite Water Reclamation plant in the
Final methodologies and plans will be
southern portion of the Santolina Level A Plan Area and or what is the phasing/
supplied at that time.
timeline to do so for this Level B plan? And on page 11 the timing of that
construction should likely be included in the Development Agreement though
here you say its to correspond with the WRMS policy document. But you say later
on page 11 that it may be available to the Santolina Level B Plan area will it or will
it not be constructed and available for this Level B plan area and if so, in which
phasing?

6/2/2016
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7.A.c

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

PW Natural
Resources

PW Natural
Resources
Review

Completed

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.12. Much of this paragraph is a restatement of portions of
We agree and we will delete.
the Bernalillo County Level A development agreement. However, the paragraph
should be removed as minor modifications of the language from the development
agreement have been introduced, particularly regarding anticipation of that the
ABCWUA will provide water and sewer to ABCWUA may provide water and sewer,
and expansion throughout the paragraph from solely Owners to owners and
developers, and a third change from negatively affect current County water or
sewer service to negatively impact the System. Given that those provisions are in
the development agreement, this should either be deleted or incorporated by
reference only.

Planning

Outside
Agencies
Review ‐
AMAFCA

Favorable

2/8/2016

We agree.
Santolina Level B Master Plan, (R‐12)
AMAFCA staff reviewed the Level B Master Plan with respect to drainage concepts
and has no adverse comment. Staff also met with the engineer to discuss
maintenance responsibilities and impacts on capacity of AMAFCAs Westgate Dam.
These items will be addressed with future, detailed development plans.

Planning

Outside
Agencies
Review ‐
ABCWUA
Outside
Agencies
Review ‐
ABCWUA

Favorable

2/12/2016

The following are my comments for SPR2016‐0001 Santolina Level B:
I. A Water and Sanitary Sewer Serviceability has been requested.

We agree.

Favorable

2/12/2016

2. Coordination between the engineer and the Water Authority will take place to
develop a more appropriate Master Plan Study for water and sanitary sewer
infrastructure.

We agree.

Outside
Agencies
Review ‐
ABCWUA

Favorable

2/12/2016

3. A Water Authority Board approved development agreement is required. This
development agreement will include the infrastructure improvements identified,
once an approved water and sanitary sewer master plan study has been
completed.

We agree, prior to Level B (BCC) approval.

Planning

Planning

6/2/2016
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
The following is an addendum to Albuquerque Public Schools comments for
We agree.
SPR2016‐0001, a request for approval of Phase 1 Level B Santolina Master Planned
Community.
(i) This Phase 1 Level B plan covers 28% of the entire Level A Santolina Master
Planned community in terms of dwelling units.
(ii) APS will be contacting WAHL and seeking to find a consensual and collaborative
process that will facilitate the smooth provision of school sites and to possibly
obtain assistance from WAHL with the building of schools in the subject area.
(iii)According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed 9,444
housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan; the District would need to
provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school and one half (.5) of a
high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to deliver a K8 instructional
model, this would call for two (2) K‐8 schools and one half (.5) of a High School.
APS will provide educational program models that are cost effective and in
alignment with the District Curriculum models of instruction. See Attachment for
further comments

6/2/2016

7.A.c
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Santolina Level B Master Plan MRCOG Comments

MRCOG Comments
February 8, 2015
SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER PLAN UPDATED TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN (JAN
22.2016)
Pages 80‐84, Section 8.2: MRMPO is generally concerned that the Level B Plan does
not provide enough detail in the development phasing chapter. This makes it difficult
to assess the overall concept of the Level B Plan. The PCC states that the Level B
development agreement should contain a more detailed phasing plan than what was
is in the Level A (PCC, page 40). The proposed Level B Plan shows only two phases, a
2025 phase and a 2040 phase. It is critical to have appropriately sized phases because
Level B Plans include an analysis of important performance benchmarks including the
jobs/housing balance (Level A Plan, page 35) and "no net expense" policy (Level A
Development Agreement, page 9). If the proposed Level B Master Plan is approved
with its current boundaries, MRMPO requests a more detailed phasing strategy where
such performance benchmarks can be evaluated (for reference, the Mesa del Sol
Level B Plan included four phases for development, see Attachment 8).

6/2/2016

7.A.c

Response

To address the phasing of devleopment within this
Master Plan area, we have provided additional
narrative to be included as part of section 8.2 of the
Level B Plan. As part of the material we prepared for
the Land Use and Zoning CPC Hearing, we submitted
this new redline on May 6, 2016.
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Topic

Comments

Response

Environment & Open 6/23/2016
Space/Government
and Public Services

Address the Phasing of the Development. From a regional perspective,
there could be more information provided about the phasing and
implementation of the Santolina development. The Level B Plan
indicates two phases‐2025 and 2040. Where there are still opportunities
for different types of development and infill in the more urbanized
areas and some areas near the site that have some development that
could relate to the Santolina development (e.g., Westland North, Atrisco
Heritage High School), the proposed phasing could be elaborated or
further justified.

As part of our effort to address comments relative to Land Use and
Zoning (in preparation for the May 26, 2016 CPC Hearing), we
included additional narrative to the Level B Plan, section 8.2, that
addresses phasing of development.

Environment & Open 6/24/2016
Space/Government
and Public Services

A Level A Development Agreement has been agreed to for the Level A
Development. A Level B Agreement will also be required to ensure the
specifics of the plan and the financial responsibilities and the
employment‐housing ratio are adhered to. Additional information on
how employment goals will he achieved is necessary.

We agree. The Level B Development Agreement will address this.

Environment & Open 6/25/2016
Space/Government
and Public Services

Policy d of the Reserve Area states that "A planned community master These items will be addressed in the Level B Development
plan shall not be approved if it fails to demonstrate its own sense of
Agreement.
place, self‐sufficiency, environmental sensitivity, separation from the
contiguous Albuquerque urban area by permanent open space and the
provision of infrastructure which is not a net expense to the local
government." Staff comment/recommendation: The Level A Plan and
the Level A Development Agreement addressed this requirement The
current Level B request needs to more specifically demonstrate how
these policies will be addressed in the proposed development, for
instance in such areas as water and sewer availability, provision of parks
and open space, residential neighborhoods, commercial areas, and
more specifically, unifying design standards, as well as demonstrating
not incurring expenses to the local government.

6/2/2016
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Staff Comments

Environment & Open 6/26/2016
Space/Government
and Public Services

Land Use‐ Open Space Network‐ calls for setting aside Major Open
The Level B Development Agreement will address Open Space,
Space, parks, trail corridors throughout the Comprehensive Plan area.
Parks, and trails. The Development Agreement will be submitted to
Policies encourage connections between and within the facilities. Open the County Manager.
Space is shown on the Santolina Land Use Map, although staff is
requesting additional information on the Open Space network, its
dedication and maintenance, and the required development agreement
related to it.

Environment & Open 6/27/2016
Space/Government
and Public Services

Community Resource Management ‐ recognizes the importance of
provision of services in community development. The services include
water, energy, transportation, housing, economic development. In
particular, as in staff and agency comments provided below, additional
information should be provided on the proposed transportation system,
water availability, along with mechanisms for achieving economic
development for the community.

The Level B Plan addresses economic developmnt through
allocation of specific uses designated by the Land Use Plan for
employment. Furthermore, the Level A and Level B Development
Agreements provide requirements for jobs (economic
development) as the Santolina community develops over time.

Hearings 1,2, & 3

It appears that these criteria do serve as a guideline for the Santolina
Level B Plan, but that more information is needed to show that they
have been adequately addressed. As noted in the above comments
related to the 'Reserve Area' and also shown in staff and agency
comments below, a more detailed analysis of the Level B Santolina
Master Plan should be provided for each of the areas
‐Land use
‐Environment and Open Space
‐Transportation system
‐Government and Public Service
In addition, because of limited time to review the Plan and the
application, staff will need to provide additional analysis and comments
specifically related to the Planned Communities Criteria in the
subsequent staff report.

We have reviewed the latest Staff Report. There are no new
comments regarding Environment and Open Space/Government
and Public Services. This matrix addresses Agency Comments
received relative to the topics for Hearing 3.

6/2/2016
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Hearings 1,2, & 4

V. Southwest Area Plan/Westside Strategic Plan ‐The Southwest Area
We agree.
Plan and the Westside Strategic Plan both recognize the importance of
Master Planned Communities for the vacant areas within the Southwest
Area/West Side. They also recognize the importance of attention to
environmental issues and jobs development, and location of industrial
development and design. It would appear the Santolina Level A Master
Plan generally addresses policies in the Southwest Area Plan and the
Westside Strategic Plan.

Parks and recreation 6/26/2016

The comments state that a preliminary review of the plan indicates that
more information needs to be provided:
1. A portion of the Level B Open Space and Parks network, is consistent
with Level A, but the following is not clear:
a. what all the types of Open Space and parks will be included in those
areas;
b. whether that includes neighborhood parks and other recreation
facilities;
c. general, whether the park areas by type and the other recreation
facilities cumulatively meet the Level of service standards set forth in
the Level A plan for the projected population for the Level B plan areas;
and
d. when and how the Open Space, park and other recreation facilities
will be dedicated.

We are providing open space areas, parks, trails, undevelopable
land, and areas with valuable environmental qualities to ensure the
continued health, safety, and welfare of the community and to
provide locations for recreational activities. Furthermore we are
preserving the escarpment area that makes up the eastern portion
of the Level B Plan area as open space. Please refer to the Level B
Land Use Map. We have provide an analysis of the PROS Plan level‐
of‐service standards relative to the Level B Plan based on project
populations. Please see new redline to section 2.2.7 of the Level B
Plan.

Parks and recreation 6/26/2016

2. It does not appear that there is an Open Space zone as described in
the Level a plan.
3. We have a question as to why the open space area to the north of the
escarpment open space described in Level B plan has not been included.
Related to that question, there is parcel was recently acquired to be a
Route 66 gateway park, that would also function potentially as trailhead
for the escarpment open space, that we wanted to ensure open space
connectivity to.

We have added a Major Open Space Zone to the Zoning Chapter
and the Zone Map.
We are coordinating with Bernalillo County Parks and Recreation
Department on identifying the noted parcel so that we can
determine its applicability to the Level B Plan.

Parks and recreation 6/26/2016

6/2/2016
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval

Comments
1. A Level A Development Agreement shall be entered into between
Bernalillo County and the applicant which reflect this approval and a)
clearly identifies responsibilities for development of and
infrastructure and other facilities in Santolina; b) requires a link
between housing and employment development in Santolina; c)
maintains an overall residential density that is consistent with the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan density
requirements and is included in the Santolina Level A Plan; d) shall
adhere to water use and conservation requirements of Bernalillo
County and the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility
Authority.

Response
The Level A Development Agreement was entered into between
Bernalillo County and Western Albuquerque Land Holdings on
August 10, 2015. The Development Agreement was officially
recorded on August 21, 2015.

2. Bernalillo County and the applicant agree on the "no net expense"
clause of the Planned Community Criteria. Nothing in any development
agreement shall commit this Commission and future Commissions to
public funding or financing mechanisms.

The Level A Development agreement defines this policy on lines
24 through 32, page 9: “The Comprehensive Plan provides that
planned communities shall not be a net expense to the County.
The “no net expense" policy is a mutual commitment to achieve
the goal of a responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including
construction, operation and maintenance, shared between the
public and private sectors. The "no net expense" test is satisfied if
the County's on‐site public expenditures and off‐site public
expenditures reasonably allocated to the Project have been, or
will be, offset by revenues and/or economic and fiscal benefits
(direct, indirect and induced) from the Project.”

7. The submitted Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan, dated December This is addressed in the accompanying Drainage Master Plan.
1, 2014, contains an addendum which includes minor inconsistencies
within the calculations to the revised Land Use Master Plan. However,
these inconsistencies do not alter the concept of the overall Drainage
Master Plan and therefore are acceptable for this Level A Master
Plan. The applicant must provide a Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan
consistent with the proposed Level A Master Plan with any Level B
submittal.

6/2/2016
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval

8. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
We are coordinating with the ABCWUA staff regarding Santolina
applicant will provide a fully executed development agreement with
the ABCWUA. The development agreement should be structured to
ensure compliance with the ABCWUA's existing guidelines, policies, and
ordinances and as may be amended from time to time. The
development agreement should, at a minimum, address residential,
industrial, institutional and commercial water conservation provisions,
guidelines, and design standards. The development agreement should,
at a minimum, address infrastructure improvements, direct and
indirect potable reuse, and water supply charges, as well as provide; a
Phasing Plan consistent with ABCWUA policies. This condition shall in
no way constrain the ABCWUA from imposing such requirements as it
may deem necessary.
9. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C document, the applicant
The water master plan is included in this submittal and we are in
shall, based on the approved ABCWUA development agreement,
discussion with ABCWUA.
provide to the County a written explanation of the projected Master
Plan water use and phasing and the subsequent level plans within the
context of the 2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update
(July 2013) or subsequent updates.
10. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
applicant shall provide to the County a water conservation plan that is
compliant with Bernalillo County and ABCWUA's guidelines, standards
and requirements and which achieves the conservation goals
expressed in the Bernalillo County Ordinance and ABCWUA's 2024
Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update, July 2013 and
which requires compliance with subsequent revisions of the such
guidelines, standards, requirements, and plans. Residential
development shall occur in a sequential manner adjacent to existing
infrastructure and consistent with ABCWUA's policies.

This will be completed in concert with the ABCWUA. The Level B
submittal addresses all County requirements.

11. Water and wastewater issues for the Santolina Master Planned
Community shall be resolved between the Albuquerque/Bernalillo
County Water Utility Authority (ABCWUA) and the applicant prior to
any Level B approval. An agreement between the applicant and
ABCWUA and regarding timing, responsibilities, and maintenance of
water and sewer facilities required to service Santolina will be
developed and agreed upon prior to any Level B approval.

Agreed, this will be completed.

6/2/2016
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12. A drainage plan and stormwater management plan shall be
submitted at the time of any Level B submittal with provisions for
revision as needed to ensure consistency with any EPA‐issued
municipal separate stormwater system permit provisions or
requirements as issued for the Urbanized Area of Bernalillo County.

We are providing a drainage and stormwater management plan as
part of this Level B application.

13. Prior to any Level B Plan approval, the developer shall provide
documentation that the proposed development will comply with
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Air Quality Standards and will
demonstrate the intent to comply with air quality standards
established by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

The submitted Level B Plan addresses this condition.

14. Development of Parks, Trails, and Open Space shall comply with the This submitted Level B Plan addresses this condition.
Level A Master Plan. The location of open space corridors shall be
developed in accordance with the requirements of the Planned
Community zone with regard to the transportation grid. If the more
detailed plan deviates significantly from the intent and framework
established in the higher level plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts,
then the higher level plan would need to be amended.
15. The Planned Communities Criteria requirements regarding the
The Archaeological study shall be completed prior to the Level B
study and mitigation of archaeological and geotechnical resources shall Plan being approved, or the Level B Plan approval can be
be followed in Level B and Level C Santolina Plans. Prior to any Level B contingent on such work.
approval, documentation regarding the completed study and
mitigation measures within the Level B Plan area shall be provided.
This Level B application satisfies this condition.
17. Level B and C Plans shall be required prior to development of the
Santolina Level A Master Plan Community. Level B and C development
agreements, as prescribed in the Planned Communities Criteria, shall
be provided. Consistency between Level A, Level B, and Level C plans
shall be required throughout the development of Santolina. Ifthe more
detailed plan deviates significantly from the intent and framework
established in the higher level plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts,
then the higher level plan would need to be amended.

6/2/2016
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18. The Santolina Development Agreement shall include a section that The approved Level A Development Agreement and this request
pertains to Interim Uses. This section shall indicate that all sites within for a Level B Plan satisfies this condition.
the Santolina Level A boundary area governed by a Special Use Permit
or any site expected to be developed with local, state and/or federal
support shall be governed by Sections 18, Special Use Permits and
Section 24, Administration of the Zoning Code until a Level B Plan,
affecting such site, has been adopted by Bernalillo County. No special
use permit shall be issued without a demonstration of available
necessary infrastructure and utilities, including water, electricity and
sewer, to be installed before, or concurrently with, development of the
site. No building permits shall be granted on all remaining sites until
Level C plan affecting the subject property have been approved. Any
subdivision will occur in compliance with the County's Subdivision
Ordinance.
19. Prior to or concurrent with the first Level B Plan approval, the
We are taking steps towards platting the Level A master planned
property.
subject Level A master planned property shall be legally platted (the
"Boundary Plat"). A summary platting procedure, such as that allowed
for 'a minor subdivision' under County ordinances, shall be permitted
for the Boundary Plat, and for any subsequent platting actions prior to
a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision plat approval. The Boundary Plat
and any subsequent plats submitted in advance of a Level C plan or a
Level C subdivision plat approval shall provide legal access (easements)
to all existing and proposed tracts within the platted area, but
infrastructure installation or guarantee shall not be required prior to
Level C plan or Level C subdivision plat approval, because, before
building permits can be granted or development can proceed,
additional land use approvals and infrastructure installation and/or
guarantees are required at the Level C Plan approval stage and/or at
the Level C subdivision plat approval stage.
20. Minor corrections to the plan, such as typographical and
grammatical corrections, editorial changes agreed to by County staff, or
small changes to acreage related to surveying may be incorporated in
the final, adopted version of the plan.
21. The request shall comply with all applicable Bernalillo County
ordinances and standards.
22. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A
Plan (dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
a. Chapter 4. Zoning, p. 47. Add the following sentence under Level A
Governance and Interim Uses (after ..Bernalillo County ..) "No building
permits shall be granted on all remaining sites until a Level C plan
affecting the subject has been adopted."

6/2/2016

These changes have been made and incorporated into the
approved Level A Master Plan.

This submittal complies with Bernalillo County ordinances and
standards.
These changes have been made an incorporated into the
approved Santolina Level A Master Plan.
These changes have been made an incorporated into the
approved Santolina Level A Master Plan.
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b. Change the language "publicly funded" on page 92 to "proposed for
public funding."
c. Chapter 6, Transportation, Level A Master Plan on page 95: remove
the sentence "The policy supersedes other policies that may be in place
for roadways within Santolina" regarding the SAMP, and remove "(by
others)" regarding the extension of Gibson Boulevard.

These changes have been made an incorporated into the
approved Santolina Level A Master Plan.
These changes have been made an incorporated into the
approved Santolina Level A Master Plan.

d. Exhibit I must be corrected to indicate that the Westland Master
Plan was approved by both Bernalillo County and the City of
Albuquerque. The Board of County Commissioners approved the
Master Plan as a Rank III Plan in accordance with the Comprehensive
Plan. The City of Albuquerque also approved a separate Sector
Development Plan for the portion of the Master Plan that has been
annexed.

These changes have been made an incorporated into the
approved Santolina Level A Master Plan.

6/2/2016
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Planned Communities Criteria

7.A.c

Response

Environment and Open Space
1. Analysis of slopes, drainage, soils, animal life, groundwater, vegetation, airport noise
zones, and other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important site
features for protection and optimum use or which restrict development.

Site specific, unique environmental characteristics, which are
important to consider and restrict certain development, are
identified in the Environment and Open Space Chapter.

Air quality and noise standards are provided within the
Environment and Open Space Chapter.
3. Strategy for promoting energy efficiency, maximizing options for alternative energy
Energy efficiency and alternative energy sources are delineated in
sources.
the Environment and Open Space Chapter.
4. Conceptual drainage plan for management of watersheds and floodplains and preservation A conceptual drainage plan is provided on page.
of arroyo corridor multiple‐use opportunities.
5. Update Class I literature search/and do Class II sample of geotechnical and archaeological A Class II Archaeological study is in coordination and will provided
features; mitigation strategy.
as a technical appendix.
6. Siting of industrial land uses to avoid groundwater contamination and toxic air emissions
Industrial uses are allocated for the Industrial Park and Business
impacts on nearby residential or other sensitive areas.
Park of this Level B Plan area. The location of these land uses is
presented in the Land Use Chapter. Permissive uses in these
districts are specified in the Zoning Chapter.

Government and Public Services
1. Strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites, including open space.
2. Facilities plan including detailed location, phasing of water systems, sewer systems,
drainage systems, and mobility systems.

Funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites will be
outlined in the Level B Development Agreement.
The Utilities and Infrastructure Chapter of the Level B Master Plan
identifies the location and phasing of water systems, sewer
systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

3. Annexation plan/agreement.

Future annexation potentials are discussed in the Approval
Process Chapter.
4. Statements of water availability and availability of public services including liquid and solid Water and public service availability is discussed in Chapter 6,
waste management/recycling, cultural and human service facilities, fire and police
Utility Infrastructure and Services.
protection, transit services, and schools.
5. Level B Development Agreement to:
a. Follow through with more detailed infrastructure/service agreement covering phasing of
These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to
the village master plan and its public services/facilities, and designation of financial,
be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.
operations, and management responsibility over time.
b. Specify measures to mitigate negative consequences of the village's development

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to
be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.

Attachment: Attachment 2 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 1 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

2. Strategy for meeting community air quality objectives and standards.

c. Augment Level A development agreements expressing items mutually agreed to by the City These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to
and/or County and the planned community developer and committing to their permanency be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.
unless re‐negotiated; any limitations on development established at Level A cannot be
increased at Level B.
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d. Provide a legal recording instrument.

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to
be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.

e. Identify more specifically any public incentives to the developer, or public/private
partnerships, including provisions for affordable housing.

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to
be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.

f. Identify more specifically any public incentives or agreements between the local
government and developer for the appropriate protection and maintenance of the open
space system.

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to
be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.

6/2/2016
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MEMORANDUM
To:

Catherine VerEecke, Community Development Manager

Cc:

Kizito Wijenje AICP, Executive Director, APS Capital Master Plan
Karen Alarid, Executive Director of Capital, Facilities Design and Construction
Ruben Hendrickson, Chief Operations Officer
Martin Eckert, Director APS Real Estate & Property
Elvira Lopez AICP, Senior Planner/Manager, APS Capital Master Plan

From:

April Winters, Planner, APS Capital Master Plan

Re:

Santolina Level B Master Planned Community, Special HearingEnvironment and
Open Space and Government and Public Service to be heard before the County Planning
Commission on, June 23, 2016

SPR20160001

Santolina is a Level A Master Planned Community that is approximately 13,851
acres, and is bounded by Interstate 40 to the north, 118th Street and the
escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa on the south and the
escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on the west. The master
planned area (Level A) will consist of 34,000 residential units built out over the
next 40-50 years.
The most recent submittal by the agents for the Santolina Level B Master
Planned Community, propose 945 acres dedicated to Parks and Open Space.
APS does not have additional comments specific to the Open Space being
proposed. However, this Master Planned Community will still have major impacts
to the Albuquerque Public School District.
After approval of the Level A Master Planned Community in June 2015, the
developer is currently requesting approval for Phase 1 Level B Master Planned
Community. This phase will include 9,444 dwelling units and will encompass
4,243 acres. Santolina development (Level A Master Plan) will impact G.I
Sanchez ES, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, Atrisco Heritage Academy HS
and West Mesa HS. Currently, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS and Atrisco
Heritage HS enrollments exceed capacity; these schools are overcrowded.

5/16/2016
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Albuquerque Public Schools recently built and opened George I. Sanchez K-8
school in 2015-16 to address growth and overcrowding of schools in the
southwest quadrant of the District.
In addition, with the recent passage of the Bond/Mil Levy 2016 election, APS will
continue plans to construct a new K-8 school to alleviate current overcrowding in
the Northwest; and specifically, to relieve overcrowding at Painted Sky ES,
Jimmy Carter MS, and SR Marmon ES.
To address overcrowding at schools noted in the table above, APS will explore
various alternatives. A combination or all of the following options may be utilized
to relieve overcrowded schools.
(i)
Provide new capacity (long term solution)
a. Construct new schools or additions
b. Add portables
c. Use of non-classroom spaces for temporary classrooms
d. Lease facilities
e. Use other public facilities
(ii)
Improve facility efficiency (short term solution)
a. Schedule Changes
i. Double sessions
ii. Multi-track year-round
b. Other
i. Float teachers (flex schedule)
(iii)
Shift students to Schools with Capacity (short term solution)
a. Boundary Adjustments / Busing
b. Grade reconfiguration
(iv)
Combination of above strategies

Attachment: Attachment 2 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 1 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)
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(i)

APS finds that the residential development of 34,000 housing units
proposed by the Santolina Master Plan Level A would generate 15,846
K-12 students at build out. These students would need taxpayer
approved school facilities at a cost of $587 million (does not account for
cost of land) in today's dollars for construction of 13 elementary schools,
3 middle schools, and 2 high schools.

(ii)

APS would need approximately 366 acres to develop the 18 schools
needed to serve the Santolina Level A Master Development Plan at full
build out.

The following is an addendum to Albuquerque Public Schools comments for
SPR2016-0001, a request for approval of Phase 1 Level B Santolina Master
Planned Community. APS comments are based on the original Level B submittal
assumption of 9,444 dwelling units.

5/16/2016

(i)

This Phase 1 Level B plan covers 28% of the entire Level A Santolina
Master Planned community in terms of dwelling units.

(ii)

APS will be contacting WAHL and seeking to find a collaborative process
that will facilitate the smooth provision of school sites and to possibly
obtain assistance from WAHL with the building of schools in the subject
area.

(iii)

According to the Phase 1 Level B Santolina Master Plan, the Plan
proposes three residential villages. The Level B Land Use Plan Map
dated May 4, 2016 does not make clear where one residential village
begins and another ends.

(iv)

Within these three residential villages, three elementary schools have
been proposed by the Plan. It is unclear, as to where the additional
levels of educational service, namely middle and high school level of
services, is proposed. It is assumed by APS that the asterisks indicated
on the Level B Land Use Plan Map, indicates K-5 schools, and that
these schools are located at the center of each residential village.
However, additional clarification is needed.

(v)

Albuquerque Public Schools has been engaged with ongoing
discussions with Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC (WALH):
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a. Timely identification and acquisition of land for future school facilities
is being requested of the applicant by APS, and the APS school
district will be looking to finalize such land acquisitions as the plan is
being approved.
b. APS land acquisitions will at least be proportional to the quantity of
schools presented on the Level B Land Use Plan map dated May 4,
2016 and part of the applicant’s current submittal. Land needs are
determined by APS educational curriculum, enrollment, and
construction standards.
(vi)

According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan, the
District would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1)
middle school and one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the
District chooses to deliver a K-8 instructional model, this would call for
two (2) K-8 schools and one half (.5) of a High School. APS will provide
educational program models that are cost effective and in alignment with
the District Curriculum models of instruction.

The Table below demonstrates school needs based on the proposed Santolina
Level A Master Plan 34,000 dwelling units:
APS School and Enrollment Projections for 34,000 Housing Units, Santolina Master Plan - Level A Master Plan

School Level
Elementary School
Middle School
High School
Total

School
Projected
Capacity enrollment
(students) (students)
660
8,617
1,200
3,584
2,300
3,645
15,846

Number of
Acres
Schools
Needed per
Needed
School Level
13.1
15
3.0
25
1.6
60
17.6

Total Acres
Needed
195.8
74.7
95.1
365.6

Construction
Cost per school
$ 20,000,000
$ 40,000,000
$ 130,000,000
$ 190,000,000

Total Construction
Cost by School Level
$
261,109,288
$
119,470,517
$
206,049,286
$
586,629,091

The Table below demonstrates school needs based on the proposed Santolina
Phase I Level B Master Plan 9,444 dwelling units:

School Level
Elementary School
Middle School
High School
Total

5/16/2016

Number
Acres
School
Projected
of
Needed
Total
Total
Capacity enrollment Schools per School Acres
Construction Construction Cost
(students) (students) Needed
Level
Needed Cost per school by School Level
660
2,393
3.6
15
54.4 $ 20,000,000 $
72,526,945
1,200
996
0.8
25
20.7 $ 40,000,000 $
33,184,693
2,300
1,013
0.4
60
26.4 $ 130,000,000 $
57,233,219
4,402
4.9
101.6 $ 190,000,000 $ 162,944,857

Attachment: Attachment 2 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 1 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7.A.c

Page 4 of 5
Packet Pg. 4344

Larger tables below:
Level A Master Plan assuming 34,000 Housing Units and APS Development Standards:
APS School and Enrollment Projections for 34,000 Housing Units, Santolina Master Plan - Level A Master Plan

School Level
Elementary School
Middle School
High School
Total

School
Projected
Capacity enrollment
(students) (students)
660
8,617
1,200
3,584
2,300
3,645
15,846

Number of
Acres
Schools
Needed per
Needed
School Level
13.1
15
3.0
25
1.6
60
17.6

Total Acres
Needed
195.8
74.7
95.1
365.6

Construction
Cost per school
$ 20,000,000
$ 40,000,000
$ 130,000,000
$ 190,000,000

Total Construction
Cost by School Level
$
261,109,288
$
119,470,517
$
206,049,286
$
586,629,091

Level B Master Plan assuming 9,444 Housing Units and APS Development Standards

School Level
Elementary School
Middle School
High School
Total

5/16/2016

School
Projected
Capacity enrollment
(students) (students)
660
2,393
1,200
996
2,300
1,013
4,402
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Number
Acres
of
Needed
Total
Total
Schools per School Acres
Construction Construction Cost
Needed
Level
Needed Cost per school by School Level
3.6
15
54.4 $ 20,000,000 $
72,526,945
0.8
25
20.7 $ 40,000,000 $
33,184,693
0.4
60
26.4 $ 130,000,000 $
57,233,219
4.9
101.6 $ 190,000,000 $ 162,944,857
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Santolina Level B Master Plan
Complete Matrix of Comments & Responses
for Hearings on:
April 27, 2016
May 26, 2016
June 23, 2016
Submitted on July 1, 2016 for Hearing on July 21, 2016
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April 27, 2016
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Transportation Hearing

1

Department
PW Development
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Comments on Level A (Revised) and B Transportation Plan and Technical
Report
1. Prepare a guideline that defines the parameters in which the Level A and
Level B plans remain relevant and when exceeded shall require appropriate
modifications to these plans and the subsequent review by the County. This
guideline and the associated parameters shall apply to all appropriate
sections of the plans.

Document to be
Response
modified
N/A
Bernalillo County Staff has indicated this
comment will be removed. See PCC
criteria and Level A Development
Agreement. These protections are built
into the process.

2

PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

2. Include adequate information to ensure that appropriate land/ROW for all N/A
major onsite corridors shall be provided to allow for the transition from
interim to ultimate buildout conditions. This is especially relevant regarding
the extension of PDV south of I40, as there is the possibility that this road will
ultimately become a freeway.

This is addressed in the Level B Land Use
Plan. PdV south of I-40 has been
planned to be consistent with the ROW
north of I-40.

3

PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

3. Functional Classification Maps Provide consistent language or footnote
2016 Level B
differences: primary = principal arterial, secondary = minor arterial. Consider Master Plan and
Updated Level A
minor and major collectors.
and 2016 Level
B
Transportation
Master Plan

Level B MP - Exhibits 3, 4, 5 and 6;
Updated Level A Transportation MP,
Figures 1, 2, 3 and 21 and Level B
Transportation MP, Figures 1, 10, 11, 12
will be modified to maintain consistency
with Functional classification. Updated
Level A Transportation MP, Figures 13
and 43 and Level B Transportation MP,
Figures 2, 13 and 21 has been revised to
clarify the functional classification is
based on MRCOG model link definitions.

4

PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

4. LRTS Guide/ Complete Streets Add text describing green infrastructure
techniques used in roadways. Provide a section describing ITS techniques
and adaptive signals as a best practice to consider in Santolina.

Text describing green infrastructure
techniques used in roadways and
describing ITS techniques and adaptive
signals as a best practice to consider in
Santolina has been added to the 2016
Level B Transportation Master Plan,
Section V, p. 41.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

2016 Level B
Transportation
Master Plan,
Section V, p. 41

Staff Response

Status
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

For Hearing on July 21, 2016 Page
1
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Transportation Hearing

5

Department
PW Development
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
5. 2040 V/C Off-site LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
*Provide AM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
a. I40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista/118th St Ramps
b: I40 WB between Unser Blvd and 98th St interchanges.
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40 and approach to Gibson
d. Unser Blvd NB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd NB between
Rio Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd NB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.
e. Gun Club Rd WB approach to 118th St.
f. 114th St NB approach to Central Ave
g. Central Ave WB near 118th St; Central Ave EB approach to 98th St

Document to be
modified
Supplemental
report
submitted to
Bernalillo
County.

Response

PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

6. 2040 V/C On-site LOS Analysis:
Provide AM/PM Peak on-site mitigation recommendations:
* 118th St NB/SB between Dennis Chavez and Gun Club Rd

7

PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

7. 2025 V/C LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
* Provide AM Peak off-:site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB on-ramp
* Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB off-ramp

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Supplemental
report
submitted to
Bernalillo
County.
Supplemental
report
submitted to
Bernalillo
County.

Status

A supplemental report has been
submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations and identify
mitigation requirements.

*Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
a. I-40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista Ramps
b. I-40 EB between 118th St and Unser Blvd interchanges
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40
d. Dennis Chavez Blvd WB approaches to Unser Blvd and Broadway Blvd
e. Central Ave WB and EB approaches to 118th St and 98th St
f. Unser Blvd SB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd SB between Rio
Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd SB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.

6

Staff Response

A supplemental report has been
submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.
A supplemental report has been
submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.
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Transportation Hearing
Department

Note Date

8

PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

9

PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
modified
8. Transit MP: Page 62. Although no commuter/ BRT service currently exists Updated Level A
on Dennis Chavez & Mention there is an existing Route 222 transit service on Transportation
Dennis Chavez that serves South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing
Master Plan
Route 98 transit service on 98th St and Dennis Chavez that serves Rio
Technical
Bravo/Coors commercial center.
Report
Comments

9. Pedestrian and Bikeways MP: Proposed trail network runs through the
Updated Level A
proposed street network. Describe how trails will cross roadways (grade
Transportation
separation, signalized arterial crossings, mid-block crossings, etc.).
Master Plan
Disconnected trail network through urban center and other locations. Add
Technical
more connectivity to trail network. Describe how trails will integrate with onReport and
street bicycle and pedestrian network. Describe safety design features for on- 2016 Level B
street bike-ped network (buffered bike lanes, cycle tracks, bike intersections, Transportation
etc.).
Master Plan

Response

Staff Response

Status

The text on page 62 of the Updated
Level A Transportation Master Plan has
been revised to mention existing Routes
222 and 98.

Updated Level A Transportation MP
Section F.3 (p. 67) and Level B
Transportation MP Section V11.A (p. 58)
has been revised. as follows: "Midblock, unsignalized pedestrian/trail
crossing treatments has been evaluated
using the latest research procedures,
such as TCRP 112/NCHRP 562
"Improving Pedestrian Safety at
Unsignalized Crossings." This research
identifies the safest approaches for
safely crossing roadways at mid-block
and unsignalized locations." "At the
intersection of the trails and on-street
network, the trails will enter at-grade
with the sidewalk and provide access to
the on-street bicycle network, or
proposed crossing. At locations where
high traffic volume and high pedestrian
or bicycle traffic volume are present, if a
traffic signal is not present, a pedestrian
traffic signal (such as a HAWK) has been
evaluated. In rare circumstances, a
grade separated structure has been
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Transportation Hearing
Department

Note Date

10

11 PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Comments

Document to be
modified

Response

Continued from previous line

considered." Text from the Level B
Tech report section V Typical Sections
(p. 53), has been added to both the
Updated Level A (p. 65) and Level B
Transportation (p. 58) MP's bicycle
sections (p. 65 Level A and p. 58) to
highlight that the proposed typical
sections for principal and minor arterials
provide for a buffer between the
vehicular and bike lanes. The base for
the Level A exhibits has been corrected
to show this open space connection.
The overall open space network hs been
finalized with future Level B plans.

10. Performance indicators, page 59. While vehicle hours travelled (VHT),
Updated Level A
congested lane miles and vehicle hours of delay (VHD) are reduced on the
Master Plan
system network in 2040, vehicle miles travelled (VMT) increases by 2.6% in
2040. This measure has implications for regional air quality degradation and
related health outcomes, meeting new federal ozone standards, and
increased greenhouse gas emissions.
Describe possible reasons for increases to network VMT e.g. induced demand
and provide realistic mitigation recommendations e.g. promoting transit use,
mixed use development, compact/ walkable development, etc.

The likely reason for the increase in
VMT is the location of the jobs in
Santolina results in slightly longer
commute trips, as residents of the east
side travel to the west side for
employment. Although this does result
in increased VMT, it more efficiently
utilizes the existing transportation
infrastructure that is underutilized in
the current west-to-east morning
commute, and the east-to-west evening
commute. The Transportation Demand
Management section of the
Transportation section (Section 4.7, p.
49) of the Level B Master Plan describes
the strategies for promoting transit use,
mixed use development, walkable
development, etc. Air Quality is also
discussed in the Level B Master Plan, in
Section 5.4, page 53, and a separate Air
Quality analysis is being prepared for
submittal.

Staff Response

Status
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Transportation Hearing
Department

Note Date

12 PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

13 PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

14 PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

15 PW Development
Review

2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
modified
11. Transportation infrastructure no net costs. Page 19 identifies total 2040 Supplemental
MTP public and private costs. The 2040 MTP estimates $155.5 million on-site
report
Santolina transportation costs ($55.5 million by 2025) not including PDN
submitted to
interchange ($15A million) and PDN roadway through Santolina ($11.6
Bernalillo
million), and Gibson through escarpment {$1.6 million) by 2040.
County.
Off-site improvements listed in the MTP include 118th St roadway ($4.8
million) and 118th St/1-40 interchange ($25 million) by 2040. Provide on-site
and off-site Santolina roadway costs and potential funding mechanisms for
Level B 2025 and 2040 build-out.
Comments

12. Level A Minor corrections:
* Page 14. Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Roadway Design
Guidelines
* Page 22. Footnote: For purposes of this analysis&
* Page 41. &providing opportunities for commuting in the reverse of the
typical west-to-east anticipated in the MPO forecast.
13. Level B Minor corrections:
* Page 45. Transit service within the County areas is provided on a contract
basis with ABQ Ride.
* Page 46. An existing Route 222 provides transit service on Dennis Chavez
to South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing Route 98 on 98th St and
Dennis Chavez serves Rio Bravo/Coors commercial center.
* Page 55. As a transit market grows, the Santolina Master Plan.

Response
A supplemental report has been
submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations. This report will
include cost estimates of the on-site and
off-site infrastructure. The cost sharing
arrangements has been included in the
Development Agreement. The funding
mechanisms will likely include PID's,
TIDD's, developer imposed fees or other
methods to be developed in concert
with the County over the lifetime of the
development of Santolina.

2016 Level B We are in agreement with these
Transportation changes and they have been
Master Plan, p. incorporated into the document.
14, p. 22, and p.
41
2016 Level B We are in agreement with these
Transportation changes and they have been
Master Plan, p. incorporated into the document.
45, p. 46, and p.
55

14. Level B Major Corrections:
2016 Level B 14. The major local typical section have
Page 43 & Exhibit 10: Replace "Local Street 3: with a cross-section of a "Major Transportation been included in the revised Technical
Local" which has 60ft: ROW and 36ft: face-of-curb to. Face-of-curb drivable
Master Plan Appendix. The proposed Local Street 3
width. Contact BCPWD for a copy of the cross-section typical of County Street
will be maintained, but we have added
Standards.
clarifying language to indicate it is
proposed for low volume streets with
ADT < 1,500.

Staff Response

Status
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Transportation Hearing
Department

Note Date

16 City of
Albuquerque
Planning

2/18/2016

17 City of
Albuquerque
Planning

2/18/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
Response
modified
The Engineering Division of the Department of Municipal Development has
N/A
The proposed typical section includes
reviewed the subject applications and submits the following comments:
bicycle lanes and a sidewalk/trail. RightPermit # ZSPR 2016-0001 Santolina Planned Community Level B Master Plan
of-way or easements will be provided
Transportation Section for a half-mile West of 118th St the future Gibson
for the necessary width for construction
Blvd will be a City-owned and maintained Community Principal Arterial that is
of the proposed roadways.
planned to contain bicycle lanes and a paved multi-use trail, per the Long
Range Roadway System Map and the Long Range Bikeway Systems Map.
From Dennis Chavez Blvd. to Gibson Blvd. 118th St. is also a City-owned
facility.
Secondly, Gibson Blvd. through the eastern escarpment (much like Dennis
Chavez Blvd.) will likely have to be constructed at design grades that are
flatter than existing topography, which may require the dedication of more
right-of-way than a community principal arterials typical 156 feet. Dennis
Chavez's right-of-way through the eastern escarpment varies from 400 feet
to 600 feet wide, due to it being cut into existing topography that is
significantly steeper than minimum allowable design slopes.
Comments

Identification of impacts to City-owned and maintained transportation
facilities should be coordinated in detail between the County Public Works
Division; the NMDOT, and the City's DMD/Planning Department during postmaster plan reviews in order to effectively define Santolina's offsetting traffic
mitigation measures.

N/A

Agreed

Staff Response

Status
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Transportation Hearing
Department

18 City of
Albuquerque
Planning

19 City of
Albuquerque
Planning

Note Date
2/11/2016

2/11/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Comments
GENERAL COMMENTS
MRMPO concerns are largely related to the size of the Level B Plan Area. At
4,243 acres, it is nearly one third of Santolina's total 13,851 acres. The
Planned Communities Criteria (PCC) indicates that Level B Plans are to be
submitted for Village Master Plans, Community Center, Employment Center,
or Urban Center Plans, and that these plans are typically 650 to 1200 acres in
size (PCC, page 38). Having an appropriately sized Level B Plan is important
because, in the case of Santolina, the Level B plans are equated with phasing
(Level A Plan, page 35). If the Santolina Level B Plan is approved at the
currently proposed size, MRMPO strongly recommends a more detailed
phasing strategy to ensure predictable and contiguous development, as well
as to evaluate important benchmarks (see comments for SANTOLINA Level B
MASTER PLAN, pages 80-84). A detailed phasing strategy for the Level B
Master Plan would alleviate the majority of MRMPO concerns. Closely related
to phasing, MRMPO is concerned about different stages of development of
roadways within Santolina during the course of its development: Specifically
MRMPO has concerns regarding funding of roadway widening projects, and
how multi-modal elements will be accommodated at each stage of roadway
development. (see comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER PLAN
UPDATED TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN, page 17). MRMPO appreciates
that the Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Guide is referred to for
roadway designs. However MRMPO has some specific roadways design
concerns (see comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, pages 4142).
Finally, MRMPO has concerns about the way in which the 2040 MTP Trend
Scenario is referenced in the Level B documents in specific areas. MRCOGs
Socioeconomic Program Manager was consulted throughout the
development of the alternative 2025 and 2040 socioeconomic datasets that
were required for the analyses contained within the Level B Master Plan
Transportation Master Plan. The methodology is consistent with those
discussions. However, several references to the 2040 MTP Trend Scenario in
the Level B documents need to be modified or clarified (See multiple
comments).
For more comments from MRMPO please see attachments.

Document to be
Response
modified
N/A
As part of this Level B Plan, we are
allocating approximately 1,000 acres, or
22% of the Plan area, to Open Space.
Additionally, this level B Plan includes
the entire Town Center that will serve
all of Santolina at full buildout. We
recognize that the Town Center will
develop over the life of the project. In
order to meet the benchmarks set out
by the Level A Development Agreement,
we are allocating approximately 45% of
the Level B Plan area to support
institutional, commercial, and
businesses.
MRCOG Transportation comments have
been addressed in later sections.

2016 Level B See MRCOG comment response matrix.
Transportation
Master Plan

Staff Response

Status
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Transportation Hearing
Department

20 NMDOT

Note Date
2/9/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Comments
Department Comments:
" The NMDOT has programmed funding in the STIP (Statewide Transportation
Improvement program) to begin acquiring right -of-way for the proposed NM
347 (Paseo del Volcan) corridor. The final alignment has not been identified
and the spacing between interchanges shall be determined by NMDOT and
FHWA. " The NMDOT has not identified any funding for the construction of
the proposed roadway extensions or proposed interchanges or underpasses
shown in the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). If any of these
improvements do become funded, there is no guarantee that the design
and/or construction would coincide with the time frame of the plan phasing.
The developer shall commit cost sharing or matching a portion of the
construction costs associated with any future roadway extensions and
infrastructure outside, but in the vicinity of, the Santolina area. If Santolina's
phased development occurs prior to funding becoming available for the
proposed MTP improvements, then those improvements must be installed at
the cost of the developer. " Based on the transportation analysis prepared in
the Level 'B' report, increased congestion is projected as early as 2025 at
several existing interchanges including but not limited to, Atrisco Vista
Boulevard, 98th Street and Unser Boulevard. The developer shall identify
mitigation alternatives for each of the impacted locations at each
development phase for review by the NMDOT and FHWA prior to finalization
of these measures.

Document to be
Response
modified
N/A
It is our understanding that right-of-way
for the proposed PdV alignment has
been identified and is in the process of
being acquired. This includes right-ofway for the roadway from I-40 to
US550, as well as the right-of-way for
the proposed interchange location. A
supplemental report identifying
mitigation alternatives is being
developed for County review, and all
future development proposals requiring
NMDOT review will include NMDOT
review and approval.
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21 NMDOT

2/9/2016

22 NMDOT

2/9/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
Response
modified
Revise, Note 5, from The Notice of Decision dated December 12, 2014 as
N/A
It is our understanding the FHWA does
follows: Written approval from the NMDOT will be obtained prior to the
not review local land use development
improvement or expansion of state roads identified in the Level 'A' and Level
plans, and therefore will not approve
'B' submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration) review
future Level C Plans. However, we do
and approval will be required for any Level 'C' plan defining any required
agree that the approval of the NMDOT
modifications and improvements to Interstate 40 and to other state facilities
and/or FHWA will be required prior to
as a result of the development of Santolina and its roadway network. The
any construction modifications on I-40
approvals shall itemize financial obligations with participation and
or associated ramps, State facilities, or
commitments spelled out. The coordination of the time frames for the offsite
projects with Federal funding. We also
roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be identified.
concur that all roadway improvements
must be listed in and follow the
procedures of the MRCOG Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) and
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP),
which are ultimately approved by the
NMDOT and FHWA. We anticipate that
the approved Level A Master Plan and
future Level B plans will impact future
MTP efforts.
Comments

Continued from previous line

N/A

We suggest the following revision to the
proposed condition: Written approval
from the NMDOT will be obtained prior
to the improvement or expansion of
state roads identified in the Level 'A' ,
Level 'B' and Level 'C' submittals.
NMDOT and/or FHWA (Federal Highway
Administration) review and approval, as
appropriate to the nature of the request
(i.e., FHWA review will be sought only
for interstate facilities and during the
design review process), will be required
for any Level 'C' plan defining any
required modifications and
improvements to Interstate 40 and to
other state facilities, that are proposed
under a Level C plan in Santolina as a
result of the development of Santolina
and its roadway network.
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2/26/2016

24 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

25 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

26 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

4) General Comment, Page 15: Same comment as #2 above.

Department

Note Date

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Comments

2016 Level B Agreed, the maps have been revised to
Transportation include a legend.
Master Plan

Staff Response

Status
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23 PW Development
Review

Document to be
Response
modified
1) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 9: - Is the existing frontage road south of
N/A
NMDOT wishes the Frontage Road to
I-40 adequate as a 2-lane (1 lane per direction) facility adequate to carry the
remain a two-lane road and the
future full buildout traffic volumes? Might a 4-lane (2-lane per direction) be
modeling was done to satisfy that
considered?
request. Turn lanes may be required at
some point in the future at major
intersecting roadways to achieve
acceptable levels of service.
2) General Comment, Pages 11 - 13: for the full buildout traffic volume maps 2016 Level B Agreed, the maps have been revised to
(ADT page 11, AM Peak page 12 and PM Peak page 13) should consider
Transportation include a legend.
providing a legend for the reader to identify the volumes shown are in
Master Plan
hundreds or thousands.
3) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 14: How many lanes for the full buildout IN/A
The MRCOG model assumes a single
40/PDV interchange WB exit ramp and EB entrance ramp are considered?
lane for the ramps, and at the
Since this interchange is planned for future buildout after 2025 shouldn’t it
intersections with future PdV. The poor
have a better LOS and v/c condition in 2040 other than severe? Maybe
performance is due to the low capacity
consider increasing the number of ramp lanes (if only considering 1 lane) and
used on the off-ramp or on-ramp link in
re-run the model to improve the condition.
the model. This indicates the
expectation that the intersection will be
signalized. Improvements will be
identified in the supplemental report at
the intersection with PdV, however final
configuration will be dependent on
future NMDOT studies of the
interchange.
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Document to be
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5) General Comment, Page 16, second paragraph: Regarding the discussion of 2016 Level B It is considered unlikely roundabouts
the roundabouts. Maybe consider providing potential candidate locations for Transportation will be located on major principal
future roundabouts. If only to earmark those intersections for possible
Master Plan arterials (Atrisco Vista, Paseo del Volcan,
roundabouts and planning real estate needs. Right-of-Way most of the time
Gibson, Dennis Chavez and the Loop
becomes an issue when constructing a roundabout footprint.
Road). Minor/minor intersections, and
minor/collector intersections could be
considered possible candidates for
roundabouts. A statement have been
added that says "Roundabouts are not
precluded in this Master Plan, and can
be considered at appropriate locations,
in consultation with Bernalillo County
Transportation Staff. Right-of-way will
be provided in the event previously
granted ROW is not adequate."
Comments

27 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

28 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

6) General Comment, Pages 26 – 28: for the 2025 build traffic volume maps
(ADT page 26, AM Peak page 27 and PM Peak page 28) same comment as #2
above, should consider providing a legend for the reader to identify the
volumes shown are in hundreds or thousands.

29 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

7) Traffic Modeling Comment, Pages 27 – 28 and 34 – 35: – In the AM/PM
peak hour volumes exhibit, in the year 2025, there are traffic volumes at the
end of Shelly Road but in the year 2040, this traffic volume “disappears”.
Could this be explained?

N/A

There was a coding error in the
connector from the zone south on
Shelley Road for 2040. The existing uses
(Detention Center, Landfill and Motor
Sports Park) were mistakenly connected
to the Loop Road. However the base
year model (2012) from MRCOG shows
just 100 vph in the peak hour on
Shelley, and also shows no employment
growth for the existing uses in 2040.
Adding these 100 trips to the 2040
volumes shown in Figures 25 and 26
would still result in v/c less than 0.90 in
2040. No change is proposed.

30 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

8) General Comment, Page 34 and 38: Did the traffic modeling analysis factor
in traffic to/from the Metropolitan Detention Center and Sandia
Motorsports?

N/A

2025 has it incorporated correctly, 2040
does not. See response above.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

2016 Level B Agreed, the maps will be revised to
Transportation include a legend.
Master Plan
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31 PW Development
Review

2/26/2016

32 PW Review

3/10/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
Response
modified
9) General Comment, Page 66: - Is there sufficient evidence to justify that the
N/A
These reductions on US 550 and
Santolina development will affect EB traffic on US-550 and Alameda Blvd?
Alameda are due to the normalization
Can this scenario be explained as to how the model factored these volume
of the socioeconomic forecast required
reductions?
to maintain regional control totals of
households and employment, as
directed by MRCOG. Households, and
retail and service jobs, from the west
side of Albuquerque/Bernalillo County
and Rio Rancho were reassigned to
Santolina (to maintain regional control
totals). This reduces the traffic
generation in those parts of the metro
area. The result is fewer river crossings
on US 550 and Alameda in the Santolina
scenario as compared to the MRCOG
Trend scenario.
Comments

Prepare a Transportation Conformity Determination for air quality by June
2016.

N/A

Per discussions with Bernalillo County
Staff, an Air Quality analysis has been
submitted prior to the June
Environment Hearing.
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1

SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER PLAN UPDATED TRANSPORTATION
MASTER PLAN (JAN 22.2016)

2

Page 1: Atrisco Vista widening from Dennis Chavez to north of 1-40 is not
proposed to be publicly funded in the 2040 MTP. Would this widening project
fall under 719.0 and 719.1 in the 2040 MTP project listing under proposed
privately funded projects? Paseo del Volcan (PdV) construction south of 1-40
is also not proposed for public funding. Please specifically identify which
projects in this paragraph are proposed for public funding and which are
proposed for private funding per the 2040 MTP.

N/A

The Level A and Level B Development Agreements identify the
shared funding responsibilities for system and project
infrastructure, and should be incorporated into future MTP's
as the Development Agreements identify. The supplemental
mitigation evaluation report submitted to Bernalillo County
identifies the updated funding amounts for 719.0 and 719.1.
Widening of Atrisco Vista is included in those project
numbers, as are all roadways within Santolina.

3

Page 17A: Under Strategies for Street Construction and Dedication, the
statement is made that "the initial 2-lanes of permanent roadways,
intersections, and other elements to serve the development will be
constructed by the developer, per the Planned Communities Criteria and the
Development Agreement." It then states that additional widening, based on
"actual demand and short term projections," could be conducted through
local government capital funding mechanisms. The transportation analysis
demonstrates the need for additional on-site roadways to be widened to 4 or
6 lanes in order to adequately serve the proposed levels of development
seeking approval. This means the results of the study are dependent on the
widening occurring. The potential for reprioritization of public monies for
roadway infrastructure needed to serve any approved levels of development
is a concern, given the emphasis on "no net expense" language throughout
the submitted documents. MRMPO expects limited additional public funding
options in the future, especially for capacity expansion projects (2040 MTP,
page EX-1). The current program 2040 MTP, with the exception of the
widening of Dennis Chavez east of Atrisco Vista, does not anticipate any
public funding for roadways within Santolina before 2040, with the exception
of the PdV I-40 interchange at the north boundary of the Santolina, which is
expected to have combined private and public funding.

N/A

A. Not quite. This language simply repeats the PCC language
regarding roadway improvements. The Level A and Level B
Development Agreements have and will identify under what
conditions the developer will pay for project and system
infrastructure, which are based on proportional use of the
required improvements. The transportation analysis shows
that widening is required to support development. Therefore,
it is reasonable to conclude that a portion of the
improvements will be funded by the developer. However, to
be clear, the Level A Development Agreement defines “no net
expense” as the following: “The "no net expense" policy is a
mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a responsible
balance of infrastructure costs, including construction,
operation and maintenance, shared between the public and
private sectors. The "no net expense" test is satisfied if the
County's on-site public expenditures and off-site public
expenditures reasonably allocated to the Project have been,
or will be, offset by revenues and/or economic and fiscal
benefits (direct, indirect and induced) from the Project.” It is
also assumed that as the MTP is updated every 5-years, that
specific funding and construction projects will be updated to
reflect decisions, and approvals relate to both public and
private funding.
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Document to be
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modified
Page 17B: Relatedly, MRMPO is also concerned with how additional elements
N/A
B. Multi-modal and landscape improvements will be phased
and it is expected that all roadways will include a reasonable
in the roadbed will be covered in each phase of roadway construction, such
portion of these elements at each stage of construction.
as bike lanes, paths, sidewalks, and landscaping, which are depicted in the
Phased implementation of these improvements will be
street sections on page 16. Will these elements be implemented only at the
ensured through each individual Level C Plan applications and
final phase of roadway construction? If so, this would greatly diminish bicycle
improvement agreements. For example, until transit service is
and pedestrian systems during the interim period, which in the case of a
anticipated, the construction of dedicated bus lanes is not
project this size, could span decades.
warranted and cannot be constructed. However, an emphasis
will be placed on ensuring that pedestrian and bicycle
improvements are in place as soon as practical. The phasing
of development within Santolina is included in the Level A
Development Plan document under section 6.3 Phasing of
Project and Infrastructure: “The Project shall be developed in
multiple phases at such times, location and size as
determined by market demand or the Owner. The Project
Infrastructure improvements shall be installed in phases on an
as needed basis and sized to serve the phase of Project then
proposed for and/or being developed.” The phasing of
development through future Level C Plan applications will also
be delineated further in the Level B Development Agreement.
Comments

5

Page 19: The first sentence on this page incorrectly cites the University of
New Mexico's Bureau of Business and Economic Research (BBER). It should
cite the UNM's Geospatial and Population Studies (UNM-GPS).

Updated Level A Agreed, thishas been revised throughout the document.
Transportation
Master Plan

6

Page 19: The last statement references $5 billion of publicly financed
roadway capacity projects. This is incorrect. The 2040 MTP identifies almost
$6.3 billion for all types of transportation projects by 2040, including roadway
capacity, rehabilitation, as well as multimodal projects. Of this $6.3 billion,
publically financed roadway capacity projects account for only
$1,036,980,106 and privately funded roadway projects account for only
$1,555,881,922 for a combined total of $2,592,862,028 in roadway capacity
projects by 2040.
Page 21: The first sentence of the Socioeconomic Forecast section should
read 'Population projections for each county in New Mexico were developed
independently by UNM's Geospatial and Population Studies department, and
refined by MRCOG for the metropolitan area.'

Updated Level A Agreed, this has been revised
Transportation
Master Plan

7

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Updated Level A Agreed, this has been revised
Transportation
Master Plan
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Document to be
Response
modified
Technical Appendix T-1, Page 16: The fifth paragraph incorrectly cites (BBER), Updated Level A Agreed, this has been revised
the UNM Bureau of Business and Economic Research. It should read 'and
Transportation
UNM's Geospatial and Population Studies department, who independently
Master Plan
produces county level population projections'
Comments

SANTOLINA LEVEL 'B' MASTER PLAN
TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN (JAN 25, 2016)

10 Technical Appendix, page 5: The 2nd paragraph in Section E. states ''The
2016 Level B Agreed, the text has been revised as suggested
original Level A Transportation Master Plan used the MRCOG 2035 MTP
Transportation
socioeconomic forecast, which was found to have overestimated population
Master Plan
and employment in 2035. These overestimated forecasts were discovered
after the completion of the original Level A Santolina Transportation Master
Plan analyses." MRCOG informed the Santolina project team during the initial
planning meetings for the Level A plan that a new, lower, projection would
be forthcoming. In addition, we request removal of the term overestimation,
which is an oversimplification. MRMPO requests language similar to the
following - "The original Level A Transportation Master Plan used the MRCOG
2035 MTP socioeconomic forecast. Since that time, the MRCOG board has
approved a 2040 MTP socioeconomic forecast. The 2040 forecast is lower
than the 2035 forecast due to the availability of new information regarding
growth trends in the region. The 2040 forecast was not finalized for use at
the completion of the original Level A Santolina Transportation Master Plan
analyses."
11 Technical Appendix, page 9: A table displaying the number of
2016 Level B Agreed, the table has been added.
modelled/proposed lane-miles by functional classification should be included Transportation
to compliment Figure 3, which depicts number of directional lanes at Full
Master Plan
Buildout.
12 Technical Appendix, page 15: A map should be included showing the number
of directional lanes for the Level B network (similar to Figure 3 for the Full
Buildout network). This map should also be accompanied by a table
displaying the number of modelled/proposed lane-miles by functional
classification.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

2016 Level B Agreed, the map and table has been added.
Transportation
Master Plan
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14 Technical Appendix, page 39: The "off-site roadway effects" can be
considered with inbound and outbound cordon-analyses and summary
tables. See comment above in the Level A update comments.

2016 Level B Screenline volumes for the Santolina Scenario are included in
Transportation Technical Appendix T-2 of the 2016 Level B Transportation
Master Plan Master Plan Technical Appendix, p. 15 (full Build), p. 27 (2025)
and p. 51 (2040).

15 Technical Appendix, page 45: Discussion of the interface between transit and 2016 Level B The current text addressing this has been expanded as
bike/ped should include "last mile" language and the need for an effective
Transportation suggested.
transit system to have robust bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure
Master Plan
connectivity to stations in order to effectively penetrate the
origins/destinations of neighborhoods and employment areas.
16

SANTOLINA LEVEL 'B' MASTER PLAN (JAN 2016)

17 Page 2, Section 1.2.1: This section incorrectly cites the Bureau of Business
Santolina 2016 Agreed, see previous response.
and Economic Research (BBER) as the source for the projections. It should
Level B Master
city the University of New Mexico's Geospatial and Population Studies (UNMPlan
GPS).
18 Page 3, Section 1.2.1:The statistics in this sentence have been corrected and
a projection year added - "The projections suggest that by 2040,
approximately 44% of the Albuquerque metropolitan area housing units will
be located on the area west of the Rio Grande River (West Side). Yet,
employment distribution for the West Side is projected to represent 27% of
the jobs within the AMPA."

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Santolina 2016 Agreed, this has been corrected.
Level B Master
Plan
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13 Technical Appendix, page 22: The MTB establishes the regional
N/A
This is the correct summary of the current MTP. Discussions
in Santa Fe and recent Legislative funding requests may result
transportation project programming priorities for the AMPA, using estimates
in changes to the current policy and funding availability with
of anticipated travel demand based on approved socioeconomic data and
respect to PdV.
reasonably anticipated funding levels. The current set of regional priorities
identified in the 2040 MTP anticipates the funding of Paseo del Volcan (PdV)
north of I-40 including the interchange at I-40 as being comprised of a
combination of public and private funding sources. PdV north of the
interchange is not anticipated before 2040, with the exception of potential
right-of-way acquisition. The section of Paseo del Volcan south of I-40 is
anticipated to be funded entirely with private sources.
##
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20 Page 34, Section 4.1: Paragraph 3 in the Overview presents a comparison
Santolina 2016 Agreed, the text has been clarified.
between the Level A Transportation analysis using the 2035 Forecast and the Level B Master
Level B Transportation analysis using the 2040 Forecast (volumes go down on
Plan
Central, 118th ...). MRCOG asserts that any comparison between the 2035
and 2040 forecasts is invalid due to the differences in the control totals.
Please keep all comparisons between the 2040 MTP forecast and the 2040
Santolina Scenario.
21 Page 34, Section 4.1: The statement regarding a 2040 reduction in river
crossings (0.1% and 0.5%) is well within the limits of model variability
("noise") and should not be presented as a benefit.
22 Page 36, Section 4.2.1: The Auto Transit Circulation, Full Buildout network
takes advantage of major opportunities to connect to surrounding areas. The
Level A Master Plan (page 74) states that a gridded roadway network would
be identified at Level B and C Plans. MRMPO appreciates that the area of
Santolina north of Dennis Chavez has achieved this, which includes the entire
first Level B Plan Area. The internal grid fulfills the Long Range Transportation
System (LRTS) Guide's connectivity recommendations with the approximate
quarter mile spacing of the collector and arterial network together. MRMPO
asks that this gridded network continue to areas south of Dennis Chavez in
future Level B Plans, and that Minor Arterial connections be made south of
Santolina.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Santolina 2016 Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Level B Master
Plan
N/A

When future Level B Master Plans come forward, the
additional roadway networks will be developed. It is
anticipated they will be similar to the gridded network
considered in the 2016 Level B submittal.
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19 Page 3, Section 1.2.1: The last statement in the first paragraph "The
Santolina 2016 Agreed, the text has been clarified.
projections highlight the longstanding need for new employment centers on Level B Master
the West Side" is an opinion stated in the context of MRCOG's projections.
Plan
MRCOG supports the idea that we need successful employment centers on
the West Side (whether they are new or not). Please modify this statement or
remove it from the context of MRCOG's projections. Similarly, the first
sentence of the second paragraph "Due to land constraints, limited areas of
the region can accommodate the forecasted population growth" is an
assumption framed in the context of MRCOG's projections. MRCOG's forecast
does indeed accommodate the vast majority of the forecasted growth
without Santolina, as described in Santolina's Transportation Master Plan.
Please remove this sentence or clarify that this is the viewpoint of the project
team and not a finding associated with the MRCOG forecast.
##
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24 Page 39, Section 4.3: This section is presented as though the Level B traffic
volumes are based on the 2040 MTP. Please add a clarifying statement to the
opening paragraph that states that the Level B transportation analysis
required modifications to the 2040 MTP forecast to create a "Santolina
Scenario" because the 2040 MTP forecast does not reflect the level of
anticipated development. This is an important detail that belongs in the Level
B Master Plan.
25 Page 40, Section 4.3.2: This page should reference or include language
related to the ultimate cross section anticipated in the Full Build/Level A Plan.
26 Page 40, Section 4.3.2: Conduit associated with new intersections must be
built with input from agency staff and be consistent with regional Intelligent
Transportation Systems plans.
27 Page 41, Section 4.4.1: The sentence "roadways within the Level B Plan Area
consist of typical roadway functional classifications" is incorrect. FHWA
classifies roads as interstates, other freeways & expressways, principal
arterials, minor arterials, major collectors, minor collectors, and local roads.
This section needs to be rewritten using language according to federal
criteria (for more information see
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway
functional classifications/section03.cfm). Specifically, what is depicted and
shown as "local" in the Level B plan more closely resembles "minor
collectors" according to federal criteria.
28 Page 41, Section 4.4.1:186 feet is an exceedingly large right-of-way. A
roadway this wide is challenging for pedestrians to cross, and would difficult
to integrate with activity centers. Please see comments below related to
activity centers, BRT, and median size.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Santolina 2016 Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Level B Master
Plan

Santolina 2016 Agreed, the text has been added.
Level B Master
Plan
Santolina 2016 Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Level B Master
Plan
Santolina 2016 Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Level B Master
Plan

N/A

The proposed ROW has additional width for sidewalks/path
compared to the LRTP guideline, so this accounts for some of
the additional width, as does the ROW provided for dual left
turn lanes. The typical sections have been reviewed to more
accurately considered curb and gutter and median curb
widths.
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23 Page 37, Section 4.2.1: The phrase "once development occurs north of the
N/A
The Level A Master Plan Area extends past the 2040 horizon,
so this statement was presented in the context of post-2040
interstate" is inappropriate. There is currently no approved master plan in
roadway network requirements.
the area north of I-40 near Shelly Road and an interchange there is not listed
in the 2040 MTP. The federal long range transportation planning process
conducted by MRMPO will determine which transportation improvement
projects are prioritized in the future.
##
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30 Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please explain the purpose of a 30' wide median
on the principal and minor arterials. Is this to accommodate left-hand and
right-hand turn lanes at intersections? Or is this for the BRT routes to
accommodate station platforms? Or is this this space intended for future
expansion? This is a remarkably large median.

N/A

The LRTP guideline has an 18' median. As many of the
principal and minor arterial intersections are expected to
require dual left turn lanes, an additional 12' was added to
the LRTP guideline median.

31 Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: The cross sections on the arterials and collectors
show trail widths of 6'-10'. The AASHTO minimum trail width is 10', typically
trail widths range from 10' to 14'. The recommended clear sidewalk width in
urban areas is 10'. The bicycle lane width shown in the 4-lane minor arterial
cross section and the 4-lane collector cross sections meets LRTS
recommendations. For minor arterials and collectors, please consider having
the outside lane be wider (12') instead of the inside lane. This helps if transit
is provided along the roadway as it will most likely run in the outside lane.
Wider outside lanes also help with the level of comfort for bicyclists and
pedestrians and improve multi-modal level of service scores.

N/A

The typical sections has been revised accordingly.

32 Page 42, Section 4.4.1: It is difficult to understand the elements that will
make up a 77' or 99' right-of way for a 2-lane collector. The combined
minimum bicycle lane and parallel parking width needs to be 13'.This also is
an opportunity for back angle parking in urban areas.

N/A

These typical sections were based on the LRTP major collector
typical section, and include ROW widths for wider sidewalks,
as well as the possibility of a two-way left turn lane in the
median.

Printed on: 6/30/2016
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29 Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please relate the roadway cross-section design to
N/A
Agreed. We have developed a new cross section for major
streets adjacent to the Urban Center. We have developed a
the surrounding context by providing cross sections for roadways within
new cross section for the minor streets that pass through the
activity centers. Wider sidewalks in the urban, town and village centers are
Urban Center.
highly encouraged. For example, please consider a multi-way boulevard
where principal arterials boarder the urban center or the town center (see
Attachment 7.B). This would allow free flow of regional traffic while also
allowing access to the higher intensity adjacent land uses.
##
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34 Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The current transit centers are adjacent to minor
arterials within the Town Center and Urban Center. Please continue to plan
for minor arterial and collector roadways to be integrated within centers and
concentrations of employment and retail so that these roads can be used by
transit. At some point in a transit round-trip, transit users need to cross the
road to get to a bus stop. If transit routes are aligned on minor roadways,
then transit users do not have to cross regional principal arterials, which
improves pedestrian safety and the regional network traffic flow.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

N/A

Agreed.

Staff Response

Status
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33 Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The two transit routes entering into Santolina
2016 Santolina The typical sections were developed with the provision for
have been identified-Central Ave and Dennis Chaves Blvd. Please also take
Level B Master BRT in the future. A Gibson transit connection has been
added to the Transit section graphic and discussion, p. 45-47.
into consideration Gibson Blvd which could provide a connection to the
Plan and
Bridge/Westgate Route 54. Given the low density on Dennis Chavez Blvd the Transportation
Bridge/Westgate Route is probably more important than the Dennis Chavez
Master Plan
Blvd route. The likelihood of BRT within Santolina is minimal, and would be a
Technical
significantly lower priority than providing high-capacity and high-frequency
Appendix
service in more dense parts of the region with proven ridership. More
important than identifying routes is developing a roadway network that does
not preclude transit. The current proposed grid network with approximate
quarter mile spacing of the arterial & collector network goes a long way to
assist transit.
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Note Date

1

PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

2

PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

3

PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
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modified
As observed in the Level B Village Master Plan 21% of land use is proposed as 2016 Level B
We are working in coordination with
low density residential zones. Outdoor usage is the significant variable
Master Plan,
County Zoning on Design Standards to
between the identified land use classifications, particularly between low
Zoning Chapter supplement the Zoning Chapter of this
density and high density residential - there is generally less land to irrigate
Level B Plan to be incorporated as a
per unit within high density residential areas as compared to that of low
separate section, addressing low water
density and rural residential areas. Level B should incorporate design
usage landscaping in all zones, but
standards or criteria designed specifically to lower water usage for outdoor
specifically Low Density Residential
landscaping in Low Density Residential zones to meet 135gpcd 2024 ABCWUA
zones. Future residential development
Water Conservation Plan goal.
will be required to participate in the
Home Builders Association of Central
NM Build Green NM program. Standards
specifically address ABCWUA 2024
Water Conservation Plan goal to meet
135 GPCD.
Comments

Additionally landscape design standards with appropriate techniques and
2016 Level B
We are working in coordination with
specifications to address lower water usage should also be included.
Master Plan,
County Zoning on Design Standards to
Santolina Master Community will be located in an area with predominantly Zoning Chapter supplement the Zoning Chapter of this
silty and sandy soils, less than average precipitation, higher than average
Level B Plan for low water usage
temperatures and higher evapotranspiration rates compared to other parts
landscaping. Future residential
of the region. Outdoor water usage could be significantly higher than in other
development will be required to
participate in the Home Builders
service areas because of this natural variability. The Water Conservation Plan
Association of Central NM Build Green
should address exterior best management practices and design criteria
NM program. As requested, a revised
specific to the zone that significantly reduce water use and chemical use by
Water Conservation Plan (Chap 6,
proposed densities. For example soil amendment program, passive water
Section 1.4) will be supplied prior to the
harvesting, irrigation design standards and other techniques should be
June 26th Environment Hearing to
included to address water usage in landscape design.
address exterior best management
practices.
A good example of the level of detail and explanation of what is needed is
2016 Level B
We agree. A revised Water Conservation
provided in the Stormwater Master Plan. ln many instances, the techniques Master Plan,
Plan (Chap 6, Section 1.4) has been
Zoning Chapter provided and includes the level of detail
and approaches listed may serve both purposes, particularly as regards
outdoor water use and conservation. However, these elements should be
and explanation sought for by this
evaluated separately with respect to the use of reclaimed water and water
comment.
conservation principles. This would include separately addressing capture
and reuse of rooftop rain water capture from other site runoff which has to
be treated as stormwater runoff.
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Note Date

4

PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

5

PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
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modified
SANTOLINA LEVEL B LAND USE PLAN
2016 Level B
The Zoning Chapter now includes 2024
p. 5 ABCWUA letter. The letter was adequate per CPC decision. However it is Master Plan,
Water Conservation goals for each land
not adequate for Level B approval a fully executed development agreement is Zoning Chapter use. Future residential development will
needed prior to approval. Zoning p.16 - The Level B Plan includes portions by
be required to participate in the Home
land type use Design principles, guidelines; and standards demonstrating how
Builders Association of Central NM Build
2024 Water Conservation goals are to be met should be included in the
Green NM program. Chapter 6, Section
proposed zoning for each land type use. That discussion probably should be
1.4 addresses how the ABCWUA's 2024
addressed in either Chapter 5 or Chapter 6.
goals will be met.
Comments

Stormwater Plan p.15. The MS4 permit requirements are briefly
2016 Level B
Additional narrative and design
summarized, but fail to mention post-construction stormwater management Master Plan,
standards has been included in the Level
requirements including on-site management of the 90th percentile storm
Zoning Chapter B Plan to address the use of LID
event, the need for post-construction and recurring inspection requirements,
techniques. A revised Stormwater Plan
and on-going mechanism to ensure effective post-construction operation and
will be supplied to address postmaintenance of best management practices. The details of these
construction stormwater management,
requirements can be addressed at Level C, but should be at least mentioned
impervious cover limitations, and
in passing at Level B.
removal/correction of the table
reference.
Stormwater Plan - p.15 The stated percentages listed in Table 4 should be
considered as maximum impervious cover limitations allowed. The use of LID
techniques implies that efforts, techniques, and approaches should strive to
minimize the amount of impervious cover, and particularly the amount of
directly connected impervious cover. Please address this table as maximum
anticipated impervious cover percentages and techniques that can be used to
address the high parking/paving percentages for commercial/industrial; and
low density mixed use, and educational/institutional. Also there is a
reference to a Table 22.13.1 that doesn't exist in this document.
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Department
PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
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Water Master Plan p.10 How will reclaimed sewage for reuse purposes be
2016 Level B
We agree with the request for
used within the boundaries of this level B, given the lack of infrastructure in Master Plan,
additional clarity. Accordinlgly, further
the water plan to deliver the same? Where is the conceptual infrastructure Zoning Chapter explanation has been supplied to
identified to convey sewage to the potential future satellite Water
address the question of reclaimed
Reclamation plant in the southern portion of the Santolina Level A Plan Area
sewage infrastructure. Reclaimed
and or what is the phasing/ timeline to do so for this Level B plan? And on
(reuse) water distribution infrastructure
page 11 the timing of that construction should likely be included in the
will be provided in appropriate street
Development Agreement though here you say its to correspond with the
corridors at the time of initial
WRMS policy document. But you say later on page 11 that it may be
subdivision/site development activity.
available to the Santolina Level B Plan area will it or will it not be constructed
Additionally, please note that reclaimed
and available for this Level B plan area and if so, in which phasing?
water will not be available to Level B
until the Water Reclamation Plant is
installed in the Master Plan area (see
Level A plans), as can be seen in the
Level B Sewer Master Plan. A
Development Agreement with the
ABCWUA may have more to say about
specific timing of the Reclamation Plant.
Comments

Staff Response
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Note Date

Comments

7

APS

2/9/2016

SPR2016-0001 Santolina is a Level A Master Planned Community that is
approximately 13,851 acres, and is bounded by Interstate 40 to the north,
118th Street and the escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa
on the south and the escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on
the west The master planned area (Level A) will consist of 34,000 residential
units built out over the next 40-50 years.
After approval of the Level A Master Planned Community in June 2015, the
developer is currently requesting approval for Phase 1 Level B Master
Planned Community. This phase will include 9,444 dwelling units and will
encompass 4,243 acres. Santolina development (Level A Master Plan) will
impact G.I Sanchez ES, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, Atrisco Heritage
Academy HS and West Mesa HS. Currently, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS
and Atrisco Heritage HS enrollments exceed capacity; these schools are
overcrowded.
Albuquerque Public Schools recently built and opened George I. Sanchez K-8
school in 2015-16 to address growth and overcrowding of schools in the
southwest quadrant of the District.
In addition, with the recent passage of the Bond/Mil Levy 2016 election, APS
will continue plans to construct a new K-8 school to alleviate current
overcrowding in the Northwest; and specifically, to relieve overcrowding at
Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, and SR Marmon ES.

8

APS

2/9/2016

To address overcrowding at schools noted in the table above, APS will
explore various alternatives. A combination or all of the following options
may be utilized to relieve overcrowded schools.
(i) Provide new capacity (long term solution)
a. Construct new schools or additions
b. Add portables
c. Use of non-classroom spaces for temporary classrooms
d. Lease facilities
e. Use other public facilities

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
modified
N/A
We agree.

N/A

We agree.

Response
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9

Department
APS

10 APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

2/9/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Comments
(ii) Improve facility efficiency (short term solution)
a. Schedule Changes
i. Double sessions
ii. Multi-track year-round
b. Other
1. Float teachers (flex schedule)
(iii) Shift students to Schools with Capacity (short term solution)
a. Boundary Adjustments/Busing
b. Grade reconfiguration
(iv) Combination of above strategies

Document to be
modified
N/A
We agree.

All planned additions to existing educational facilities are contingent upon
taxpayer approval
(i) APS finds that the residential development of 34,000 housing units
N/A
proposed by the Santolina Master Plan Level A would generate 15,846 K-12
students at build out. These students would need taxpayer approved school
facilities at a cost of $587 million (does not account for cost of land) in
today's dollars for construction of 13 elementary schools, 3 middle schools,
and 2 high schools.
(ii) APS would need approximately 366 acres to develop the 18 schools
needed to serve the Santolina Level A Master Development Plan at full build
out.

Response

We have been in coordination with APS
throughout this Level B Plan process.
We are in discussions with APS to
ensure effective planning of future
facilities within the Level B Plan area.
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Document to be
modified
N/A
We agree.

11 APS

2/9/2016

The following is an addendum to Albuquerque Public Schools comments for
SPR2016-0001, a request for approval of Phase 1 Level B Santolina Master
Planned Community.
(i) This Phase 1 Level B plan covers 28% of the entire Level A Santolina Master
Planned community in terms of dwelling units.
(ii) APS will be contacting WAHL and seeking to find a consensual and
collaborative process that will facilitate the smooth provision of school sites
and to possibly obtain assistance from WAHL with the building of schools in
the subject area.
(iii)According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan; the District
would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school
and one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to
deliver a K8 instructional model, this would call for two (2) K-8 schools and
one half (.5) of a High School. APS will provide educational program models
that are cost effective and in alignment with the District Curriculum models
of instruction. See Attachment for further comments

12 MRCOG

2/11/2016

GENERAL COMMENTS
N/A
MRMPO concerns are largely related to the size of the Level B Plan Area. At
4,243 acres, it is nearly one third of Santolinas total 13,851 acres. The
Planned Communities Criteria (PCC) indicates that Level B Plans are to be
submitted for Village Master Plans, Community Center, Employment Center,
or Urban Center Plans, and that these plans are typically 650 to 1200 acres in
size (PCC, page 38). Having an appropriately sized Level B Plan is important
because, in the case of Santolina, the Level B plans are equated with phasing
(Level A Plan, page 35). If the Santolina Level B Plan is approved at the
currently proposed size, MRMPO strongly recommends a more detailed
phasing strategy to ensure predictable and contiguous development, as well
as to evaluate important benchmarks (see comments for SANTOLINA Level B
MASTER PLAN, pages 80-84). A detailed phasing strategy for the Level B
Master Plan would alleviate the majority of MRMPO concerns. Closely related
to phasing, MRMPO is concerned about different stages of development of
roadways within Santolina during the course of its development: Specifically
MRMPO has concerns regarding funding of roadway widening projects, and
how multi-modal elements will be accommodated at each stage of roadway
development. (see comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER PLAN
UPDATED TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN, page 17).

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Response

As part of this Level B Plan, we are
allocating approximately 1,000 acres, or
22% of the Plan area, to Open Space.
Additionally, this level B Plan includes
the entire Town Center that will serve
all of Santolina at full buildout. We
recognize that the Town Center will
develop over the life of the project. In
order to meet the benchmarks set out
by the Level A Development Agreement,
we are allocating approximately 45% of
the Level B Plan area to support
institutional, commercial, and
businesses.
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Printed on: 6/30/2016

Document to be
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MRMPO is concerned about certain design elements of Santolina in the Level N/A
We are working in coordination with
B Master Plan. MRMPO is very encouraged to see the high level of nonCounty Zoning on Design Standards to
residential land uses proposed in the Level B Master Plan. As was
supplement the Zoning Chapter of this
demonstrated by the Level A Transportation plan, the development of these
Level B Plan. The addition of these
non-residential uses will be critical to performance of the surrounding
standards will alleviate these concerns.
regional roadway network. MRMPO is also encouraged to see a variety of
housing densities proposed in the Level B plan and the close proximity of
housing to services. This will help shorten automobile trips as well as make
alternative transportation options, such as walking, biking, and future transit,
more viable. However, MRMPO is concerned that the proposed zoning will
be inadequate to ensure the development of certain aspects of the built
environment envisioned in the Level A Plan (see comments for SANTOLINA
LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, page 12, and pages 16-31).
Comments

Staff Response
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Page 4, Section 1.2.1: This is the only mention of the Jobs-housing ratio in the Level B N/A
It is anticipated that any further refinement of this shall
Plan, and does not provide any additional information other than what is found in the
be addressed in the Level B Development Agreement.
Level A Development Agreement.
Comments

2

Condition #2 of the Findings and Conditions passed with the Level A Plan states that
N/A
"A plan for attaining the ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans, such that
the anticipated job development shall occur in relation to residential development."

Please see our response to the Level A Conditions of
Approval included as part of this Matrix.

3

Pages 8-14, Section 1.5.1 and all of Chapter 2: MRMPO is very encouraged to see the N/A
high level of nonresidential land uses proposed in the Level B Master Plan. As is
demonstrated by the Level A Transportation Plan, the development of these nonresidential uses will be critical to performance of the surrounding regional roadway
network as Santolina develops. MRMPO is also encouraged to see a variety of housing
densities proposed in the Level B plan and the close proximity of housing to needed
services. This will help shorten automobile trips as well as make alternative
transportation options, such as walking, biking, and future transit, more viable.
MRMPO is also very encouraged to see that each proposed elementary school is
located along an open space trail, separate from automobile traffic. This will provide
safe opportunities to for students to walk and bike to school, helping to address public
health issues articulated in the 2040 MTP (Section 3.8).

We Agree.

4

Page 11, Section 2.2.2: The boundaries of the Residential Village Centers, which have 2016 Level B
zoning implications described in Chapter 3, are not clearly defined in the Level B Plan. Master Plan

The Residential Village Boundaries are based off of the
approved Level A Land Use Plan and are also shown in
Exhibit 3 of this Level B Plan.

5

Page 12, Section 2.2.3: MRMPO has concerns about the proposal for a Primary
N/A
Education Campus and a Secondary Education Campus in the Urban Center District.
The character of the Urban Center will be critical to the success of the multi-modal
transportation system. In the Level A Plan, the Urban Center is described on page 44
as "a dynamic, high-density core where office, commercial, civic, educational, multifamily residential, retail and entertainment uses come together and serves as a
destination for residents to live, work, shop and play. It is defined by a tight network
of streets, wide sidewalks, tree lined streets, unique architectural elements, street
furnishings, pedestrian scale elements and urban green space." While educational land
uses are among those listed above, the character described is that of an integrated
urban environment. MRMPO is not concerned with the proposed educational land use
itself, but rather how well it will be integrated into the urban center environment
described in the Level A Plan. Underlying these concerns is that recent secondary and
primary education developments have not been designed in a way that would fit with
the described character of the Urban Center District.

We have been in coordination with APS thorughout this
Level B process. We are in discussion with APS/CNM to
ensure effective planning of future facilities within the
Level B Plan area.

Printed on: 6/30/2016
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Rather, these developments have been built in a suburban style, with closed access,
2016 Level B
We have updated the land use map to indicate general
and are not wellintegrated with the surrounding environment (see Attachment 1).
Master Plan
school locations that are based on our conversations with
MRMPO believes that, in order to fit into the vision of the Urban Center described in
APS. The Urban Center Land uses have also been revised
Level A, the proposed educational uses must be developed in and urban style with a
to include a more general office/institutional, and
pedestrian campus, and must be fitted to the Urban Center District as described (see
education area with additional roadways to better
Attachments 2 and 3). MRMPO is also concerned about the size of the proposed
facilitate the grid in this area. This also reduces the size of
education campuses, which totals 177.9 acres (91.3 primary education campus, 86.6
the land use blocks to a more urban framework. This
secondary education campus). For reference, that is slightly larger than the of portion
allows flexibility per our evolving coordination with
UNM main campus bounded by Central Aye, Campus Blvd/Las Lomas Rd, University
APS/CNM. We have included institutional/civic uses in
Blvd, and Girard Blvd 172.04 acres, see Attachment 4).
this land use area.
Comments

Pages 16-31, all of Chapter 3: The Level A Master Plan states on page 29 that the
2016 Level B
activity centers in Santolina are intended to "serve as vibrant, transit-oriented urban Master Plan
places that encourage walking to destinations throughout each center." This vision is
complemented in several other places in the Level A Plan that show the intention to
use innovative land use planning strategies in Santolina including formbased zoning
(pages 42, 53), transit oriented development or TOD (pages 43, 44, 53) and mixed-use
development (pages 31,43, 44, 52). These strategies are important tools that are
becoming more widely used across the nation to create built environments that
support multi-modal transportation systems.
However, the zoning proposed in the Level B Plan is largely based on traditional singleuse Euclidian zoning with some variation by district, and there is no mention of TOD or
form-based zoning. Certain zoning categories in the proposed Level B Plan do allow for
mixed-use, but only as a conditional use. MRMPO recommends, per their mention in
the Level A Plan, that TOD and form-based zoning strategies be articulated in the Level
B Plan. MRMPO also recommends an incorporation of a true mixed-use zone, and that
mixed-use be considered a permissive use where it is currently designated a
conditional use in the Level B Plan. These concerns apply in particular to the Urban
Center and Village Center Districts. For reference, the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan
submitted diagrams and tables to articulate building form dimensions (see
Attachment 5). Also for reference, the draft (October 2015) zoning districts proposed
for the city of Albuquerque's Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO) provide a good
example of how mixed-use zoning strategies can be implemented (see Attachment 6).

Printed on: 6/30/2016

We have provided language in the Land Use Chapter that
addresses Transit Oriented Development. The Santolina
Master Plan envisions a mixed-use community of nonresidential and residential uses that are further defined in
the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan. We have also
included Design Standards to ensure that the future built
environment supports this mixed-use vision.
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Comments

8

Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please relate the roadway cross-section design to the
surrounding context by providing cross sections for roadways within activity centers.
Wider sidewalks in the urban, town and village centers are highly encouraged. For
example, please consider a multi-way boulevard where principal arterials boarder the
urban center or the town center (see Attachment 7.B). This would allow free flow of
regional traffic while also allowing access to the higher intensity adjacent land uses.

9

Page 47, Section 4.6.2: The open space network has the opportunity to provide an off- N/A
street trail network that makes highly meaningful connections (to the urban center,
village centers, office parks and schools) as well as integrating and connecting with
residential development to make for a high quality of life. Depending how the open
space trail network interfaces with residences and with roadway crossings, this trail
system could provide a locally unique non-motorized network, particularly since it
penetrates the urban center from three different directions. MRMPO encourages
further planning and development of the open space network to make meaningful
connections and foster public space, where people will want to live, travel and
recreate. The on-street bikeway network in Exhibit 12 goes above and beyond the
Long Range Bikeway System. If the gridded street network continues for the southern
portion of Santolina in future Level B submittals, MRMPO expects the on-street
bikeway network to be included.

10 Page 77, Section 7.6: Remove two references to the MRCOG 2040 projected
2016 Level B
population on this page. The connotation is that the need for new schools within the Master Plan
Santolina Master Plan area is determined by our projections, and that is not the case.

As future Level B Master Plan areas are submitted,
additional on-street bike and pedestrian network will be
provided, as they are included in the typical roadway
sections.

These references have been removed.
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N/A
We have provided three new roadway cross-section
designs that address this comment and various design
considerations.
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Topic

1

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

It could be argued, given the goals of the request and for the Reserve Area,
that a greater variety of uses and descriptions of them could be provided
either in the Land Use Chapter, or in the Zoning Code for Santolina.
Additional details could also be provided for how all of these connect to the
wider area in which the site is located.

2

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

Types of and density/scale of land uses and zoning should be clearer and
2016 Level B
"We have been in coordination with the
consistent. The Santolina Level B Master Plan provides a more detailed Land Master Plan,
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Use Map and details for each of the land uses than the Level A Plan.
Zoning Chapter Chapter. We have worked closely with
However, more detailed information could be provided in the current
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
request about the more specific land uses and densities within Santolina Land
on our discussion and her comments.
Use Areas - for the various areas or neighborhoods that will develop with
We havemet 2-3 times a week during
residential uses, with some additional parameters for density (e.g., average,
the month of June to revise the zoning
maximum). Areas that may be of mixed use or mixed densities, or areas that
chapter. We have submitted this
should have residential (urban center, town center) are not detailed as such
chapter as part of the redline to the
in the plan. It is still not clear if residential use will be allowed in the Town
level B plan document."
Center.

3

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

The information listed in the Level B Plan for density under zoning (up to 50 2016 Level B
We have provided narrative and a table
dwelling units per acre) should be described ( e.g., in a table or map) in a
Master Plan,
as part of Chapter 2 Land Use Tables 3 &
manner that demonstrates the development will not exceed the 3 dwellings Zoning Chapter 4 to indicate how we will not exceed the
per acre limit in the Reserve Area. Based on the information provided staff in
3 du/acre limit for the Reserve Area.
the Level B Plan, a density higher and number of dwelling units could be
achieved than the approximate 9,444 units stated in the plan (page 4).

Printed On: 6/30/2016

Comments

Response

2016 Level B
"We have been in coordination with the
Master Plan,
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Zoning Chapter Chapter. We have worked closely with
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
on our discussion and her comments.
We havemet 2-3 times a week during
the month of June to revise the zoning
chapter. We have submitted this
chapter as part of the redline to the
level B plan document."
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4

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

Additional information could also be given about the different characteristics 2016 Level B
This Level B Plan builds off of the
of business, commercial, and industrial areas, including the range of Floor
Master Plan,
general intent and vision of the Level A
Area Ratios, and commercial building size. Zoning information for some of
Zoning Chapter Plan. We have been in coordination with
the County Zoning Manager on revisions
the new land use areas, such as open space, educational campus are not
to the Zoning Chapter (see previous
provided or consistent with the Level A Plan. Some particular land uses that
previous response). We have included
fall in the residential areas or more intense land use areas such as town
definitions, where needed,
center and business park could be identified or described following the
original zoning chapter in the Level A Plan (see pages 43-53), Level A Plan. It is
following/referenced the County Zoning
not clear if the definitions of land uses included in the Zoning in the Level A
Code (when available).
Plan should apply to the Level B Plan and will be added to or if the Level B
Zoning will adhere to the definitions, land uses, and procedures in the County
Zoning Code. Site characteristics and Design Features as in the Level A PC
zoning Chapter also do not appear to be carried through into the Level B
Zoning.

5

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

Address Compatibility of Land Uses as in the Land Use Plan. The proposed 2016 Level B
We have provided additional narrative
Land Use areas in the Santolina Plan Level B Plan are limited in number and Master Plan,
to address the compatibility of land
are presented as discrete zones. More information could be provided on how Zoning Chapter uses. We have also addressed horizontal
the zones articulate with each other ( e.g., residential and industrial). There
mixed-use and vertical mixed-use as
could also be discussion of how mixed use areas will be achieved or if there
well as land use connectivity
will be transitional areas between more intense and less intense uses within
considerations.
or on the edges of the site. In addition, information could be provided about
how the development will articulate in areas of existing development-e.g.,
along West Central Ave. and the 1-40 Frontage Rd. where there already exists
various developments, and some parcels connect to these roads while others
do not.

6

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

Although the Master Plan proposes mixed uses, and states it will meet the
other requirements of the Reserve Area, such as self-sufficiency, protecting
the non-urban development, and being bounded by open space, additional
information could be provided.

Printed On: 6/30/2016
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2016 Level B
We have included additional language in
Master Plan,
the Land Use Chapter that speaks to
Zoning Chapter mixed-use development and Transit
Orient Development.
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Topic

7

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

It appears that a majority of the property in the Level B Plan falls within the
Reserve (3.0 dwelling units per acre density) or the Rural Area (1 dwelling
unit per acre). The request shows the intent to meet this requirement, with
approximately 9,444 dwelling units proposed on 4,243 acres (shown at
approximately 2.23 dwelling units per acre). However, as stated above given
the proposed zoning (Zoning Chapter) - with possible densities of up to 30 or
even 50 dwelling units per acre, the applicant will need to demonstrate how
the allowed gross density will not be exceeded. Staff comment: In order to
ensure this overall allowed density is maintained, staff recommends more
specific information be provided on the land use map or in a table that
shows: Average and maximum residential densities in each of the land use
areas. Allocation of the residential units allowed by the Comprehensive Plan
in each of the land use areas.

2016 Level B
Master Plan,
Land Use
Chapter

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

8

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

Policy c states development within Reserve Area shall take place either in
accordance with an approved planned community master plan (up to three
dwelling units per acre), or in accordance with the standards applicable to
Rural Areas. It should be stressed that if the Master Plan fails to meet the
criteria, the policies for the Rural Area are used instead of those of the
Reserve Area. If this is the case, the allowable density would be
approximately one dwelling unit per acre. The Reserve area thus creates a
density bonus when the policies are complied with. Staff comment: ensure
the allotted density is maintained in the development of Santolina.

2016 Level B
Master Plan,
Land Use
Chapter

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

9

Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

2017 Level B
Master Plan,
Land Use
Chapter

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type. The
preparation of a Level B Development
Agreement is underway.

10 Land Use &
Zoning

5/26/2016

In summary, more information is needed on the specific land use and
densities for the Santolina site with reference to their compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies. It appears that the proposed
residential density for the site could exceed that allowed by the
Comprehensive Plan. In addition, a conceptual development agreement
eventually will need to be provided to show the willingness and ability of the
developer to implement the land uses and infrastructure proposed in the
Level B Plan.
Land Use - Activity Centers - designates existing and future activity centers
and corridors in Bernalillo County----on a map and in terms of a hierarchy of
centers with specific features (see p.19, Plan). This section could be further
addressed in the Santolina Level B Plan, which has different types of
commercial and activity centers. It might be helpful to situate the
development within the framework provided for Activity Centers in the
Comprehensive Plan. In some locations within the Level B plan area, it is not
clear where the Village Centers or Neighborhood Centers are located.

2018 Level B
Master Plan,
Land Use
Chapter

This has been more clearly identified in
the introduction to the zoning chapter.
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11 Land Use &
Zoning

Hearing Date
5/26/2016

Comments

Document to be
modified

Response

IV. Zoning Ordinance/ The Planned Community Zoning for Santolina has been 2016 Level B
We have included narrative in Chapter 8
established with the approval of the Level A Plan. However, the request must Master Plan,
(Approval Process) that speaks to future
continue to address the requirements specified in the Planned Communities Zoning Chapter Level B Plans.
Zone. The request appears to be relatively consistent with Section 19.5
The size of this Level B plan is only
(Planned Community Zone) for a large-scale community. However, the
slightly larger than and comparable to
request may be larger than the village or employment center type
the first two Level B plans at Mesa Del
development that is identified in both the Level B Planned Communities
Sol. The reason for this is to follow
Criteria and those for Level B development in the B Zoning, where the typical
through on two seperate commitments
Village size range is 650 to 1200 acres. The applicant will also need to clarify
mad as part of the Level A Plan process.
that other Level B Plans will be submitted, with appropriate naming, for the
1. To preserve the La Ceja Escarpment
remaining portions of the Santolina development.
(almost 1,000 acres of Open Space is
preserved), and
2. The designation of a significant
acreage to job producing land uses.

12 Hearings 1,2, & 3

It appears that these criteria do serve as a guideline for the Santolina Level B N/A
Plan, but that more information is needed to show that they have been
adequately addressed. As noted in the above comments related to the
'Reserve Area' and also shown in staff and agency comments below, a more
detailed analysis of the Level B Santolina Master Plan should be provided for
each of the areas
-Land use
-Environment and Open Space
-Transportation system
-Government and Public Service
In addition, because of limited time to review the Plan and the application,
staff will need to provide additional analysis and comments specifically
related to the Planned Communities Criteria in the subsequent staff report.

We have reviewed the subsequent Staff
Report and feel that we have address
initial and new comments raised
regarding Land Use and Zoning.

13 Hearings 1,2, & 4

V. Southwest Area Plan/Westside Strategic Plan -The Southwest Area Plan
N/A
and the Westside Strategic Plan both recognize the importance of Master
Planned Communities for the vacant areas within the Southwest Area/West
Side. They also recognize the importance of attention to environmental
issues and jobs development, and location of industrial development and
design. It would appear the Santolina Level A Master Plan generally addresses
policies in the Southwest Area Plan and the Westside Strategic Plan.

We agree.
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Staff Response

Status

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

##

7.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Staff Comments

For Hearing on July 21, 2016 Page
34
Packet Pg. 4425

Government & Public Services Hearing
June 23, 2016

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7.A.d

Packet Pg. 4426

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7.A.d

Packet Pg. 4427

##
1

Department
Fire

Note Date
1/28/2016

Comments
Final plans of the water supply system for fire protection shall be submitted
to the Fire Marshal's Office for Review and approval.

Document to be
Response
modified
BHI
We agree. The FMO may review these
Level C plans when available/approved
by the ABCWUA.

Development Shall meet the requirements of the Fire code with adopted
amendments at time of build out.
PW Development
Review

2/1/2016

3

PW Development
Review

2/1/2016

4

PW Development
Review

2/1/2016

3) Page 55 - Exhibits 14 and 15 appear to be missing from the pdf copy of the BHI
plan.

We have supplied these Exhibits.

5

PW Development
Review

2/1/2016

4) Page 56 - Copy construction phased practices to Terrain Management
BHI
section from LID section. Also discuss limiting development in sensitive areas
such as the escarpment areas as a Terrain Management practice.

We agree and have revised accordingly.

6

PW Development
Review

2/1/2016

5) Page 58 - Revise references to First Flush, two yr. storm volumes and 0.5'' BHI
of rainfall to more precise EPA Water Quality Volume.
As this area is currently outside the defined "Urban Area" the 90th percentile
storm rainfall event presented in the EPA technical document is not be
appropriate.

We agree and have revised accordingly.

7

PW Development
Review

2/1/2016

The rainfall event that initiates runoff for this area should be determined at
this time and used to determine required EPA Water Quality Volumes in the
LEVEL C plans. This method is acceptable under e terms of the Bernalillo
County MS4 permit and is preferred. See "Estimating Predevelopment
Hydrology in the Middle Rio Grande Watershed, New Mexico" (Kosco et al.,
201 ) for the accepted methodology to do this.

We agree, and have determined this
new rainfall value. We have supplied
this value.

COMMENTS FOR LEVEL B PLAN
1) Page 53 - see "Compliance with MS4 permit requirements, as adopted by
the County for individual non-residential tracts. Includes requirements that
tracts are designed to retain the 90th percentile storm event". Revise to
include residential lots also as any development, residential or commercial,
over 1 acre will be required to comply with our MS4 water quality
requirements.
2) Page 54 and other locations - Remove the term "First Flush" and replace
with "EPA Water Quality Volume".
First Flush is not a defined volume.

Staff Response

Status

We agree.

2

Printed on: 6/30/2016
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

BHI

We agree and have revised accordingly.
See page 64 of the Revised Level B
Master Plan.

BHI

We agree and have revised accordingly.

BHI
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Department

Note Date

8

PW Development
Review

2/1/2016

9

PW Development
Review

2/9/2016

10 PW Development
Review

2/9/2016

11 PW Development
Review

2/9/2016

12 PW Development
Review

2/9/2016

13 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

7.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Document to be
Response
modified
6) Discuss the possibility of 100% water harvesting within the playa basins
BHI
100% harvesting within the basin is
due to not having to deliver water to the Rio Grande in these basins.
planned and identified in the Master
Plan. Harvesting will occur onsite and
offsite relative to individual site
development characteristics and in
accordance with Bernalillo County MS4
permit.
COMMENTS FOR SANTOLINA LEVEL B DRAINAGE MASTER PLAN AND
BHI
We generally agree. We will seek to
TERRAIN MANAGEMANT PLAN
"incise" the impoundments to the
I) Part of the "concept" of this Level B master plan is to have temporary
extent possible, and whenever possible,
impoundments constructed with engineered earthen berms. Bernalillo
and/or provide/import the appropriate
County would prefer fully incised impoundments as the Bernalillo County Soil
engineered dam construction material.
Survey indicates that the soils in the Santolina area are not well suited for
dam construction.
Comments

2) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated BHI
"Urban Area",
Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply calculations for "PreDevelopment Hydrology" using the methodology indicated in EPA Publication
Number 832R-14-007. This pre-development hydrology will be used to
calculate the required water quality volumes needed to mimic predevelopment conditions. The discussion regarding the 0.44 inch storm needs
to be revised.
3) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from a BHI
basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An undisturbed
basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter from the
basin. The MS4 permit address the concept of "pre-development hydrology"
or the point at which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as the water
quality volume. An undisturbed basin will not have a water quality volume.

We agree, and this determination has
already been made and will be supplied.

Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for postBHI
development water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan by
using "water quality volume" in place of first flush.
WATER MASTER PLAN
BHI
Water Master Plan p. 3 bullet list. Condition & specifies consideration of
direct and indirect potable reuse as one of the elements for the
Development Agreement. It should specifically be included in this bullet list,
accordingly, as it is a summary of Condition 8, which is not yet satisfied.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

We agree.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

Staff Response
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Note Date

Document to be
Response
modified
Water Master Plan p.4, next of last P. The preceding paragraphs are short on BHI
We agree and will revise accordingly.
a description of approaches used to achieve the 135 gpcd goal by existing
users. It fails to identify which of WATER MASTER PLAN those might be
incorporated as design criteria for this Level B. This paragraph calls out the
opportunity to utilize new development standards and practices to achieve
significant water savings over time, but fails to identify what those may be.
Please identify and discuss these new development building standards and
practices as part of the Water Conservation Plan section for each type of land
use. Also if existing system users can achieve 135 gpcd, as stated as having
already occurred, and the WRMS draft indicates that new construction is
expected to use between 25 to 50 percent less water relative to existing
residential properties, than that expectation should be expressed in Santolina
water conservation goals and the design criteria used to achieve should be
conceptually identified at Level B and identified in the Water Conservation
Plan.
Comments

14 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

15 PW Natural
Resources

2/9/2016

Water Master Plan p.4 the potential for utilizing water reclamation
BHI
methodologies is mentioned here. However, the water conservation plan fails
to discuss this opportunity, specify design criteria for doing so, does not
specify expected opportunities in this Level B plan to do so, and the water
use plan for this Level B shows no infrastructure for implementing this
opportunity.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied.

16 PW Natural
Resources

2/9/2016

Please revise the water system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure BHI
and provide and indication of what phasing will incorporate the use of the
reclaimed water which will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build
out water use estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied.

17 PW Natural
Resources

2/9/2016

Water Master Plan p.5 continue the conservation practices. Please specify
which practices Santolina should continue.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

18 PW Natural
Resources

2/9/2016

Water Master Plan p.5. The development agreement required in Condition 8 BHI
is needed to ensure that ABCWUA is in conceptual agreement with the Level
A and Level B master plan. There is no assurance to the County that the
proposed Level B water infrastructure is satisfactory to the ABCWUA as this
involved cross-trunk connection and jumping of development across multiple
pressure zones rather than successive development to higher zones albeit it
is consistent with the Level A approach previously approved by the BCC.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

7.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

BHI

The ABCWUA and the developer are
reviewing and studying the water
infrastructure at this time (including the
above raised funding and phasing
issues). The BCC condition refers to
sequential extension of infrastructure
based on location of existing
infrastructure (not successive zone-byzone extension).
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Document to be
Response
modified
Water Master Plan p.5, last bullet. That statement is made that service
BHI
We will provide additional clarity.
approach includes participation in new water supply acquisition by paying a
The intent here is to say that water
Water Supply Charge, which is of course allowable ABCWUA policy for new
supply (however acquired) will be
development. However, on page 7, the document indicates that water
generally delivered via existing
supply will generally come from outside the Level A Plan Area from existing
infrastructure (and also new
infrastructure. If existing sources are available and adequate, then one or the
infrastructure).
other of these statements needs to be revised.
Comments

19 PW Natural
Resources

2/10/2016

20 PW Natural
Resources

2/10/2016

Water Master Plan p.6 Water Conservation Plan. This section is inadequate BHI
and needs to address Santolina specific design criteria that are above and
beyond the Bernalillo County Water Conservation Ordinance. As this is a large
and very large user (i.e., a Master Plan) a water conservation plan identifying
techniques; approaches, design criteria, and water use goals for various
water land use sectors as laid out in the WRMS need to be provided and tied
back to the various criteria - show us what you are going to do to meet the
reductions specified in the WRMS. For example landscape design standards
with appropriate techniques and specifications to address lower water usage
should be included in this session.

The interpretation of the Ordinance's
"large user" as being equal to a Level A
"Master Plan" requires further
discussion. It seems logical that Level C
plans should address "techniques,
approaches, etc." that can be relevant
to the "large user" specifics. The Level A
conditions allow for Level C compliance
with this comment. The BCC Level A
condition references "prior to Level B
approval".

21 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Condition 9 is dependent on the approved ABCWUA development agreement BHI
being provided prior to a Level B approval. Without submittal of such an
agreement, the water use and phasing cannot be placed in context of the
2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

22 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

There is no clear explanation of how the proposed phasing fits within the
Goal and Program Update.

We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
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Document to be
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There is no discussion or design criteria listed which aligns with the new
BHI
We agree and will supply additional
program elements listed in that plan such as xeriscaping requirements or
information, upon completion of
installation of rainwater harvesting. Figure 1 of the goals and updates call
current agreements/discussions with
for reuse and recycling, yet this Level B does not identify how or when this
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
might be implemented. Consistent with Table 1 and Figure 6 of the Goals and
plans will be supplied at that time.
Update, the Level B plans are expected to provide a breakdown of expected
water use by land use type and proposed design criteria that will be
incorporated in to each type of land use to achieve or maintain the ABCWUA
2024 water usage of 135 GPCD.
Comments

23 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

24 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Condition 10. Compliance with Condition 10 has not been satisfied. The
BHI
section of the Water Master Plan (p.6) captioned as Water Conservation Plan
is inadequate and is a solely a summary of existing Water Conservation
Ordinance requirements. No additional concepts or measures needed to
meet the planned water use of 135 gpcd have been identified in this Level B.
This need for revision is consistent with Level B criteria. for land use wherein
there is to be definition of important design characteristics, including
streetscapes, setbacks, landscaping, parking, etc.

(1) We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures are being
required by this Master Plan (though
they may be encouraged on a Level C
plan basis).
(3) 135 qpcd already met under existing
Water Conservation ordinances.
Additional conservation requirements
are not presented here, but are subject
to future County and ABCWUA
regulation changes.

25 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

The Water Conservation Plan (which can be used across several Level B plan BHI
submittals, and modified as needed for submittal specifics) should address by
design principles, standards, or guidelines how the development is going to
ensure compliance with ABCWUA and Bernalillo County water conservation
provisions, guidelines and design standards and the related development
agreements. For instance, Level A plans mention water reuse, to the Level B
plan should include indirect potable reuse as more than just a remote
possibility. One would expect at Level B to see more detail and conceptual
infrastructure to address eventual water reuse, for example a design criteria
that all development would be constructed with piping to allow future
introduction of water reuse.

(1) We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures over and
above current County Ordinances, are
being required (though may be
encouraged), though specific future
Level C or Level B plans may do so.
(3) 135 qped has already been met
(even with old water technology).
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Comments

Document to be
Response
modified
BHI
We agree and will revise accordingly.

26 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Stormwater System Design Approach page 53 Compliance with MS4 permit
requirements, as adopted by the County for individual non-residential tracts.
Language must be corrected to read Compliance with MS4 permit
requirements, as adopted by the County for all new development and
redevelopment projects that disturb greater than or equal to one acre,
including projects less than one acre that are part of a larger common plan of
development or sale.

27 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

We agree and will revise accordingly.

28 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Terrain Management p.60 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils,
BHI
and other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important
site features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils to
wind erosion, their locations within the Level B plan, and the particular
techniques that will be used to prevent excess wind erosion during
construction and development.
Water System Planning page 63 The proposed Santolina Level B Water
BHI
System remains consistent with the system as proposed with the Level A
Master Plan approval. Level B does not incorporate into the water and
wastewater design maps a reclamation/reuse plan nor does it incorporate
the infrastructures to deliver the reclaimed/reused water. Please revise the
water system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure and provide an
indication of what phasing/timing will incorporate the use of the reclaimed
water which will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build out water
use estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

29 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan - p.5 High density urban development results in increased BHI
impervious area, leading to increased runoff volumes and velocities.
Accordingly, reduced application of the water harvesting principles is counter
intuitive the MS4 permit specifies system alternatives, but only if on-site
measures cannot be obtained. Only alternatives demonstrated and allowed
by the MS4 permit will be considered at the Level C review.

We agree.

30 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan P.11 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils, and
BHI
other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important site
features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils, their
locations within the Level B plan, and the particular techniques that will be
used to prevent excess wind erosion during development.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

Printed on: 6/30/2016
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We agree and will supply additional
information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with
ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
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31 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

32 PW Natural
Resources

2/8/2016

Printed on: 6/30/2016

7.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Comments

Document to be
Response
modified
BHI
We agree and will revise accordingly.

Stormwater Plan p13 - The MS4 permit requirement is for on-site
management of the 90th percentile storm. Because of the west mesa
location of this development, the applicant needs to define and develop the
numeric values for runoff using the methodology specified EPA 832-R-14-007
and using site appropriate data. This may be in excess of the 0.44-inch storm
event or other first-flush volumes called out in the DPM and in the
Stormwater Master Plan.
Stormwater Plan p.15. The MS4 permit requirements are briefly
CP/BHI
summarized, but fail to mention post-construction stormwater management
requirements including on-site management of the 90th percentile storm
event, the need for post-construction and recurring inspection requirements,
and on-going mechanism to ensure effective post-construction operation and
maintenance of best management practices. The details of these
requirements can be addressed at Level C, but should be at least mentioned
in passing at Level B.

Additional narrative and design
standards will be added to the Level B
Plan to address the use of LID
techniques.
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##
1
2

Comments
SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER PLAN UPDATED TRANSPORTATION MASTER
PLAN (JAN 22.2016)
Pages 80-84, Section 8.2: MRMPO is generally concerned that the Level B
Plan does not provide enough detail in the development phasing chapter.
This makes it difficult to assess the overall concept of the Level B Plan. The
PCC states that the Level B development agreement should contain a more
detailed phasing plan than what was is in the Level A (PCC, page 40). The
proposed Level B Plan shows only two phases, a 2025 phase and a 2040
phase. It is critical to have appropriately sized phases because Level B Plans
include an analysis of important performance benchmarks including the
jobs/housing balance (Level A Plan, page 35) and "no net expense" policy
(Level A Development Agreement, page 9). If the proposed Level B Master
Plan is approved with its current boundaries, MRMPO requests a more
detailed phasing strategy where such performance benchmarks can be
evaluated (for reference, the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan included four phases
for development, see Attachment 8).

Printed on: 6/30/2016

7.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan MRCOG Comments
Document to be
modified

CP/GDC

Response

To address the phasing of development within this Master
Plan area, we have provided additional narrative to be
included as part of section 8.2 of the Level B Plan. As part of
the material we prepared for the Land Use and Zoning CPC
Hearing, we submitted this new redline on May 6, 2016.

Staff Response

Status
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Staff Comments
Comments

Document to be
modified

Response

1

Environment & 6/23/2016
Open Space/
Government and
Public Services

Address the Phasing of the Development. From a regional perspective, there
could be more information provided about the phasing and implementation
of the Santolina development. The Level B Plan indicates two phases-2025
and 2040. Where there are still opportunities for different types of
development and infill in the more urbanized areas and some areas near the
site that have some development that could relate to the Santolina
development (e.g., Westland North, Atrisco Heritage High School), the
proposed phasing could be elaborated or further justified.

As part of our effort to address
comments relative to Land Use and
Zoning (in preparation for the May 26,
2016 CPC Hearing), we included
additional narrative to the Level B Plan,
section 8.2, that addresses phasing of
development.

2

Environment & 6/24/2016
Open Space/
Government and
Public Services

We agree. The Level B Development
Agreement will address this.

3

Environment & 6/25/2016
Open Space/
Government and
Public Services

A Level A Development Agreement has been agreed to for the Level A
Development. A Level B Agreement will also be required to ensure the
specifics of the plan and the financial responsibilities and the employmenthousing ratio are adhered to. Additional information on how employment
goals will he achieved is necessary.
Policy d of the Reserve Area states that "A planned community master plan
shall not be approved if it fails to demonstrate its own sense of place, selfsufficiency, environmental sensitivity, separation from the contiguous
Albuquerque urban area by permanent open space and the provision of
infrastructure which is not a net expense to the local government." Staff
comment/recommendation: The Level A Plan and the Level A Development
Agreement addressed this requirement The current Level B request needs to
more specifically demonstrate how these policies will be addressed in the
proposed development, for instance in such areas as water and sewer
availability, provision of parks and open space, residential neighborhoods,
commercial areas, and more specifically, unifying design standards, as well as
demonstrating not incurring expenses to the local government.

4

Environment & 6/26/2016
Open Space/
Government and
Public Services

Land Use- Open Space Network- calls for setting aside Major Open Space,
parks, trail corridors throughout the Comprehensive Plan area. Policies
encourage connections between and within the facilities. Open Space is
shown on the Santolina Land Use Map, although staff is requesting additional
information on the Open Space network, its dedication and maintenance,
and the required development agreement related to it.

The Level B Development Agreement
will address Open Space, Parks, and
trails. The Development Agreement will
be submitted to the County Manager.
Additionally, we have provided new
narrative that speaks to parks, open
space, and recreational services, their
dedication, and funding mechanisms.
Please see section 2.2.8 and 8.4

Printed on: 6/30/2016

We have provided new narrative to be
included as part of the Level B Plan.
Section 2.2.8 addresses the
implementation mechanisms for parks
and recreation facilities. Section 8.4 has
been added to deliniate the various
funding mechanisms for future
development in this Level B Plan area.

Staff Response

Status
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Staff Comments
Comments

Document to be
modified

Response

5

Environment & 6/27/2016
Open Space/
Government and
Public Services

Community Resource Management - recognizes the importance of provision
of services in community development. The services include water, energy,
transportation, housing, economic development. In particular, as in staff and
agency comments provided below, additional information should be
provided on the proposed transportation system, water availability, along
with mechanisms for achieving economic development for the community.

The Level B Plan addresses economic
developmnt through allocation of
specific uses designated by the Land Use
Plan for employment. Furthermore, the
Level A and Level B Development
Agreements provide requirements for
jobs (economic development) as the
Santolina community develops over
time.

6

Hearings 1,2, & 3

It appears that these criteria do serve as a guideline for the Santolina Level B
Plan, but that more information is needed to show that they have been
adequately addressed. As noted in the above comments related to the
'Reserve Area' and also shown in staff and agency comments below, a more
detailed analysis of the Level B Santolina Master Plan should be provided for
each of the areas
-Land use
-Environment and Open Space
-Transportation system
-Government and Public Service
In addition, because of limited time to review the Plan and the application,
staff will need to provide additional analysis and comments specifically
related to the Planned Communities Criteria in the subsequent staff report.

We have reviewed the latest Staff
Report. Recent comments and
responses from parks and open space
have been added in this matrix. This
matrix addresses Agency Comments
received relative to the topics for
Hearing 3.

7

Hearings 1,2, & 4

V. Southwest Area Plan/Westside Strategic Plan -The Southwest Area Plan
and the Westside Strategic Plan both recognize the importance of Master
Planned Communities for the vacant areas within the Southwest Area/West
Side. They also recognize the importance of attention to environmental
issues and jobs development, and location of industrial development and
design. It would appear the Santolina Level A Master Plan generally addresses
policies in the Southwest Area Plan and the Westside Strategic Plan.

We agree.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Staff Response

Status
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7.A.d

Planned Communities Criteria
Comments

Response

1
2

Land Use
1. Identification of land uses by parcel, acreage and type - including
residential and retail/commercial or other non-residential space.

3

2. Conceptual description of village characteristics in terms of market
potential and opportunities, including location and description of village
center--parcel sizes by use, suitability to natural topography, intensities;
service area of center.

4

3. Location and densities of neighborhoods and neighborhood centers within The Land Use and Zoning Chapters identify the location and
the village.
allowable densities of the neighborhoods within residential villages.
See page 13 of the Revised Santolina Level B Master Plan as well as
Exhibit 2.
4. Delineation of open space system, parks, recreation areas and links among The Land Use and Environment and Open Space Chapters discuss
land uses, with identification of proposed ownership, management, and
the Level B open space, parks, and recreation areas and identify
maintenance.
means of management, maintenance, and ownership. We have
provided additional text that address this topic in Santolina Level B
Master Plan Land Use Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 & Environment &
Open Space Chapter 5 .
5. Definition of important design characteristics, including typical
The Zoning Chapter identifies regulations for streetscape, signage,
streetscapes, signage, building massing and setbacks, landscaping,
building massing, setbacks, connections, parking, civic spaces, etc.
connections, ·parking, civic spaces.
We have worked closely with county Zoning to revise and update
this chapter.
Transportation
1. A disclosure statement regarding strict conformance with the Level A
The Transportation Chapter 4 Sections 4.1.1 Conformity with the
Transportation System Plan will be required, or a substitute traffic analysis, Level A Transportation Master Plan & 4.2 Proposed Street Network
with consequential findings, recommendations, and proposed amendments identify the Level B proposed street network and its conformance
to the Level A Transportation System Plan and Level A Community Master
with the Level A Master Plan.
Plan, must be conducted prior to formal submittal of the Level B plan.

5

6

7
8

9

2. A Level B transportation system analysis, including specific traffic studies
for the particular plan submittal plus all other approved Level B plan
elements in the community, existing and projected demand (phased as
appropriate), and consequential noise and air quality impacts, must be
conducted prior to formal submittal of the Level B plan.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

The Land Use Chapter 2 Tables 2 & 3describe the acreage, and uses
for each Level B Land Use District. The Level B Land Use Map Exhibit
2 provides the location, size, and use of each parcel within the Level
B boundaries.
The Land Use and Zoning Chapters delineate the location, acreage,
and mix of uses provided within the Village Center. We have also
provided a zone map to identify the various zones and their relation
to each other. Please refer to the land use and zoning maps.

The Revised Santolina Level B Transportation Master Plan Technical
Appendix has been submitted on July 1, 2016.

Staff Response

Status
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Planned Communities Criteria
Comments

Response

10 3. The traffic circulation system must be identified, including:
a. major roadways within the Level B area;
b. major roadway connections between the Level B area and the remainder
of the Level A area;
c. concept location for local street intersections with major roadways; and
d. major street access and access limitation concepts.

A traffic circulation system has been identified by the Level B
Transportation Master Plan Figure 1 Level A Land Use and Road
Network.

11 4. Typical roadway cross-sections for major roadways, including:
a. right-of-way widths;
b. number of lanes, including high occupancy vehicle lanes;
c. medians and median treatment;
d. streetscape character and special design features;
e. bus bays and other transit facilities; and
f. trails or bicycle lanes.

Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.4 Access
Exhibit 7 provides typical roadway cross-sections for major
roadways.

12 5. The type and approximate location of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
elements of the transportation system must be specified.

The location and types of elements within the transportation
system for this Level B Plan area are identified in the Level B Master
Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.5 Transit and 4.6
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities.
Performance objectives for increasing transit ridership are included
in the Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.7
Transportation Demand Management. Strategies regarding
"complete streets" along with the multi-modal cross sections are
provided.
Congested locations have been identified and can be improved to
acceptable levels of service. Due to the jobs anticipated, the
transportation system is improved with minor problem areas
identified at certain Interstate on/off ramps.

13 6. A plan which identifies performance objectives for increasing transit
ridership as appropriate, as well as strategies for achieving a mode split that
maintains level of service D or better on all roads in the affected area, must
be submitted.
14 7. Any remaining transportation problem or issues identified in the Level A
Transportation Systems Plan and appropriate to the detail of Level B review
must be resolved.
15 Environment and Open Space
16 1. Analysis of slopes, drainage, soils, animal life, groundwater, vegetation,
airport noise zones, and other environmental characteristics which identify
unique and important site features for protection and optimum use or which
restrict development.

17 2. Strategy for meeting community air quality objectives and standards.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Site specific, unique environmental characteristics, which are
important to consider and restrict certain development, are
identified in the Environment and Open Space Chapter. A
geotechnical study was conducted and provided on XXX. The
environmentally sensitive areas, that were identified in the Level A
Plan (the escarpments), are identified and proposed to be zoned PCS-MPOS. See Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.11) Major Public Open
Space.
Air quality and noise standards are provided within the Environment
and Open Space Chapter. The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis Santolina Level B Master Plan has been submitted to County Staff
June 1 as part of this CPC process.

Staff Response

Status
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7.A.d

Planned Communities Criteria
Comments

18 3. Strategy for promoting energy efficiency, maximizing options for
alternative energy sources.
19 4. Conceptual drainage plan for management of watersheds and floodplains
and preservation of arroyo corridor multiple-use opportunities.

Response

24 2. Facilities plan including detailed location, phasing of water systems, sewer The Utilities and Infrastructure Chapter of the Level B Master Plan
systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.
as well as the Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan and Terrain
Management Plan identify the location and phasing of water
systems, sewer systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

27 5. Level B Development Agreement to:
28 5.a. Follow through with more detailed infrastructure/service agreement
covering phasing of the village master plan and its public services/facilities,
and designation of financial, operations, and management responsibility over
time.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Status

Energy efficiency and alternative energy sources are delineated in
the Environment and Open Space Chapter. 5 Section 5.6 Energy
Efficeincy and Alternative Energy sources.
A conceptual drainage plan is provided in the Level B Master Plan
Exhibits 14 & 15.

20 5. Update Class I literature search/and do Class II sample of geotechnical and A Class II Archaeological study has been completed and has been
archaeological features; mitigation strategy.
submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office with a copy
provided to County Staff on July 1, 2016.
21 6. Siting of industrial land uses to avoid groundwater contamination and toxic Industrial uses are allocated for the Industrial Park and Business
air emissions impacts on nearby residential or other sensitive areas.
Park of this Level B Plan area. The location of these land uses is
consistent with the Level A Plan. Permissive uses in these districts
are specified in the Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.9) & 10) Industrial
& Business Park.
22 Government and Public Services
23 1. Strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites,
Funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites will be
including open space.
outlined in the Level B Development Agreement and have been
delineated in the Level B Plan as additional redline text. See Revised
Level B Master Plan Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 Open Space.
Additionally text has been provided outlining the implementation
strategy for Parks and Recreation facilities. These facilities have
been added to the Land Use Map Exhibit 2.

25 3. Annexation plan/agreement.
26 4. Statements of water availability and availability of public services including
liquid and solid waste management/recycling, cultural and human service
facilities, fire and police protection, transit services, and schools.

Staff Response

No annexation is proposed.
Water and public service availability is discussed in Chapter 6, Utility
Infrastructure and Services. See also Water and Sanitary Sewer
Master Plan.
These items shall be included in the Level B Development
Agreement to be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County
Commission. We have added additional narrative to the plan that
addresses the phasing of development in Level B Master Plan
Chapter 8 Section 8.2 Development Phasing.
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7.A.d

Planned Communities Criteria
Comments

29 5.b. Specify measures to mitigate negative consequences of the village's
development.

Response

Status

The village center and urban center are identified and controlled
with more detailed zoning as provided in Chapter 3 Sections 3.4.6) &
7). The level B Plan implements both the Reserve Area and Centers
and Corridors policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

30 5.c. Augment Level A development agreements expressing items mutually
The Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved
agreed to by the City and/or County and the planned community developer by the Bernalillo County Commission will be consistent with and
and committing to their permanency unless re-negotiated; any limitations on augment the provisions of the Level A Development Agreement. .
development established at Level A cannot be increased at Level B.
31 5.d. Provide a legal recording instrument.

The Level B Development Agreementshall be recorded following the
review and approval by the Bernalillo County Commission.

32 5.e. Identify more specifically any public incentives to the developer, or
public/private partnerships, including provisions for affordable housing.

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to be
reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission. A
funding strategy section has been added to Chapter 8 Section 8.5.

33 5.f. Identify more specifically any public incentives or agreements between
the local government and developer for the appropriate protection and
maintenance of the open space system.

The Major Public Open Space is identified in this Level B Plan and
the protection, dedication, and maintenance shall be included in the
Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved by
the Bernalillo County Commission.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Staff Response
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7.A.d

Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Comments

1

1. A Level A Development Agreement shall be entered into between
Bernalillo County and the applicant which reflect this approval and a) clearly
identifies responsibilities for development of and infrastructure and other
facilities in Santolina; b) requires a link between housing and employment
development in Santolina; c) maintains an overall residential density that is
consistent with the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
density requirements and is included in the Santolina Level A Plan; d) shall
adhere to water use and conservation requirements of Bernalillo County and
the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority.

The Level A Development Agreement was entered into between
Bernalillo County and Western Albuquerque Land Holdings on
August 10, 2015. The Development Agreement was officially
recorded on August 21, 2015.

2

2. Bernalillo County and the applicant agree on the "no net expense" clause
of the Planned Community Criteria. Nothing in any development agreement
shall commit this Commission and future Commissions to public funding or
financing mechanisms.

The Level A Development agreement defines this policy on lines 24
through 32, page 9: “The Comprehensive Plan provides that
planned communities shall not be a net expense to the County. The
“no net expense" policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal
of a responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including
construction, operation and maintenance, shared between the
public and private sectors. The "no net expense" test is satisfied if
the County's on-site public expenditures and off-site public
expenditures reasonably allocated to the Project have been, or will
be, offset by revenues and/or economic and fiscal benefits (direct,
indirect and induced) from the Project.”

3

Jobs-housing
3. The Santolina development shall achieve a reasonable balance between
residential uses and employment uses such that it maintains the
characteristics of a self-sustaining community. As stated in the Santolina
Level A Master Plan, an approximate jobs to housing ratio of 2-1 shall be
achieved with a goal of creating no less than 75,000 jobs as indicated in the
Level A Santolina Plan at the time of full buildout of Santolina. A plan for
attaining the ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans, such that
the anticipated job development shall occur in relation to residential
development.

This Level B Plan sets the stage for achieving the jobs to housing
ratio set out by the Level A Development Agreement in Section 4.4
Housing/Employment, Dwelling Units Thresholds/Jobs Table. See
Santolina Level B Master Plan pg 4 Table 1: Jobs to Households.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Response

We are anticipating over 9,000 dwelling units for the first Level B
Plan, which requires 1.25 jobs per dwelling unit at full build out of
the Level B Plan area. The Level B Plan provides for and is
anticipated to exceed this requirement.

Staff Response

Status
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Comments

Response

4

4. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
The applicant will submit a proposed Level B Transportation Plan consistent
with the Level A Transportation Master Plan, as revised, of the Santolina
Level A Master Plan, prior to a Level B approval or future development
activities such as building permits, that generate 500 or more cumulative
peak hour trips when upon coordination with the developer BCPWD deems
it necessary.

5

a. The Santolina Access Management Plan (SAMP) with the Traversable
This has been completed, and was incorporated into the Level a
Median column added to Access Spacing Standards Table on Page 3 is
Transportation Plan.
approved. The SAMP shall be added to the Santolina Level "A" Transportation
Master Plan.
b. Revise the Level A Transportation Network model as required by BCPWD. The overall Level A Plan has been re-modeled per this condition.
Revisions/reanalysis shall include, but not be limited to, the 118111 St./I-40
interchange, the new proposed arterial roadways, the new urban center
layout, and any other changes to the Santolina roadway network. In
accordance with PCC criteria, when substantial variations are identified to the
Level A Master Plan, subsequent revision/reanalysis of the Level A
Transportation Network model shall be required, when upon coordination
with the developer, BCPWD deems it necessary.

6

7

8

c. All appropriate items in the Addendum to the Transportation Master Plan
dated November 4, 2014 shall be placed in the appropriate Level A
document.
5. Written approval from the proper state and/or federal authority will be
obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of State roads identified in
the Level A submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration)
review and approval will also be required for any required modifications and
improvements to Interstate 40 as a result of the development of Santolina
and its roadway network. Future coordination with NMDOT and FHWA will
be done in subsequent procedures including the Metropolitan Transportation
Plan, the Transportation Improvement Plan and the State-wide
Transportation Improvement Plan. The coordination of timeframes for the
offsite roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be
identified.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Staff Response

Status

The Level B Transportation Plan was completed, submitted, and has
been revised to address ongoing comments. The Level A
Transportation Plan has been revised to address previous staff
comments.

These have been incorporated into the Updated Level A
Transportation Master Plan.
Coordination with these agencies is and will be ongoing. No
improvements to NMDOT facilities are proposed at this time.
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7.A.d

Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Comments

Response

9

6. Funding for arterial streets and linkages, which are needed for Santolina
and not programmed in the Bernalillo County Capital Improvements Program
(CIP) or the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), shall be identified and
submitted to the County for recommendation for inclusion in the CIP or the
MTP.

The MTP already has placeholders for Santolina arterials and
collectors, pre 2025 and post 2025. This is something the applicant
has and will continue addressing as studies are reviewed and
presented to the County and shared with MRCOG. It is anticipated
that modification to the MTP and CIP will be amended in the future
to include these facilities

10 7. The submitted Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan, dated December 1,
This is addressed in the accompanying Drainage Master Plan.
2014, contains an addendum which includes minor inconsistencies within the
calculations to the revised Land Use Master Plan. However, these
inconsistencies do not alter the concept of the overall Drainage Master Plan
and therefore are acceptable for this Level A Master Plan. The applicant must
provide a Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan consistent with the proposed
Level A Master Plan with any Level B submittal.
11 8. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
applicant will provide a fully executed development agreement with the
ABCWUA. The development agreement should be structured to ensure
compliance with the ABCWUA's existing guidelines, policies, and ordinances
and as may be amended from time to time. The development agreement
should, at a minimum, address residential, industrial, institutional and
commercial water conservation provisions, guidelines, and design standards.
The development agreement should, at a minimum, address infrastructure
improvements, direct and indirect potable reuse, and water supply charges,
as well as provide; a Phasing Plan consistent with ABCWUA policies. This
condition shall in no way constrain the ABCWUA from imposing such
requirements as it may deem necessary.

We are coordinating with the ABCWUA staff regarding Santolina. A
draft Development Agreement has been provided to the ABCWUA.
ABCWUA is currently updating their Water Resources Master Plan,
which is anticipated to provide additional policy guidance for the
Santolina project. We respectfully request that this condition be
addressed prior to BCC approval.

12 9. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C document, the applicant shall,
The Water Master Plan Technical Report is included in this submittal
based on the approved ABCWUA development agreement, provide to the
and we are in discussion with ABCWUA.
County a written explanation of the projected Master Plan water use and
phasing and the subsequent level plans within the context of the 2024 Water
Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update (July 2013) or subsequent
updates.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Staff Response

Status
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7.A.d

Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Comments

Response

13 10. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
applicant shall provide to the County a water conservation plan that is
compliant with Bernalillo County and ABCWUA's guidelines, standards and
requirements and which achieves the conservation goals expressed in the
Bernalillo County Ordinance and ABCWUA's 2024 Water Conservation Plan
Goal and Program Update, July 2013 and which requires compliance with
subsequent revisions of the such guidelines, standards, requirements, and
plans. Residential development shall occur in a sequential manner adjacent
to existing infrastructure and consistent with ABCWUA's policies.

This will be completed in concert with the ABCWUA. The Level B
submittal addresses all County requirements. In addition, a number
of design guidelines have been included that address landscaping
and Low Impact Design (LID) strategies to guide future
development.

14 11. Water and wastewater issues for the Santolina Master Planned
Community shall be resolved between the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County
Water Utility Authority (ABCWUA) and the applicant prior to any Level B
approval. An agreement between the applicant and ABCWUA and regarding
timing, responsibilities, and maintenance of water and sewer facilities
required to service Santolina will be developed and agreed upon prior to any
Level B approval.
15 12. A drainage plan and stormwater management plan shall be submitted at
the time of any Level B submittal with provisions for revision as needed to
ensure consistency with any EPA-issued municipal separate stormwater
system permit provisions or requirements as issued for the Urbanized Area of
Bernalillo County.
16 13. Prior to any Level B Plan approval, the developer shall provide
documentation that the proposed development will comply with
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Air Quality Standards and will demonstrate
the intent to comply with air quality standards established by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
17 14. Development of Parks, Trails, and Open Space shall comply with the Level
A Master Plan. The location of open space corridors shall be developed in
accordance with the requirements of the Planned Community zone with
regard to the transportation grid. If the more detailed plan deviates
significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher level
plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan would
need to be amended.
18 15. The Planned Communities Criteria requirements regarding the study and
mitigation of archaeological and geotechnical resources shall be followed in
Level B and Level C Santolina Plans. Prior to any Level B approval,
documentation regarding the completed study and mitigation measures
within the Level B Plan area shall be provided.

Agreed, see response to Condition #8.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

We have provided a Drainage and Stormwater Management Plan
Technical Report as part of this Level B application.

The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis - Santolina Level B Master
Plan has been submitted to County Staff June 1 as part of this CPC
process.
The Parks and Open Space facilities and acreage are in compliance
with the Level A Master Plan and the Level A Development
agreement. Additional text has been provided to address the
timing, funding, and implementation of these facilities.

This has been In consultation with the SHPO a Class II Archeological
Survey was designed and completed in May 2016.

Staff Response

Status
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Comments

Response

19 Albuquerque Public Schools
16. The developer will work cooperatively with APS to locate school sites
within Santolina, which will be made available to APS on mutually agreeable
terms and conditions.

The level A Development Agreement and Level B Plan address this
item. The Level B Plan has been updated in response to APS
comments. We have and will continue to work with APS throughout
the process.

20 17. Level B and C Plans shall be required prior to development of the
Santolina Level A Master Plan Community. Level B and C development
agreements, as prescribed in the Planned Communities Criteria, shall be
provided. Consistency between Level A, Level B, and Level C plans shall be
required throughout the development of Santolina. Ifthe more detailed plan
deviates significantly from the intent and framework established in the
higher level plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level
plan would need to be amended.
21 18. The Santolina Development Agreement shall include a section that
pertains to Interim Uses. This section shall indicate that all sites within the
Santolina Level A boundary area governed by a Special Use Permit or any site
expected to be developed with local, state and/or federal support shall be
governed by Sections 18, Special Use Permits and Section 24, Administration
of the Zoning Code until a Level B Plan, affecting such site, has been adopted
by Bernalillo County. No special use permit shall be issued without a
demonstration of available necessary infrastructure and utilities, including
water, electricity and sewer, to be installed before, or concurrently with,
development of the site. No building permits shall be granted on all
remaining sites until Level C plan affecting the subject property have been
approved. Any subdivision will occur in compliance with the County's
Subdivision Ordinance.

This Level B application satisfies the Level B portion of this
condition.

22 19. Prior to or concurrent with the first Level B Plan approval, the subject
Level A master planned property shall be legally platted (the "Boundary
Plat"). A summary platting procedure, such as that allowed for 'a minor
subdivision' under County ordinances, shall be permitted for the Boundary
Plat, and for any subsequent platting actions prior to a Level C plan or a Level
C subdivision plat approval. The Boundary Plat and any subsequent plats
submitted in advance of a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision plat approval
shall provide legal access (easements) to all existing and proposed tracts
within the platted area, but infrastructure installation or guarantee shall not
be required prior to Level C plan or Level C subdivision plat approval,
because, before building permits can be granted or development can
proceed, additional land use approvals and infrastructure installation and/or
guarantees are required at the Level C Plan approval stage and/or at the
Level C subdivision plat approval stage.

The Level A Master Plan property has been submitted for a
Boundary Plat to the CDRA. The CDRA hearing is scheduled for July
14th. Following adoption of this level B plan, the zoning districts will
be platted. Future level C plans will also require platting prior to
building permit approval.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

The approved Level A Development Agreement and this request for
a Level B Plan satisfies this condition. The zoning chapter of this
level B plan references County Special Use Permit regulations.
Futhermore, level C plans will adhere to the county's subdivision
ordinance as indicated in the zoning chapter, future non-residential
or apartment development over 5 acres will require site plan review
by the CDRA.

Staff Response

Status
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Comments

23 20. Minor corrections to the plan, such as typographical and grammatical
corrections, editorial changes agreed to by County staff, or small changes to
acreage related to surveying may be incorporated in the final, adopted
version of the plan.
24 21. The request shall comply with all applicable Bernalillo County ordinances
and standards.
25 22. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
26 a. Chapter 4. Zoning, p. 47. Add the following sentence under Level A
Governance and Interim Uses (after ..Bernalillo County ..) "No building
permits shall be granted on all remaining sites until a Level C plan affecting
the subject has been adopted."
27 b. Change the language "publicly funded" on page 92 to "proposed for public
funding."
28 c. Chapter 6, Transportation, Level A Master Plan on page 95: remove the
sentence "The policy supersedes other policies that may be in place for
roadways within Santolina" regarding the SAMP, and remove "(by others)"
regarding the extension of Gibson Boulevard.
29 d. Exhibit I must be corrected to indicate that the Westland Master Plan was
approved by both Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque. The Board
of County Commissioners approved the Master Plan as a Rank III Plan in
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The City of Albuquerque also
approved a separate Sector Development Plan for the portion of the Master
Plan that has been annexed.

Printed on: 6/30/2016

Response

Staff Response

Status

These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Level A Master Plan.

This submittal complies with Bernalillo County ordinances and
standards.
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
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ZONING
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SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

3.1 HOW TO USE THIS PLAN

In order to implement the broad vision themes in the Level A Master Plan, the Level B Plan introduces zoning.
The regulatory framework provided in this chapter is intended to be flexible, allow creativity through design,
while also being firm in other criteria requiring standards be followed in order to achieve the overall Master
Plan vision.
Relationship between Land Use and Zoning
Each zone in this chapter, identifies which land uses are allowed to be built by right, which land uses may require
a special or conditional use permit and which land uses may require a special exception. Zone district regulations
also specify the minimum lot size, minimum setbacks from property lines, maximum building height, maximum
building floor-area-ratio (FAR), maximum impervious area and minimum off-street parking. Additionally, this
chapter also regulates signs, site design, landscaping and architectural standards.
Horizontal versus Vertical Mixed-Use
Santolina, like many other communities, embraces the need to allow for walkable neighborhoods as represented
in the vision. Allowing mixed uses is an essential component for achieving walkability because compatible land
uses, public amenities and utilities can be layered at various scales and intensities. The variety of uses allows for
people to live, work, learn, play and shop in one general area achieved through adjacency. However, mixed-use
can take on many forms.
Two mixed-use categories are used in this plan (1) vertical mixed-use buildings and (2) horizontal mixed-use
blocks or neighborhoods. A vertical mixed-use building combines different uses in the same building. Lower
floors should have more public uses with more private uses on the upper floors. Horizontal mixed-use blocks
or neighborhoods combine single-use buildings on distinct parcels in a range of land uses within one block. The
Santolina Level B Zoning chapter refers to both types of mixed-use. For clarity, if a single zone, such as the Urban
Center Zone, allows mixed-use as a permissive use, then this zone allows vertical mixed-use. In general, the
Santolina Level B Plan is a mixed-use community because it allows horizontal mixed use such as the Residential
Village Center Zone which allows both retail and high density uses within one neighborhood or block.
Relationship to Other Plans and Codes
The Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan Plan makes references to the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance. This
provides for a streamlined zoning for this Planned Community with modifications, as necessary, to ensure
compatibility with existing County regulations. Should a discrepancy exist between the zoning proposed in this
Chapter and the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance, the text of this Level B Plan Zoning Chapter shall govern.
Where the Santolina zoning regulations are silent, the Bernalillo County Zoning Code shall be enforced.
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
The City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan is the Rank I governing plan for all
long-range and current development in the City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County. The Santolina Master
Plan Level A Plan is the guiding Rank II plan in this area of the County and complies with the Comprehensive
Plan. Santolina Level B Plan area is inside the Comprehensive Plan designated Reserve area. The Reserve area
in the southwest mesa includes one Developing Activity Center and one Developing Employment Center. The
Developing Employment Center, located west of Atrisco Vista Boulevard and near Interstate 40, corresponds
with the Santolina Town Center Zone,
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Achieving the Santolina Vision
The vision of the Santolina Master Plan is to be a community in which jobs and educational opportunities
are plentiful and locally accessible; where desirable housing responds to changing demographics and market
preferences; where open space and quality of life are preserved and enhanced; and where a true “live, work,
learn and play” community is created for residents.
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allowing large retail commercial, highway commercial, neighborhood commercial and some high density
residential uses. The Developing Activity Center, located at the intersection of Atrisco Vista Boulevard and
Dennis Chavez Boulevard, corresponds with the Urban Center Zone allowing neighborhood commercial, office
and institutional and high density residential uses. The City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County are currently
working to update their Comprehensive Plan. This update will include the activity and employment centers
provided in the Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan.
Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance
Santolina Level B zoning is administered, regulated and enforced by the Bernalillo County Planning and Development Department. Zones in this Chapter are structured in such a way that the most closely related Bernalillo
County zone is used as a foundation and customized to implement specific Santonlina Level A intent and vision.
There are several references in this Chapter to the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
Requests to change the zoning of a parcel within the Santolina Master Plan area to follow standard procedures
for County Rank III Sector Plan amendments. Applicants will be expected to address any applicable goals and
policies of this Plan in their justification for rezoning.
Development Process
Process and procedures for future Level C Plans will follow Section 19.5(B)(3) of the Bernalillo County Zoning
Code – PC Planned Communities Zone. As stated in this section of the Planned Communities Zone, “Adoption
and amendment of the Level C subdivision and site development plans is by the County Development Review
Authority subject to appeal to the Planning Commission.” Please refer to the provisions of the Bernalillo County
Code of Ordinances for procedural requirements concerning Special Use Permits (Section 18) as well as Conditional Uses and Variance Applications (see Appendix A, Section 24(A) – Zoning Administrator).

7.A.d
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In addition to the County Code requirements, non-residential and multi-family development over 5 acres will
require Site Plan review by the County Development Review Authority (CDRA). A Design Review Committee
selected by Western Albuquerque Land Holdings c/o Garrett Development Corporation will evaluate how well
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SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

each site development plan submitted for approval meets these objectives. Bernalillo County and/or COA will
have final review per site standards.
3.2 DEFINITIONS

CLUSTER HOUSING. Allows homes to be grouped together while the remaining land is reserved for open space.
Such siting of homes allows for preservation of views and open space. The pattern may allow for growth but also
preserves land as well as infrastructure. Developers are allowed to develop at a higher density as an incentive
to develop cluster communities. Clustering also allows the Developer and Bernalillo County to save on the cost
of streets, water and sewer lines and other infrastructure because of the reduced distances between structures
and lots. Cluster housing may require formation of a homeowners association or other strategies to manage the
open space or other areas owned in common.
COURTYARD HOUSING. Housing that includes a clearly defined courtyard open space provided to serve as the
focus for the housing units.
FOOD CART/TRUCK/TRAILER. Any wagon, truck, push cart or vehicle self-propelled or otherwise movable from
place to place from which any person sells, offers for sale, or gives away, beverages, food or any food product
for human consumption.
GRADE. Means the average of the approved ground level immediately adjacent to each facade of a building,
considered separately; where an earth embankment is placed against the side of a building or a retaining wall
supporting a terrace is placed close to a building, grade shall be measured from the toe or bottom of the
embankment or retaining wall; building floor level is irrelevant. As used herein, approved grade shall be no
higher than the specified elevation on the grading plan approved by the County in conjunction with subdivision
or site development plan approval; in the absence of such approved plans, original natural grade applies.
HEIGHT. When applied to a building, means the vertical distance above the grade at each façade of the building,
considered separately, to the highest point of the coping of a flat roof; to the deck line of a mansard roof; or to
the average height between the plate and the ridge of a gable, hip, or gambrel roof. The height of a stepped or
sloped building means the maximum height above grade of any distinct segment of the building, which segment
constitutes at least 10% of the gross floor area of the building.
HOME OCCUPATION. An activity carried on for profit or for philanthropic purposes, where all or part of the activity
takes place on a residentially-used lot and the activity is not being legally conducted as another permissive or
conditional principal use and is clearly incidental and secondary to use of the premises for a dwelling.
INCIDENTAL SIGN. An “incidental sign” (hereinafter “such sign or signs” or “the sign” or “a sign”) is any sign,
handbill, or poster which is placed to advertise or announce a specific event, or which pertains to a particular
event or occurrence, or which is not designed or intended to be placed permanently, or which relates to such
events or occurrence that are not taking place on the premises on which the sign is located. Examples of such
signs include, but are not limited to, signs, handbills, or posters relating to real estate, garage sales, political
candidates or ballot measures, concerts, “swap meets” and the like.
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CHURCH. A church or other place of worship, including the usual incidental facilities. Incidental uses allowed
include, but are not limited to an emergency shelter or day care facility operated by the church on the church’s
principal premises which is used regularly for public worship.

LARGE RETAIL STORES AND DISTRIBUTION FACILITIES. A single tenant structure with at least 75,000 square feet
of net leasable area for the purpose of retailing. A shopping center site with a main single tenant structure of
75,000 square feet or more is a LARGE RETAIL FACILITY.
MOTOR COURT HOUSING. Housing with up to eight single dwellings may share a single drive lane access to a
public street through the use of a motor court layout.
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PREMISES. Any lot or combination of contiguous lots held in single ownership, together with the development
thereon and controlled by a site development plan; there may be multiple occupancy.

SENIOR HOUSING PROJECT. Housing designed specifically for seniors that may include different levels of care:
independent living, assisted living, memory care, or skilled nursing, or any combination of the above. These
projects may be designed as continuing care communities that allow residents to transfer to higher levels of
care as needed. Support services typically include commercial level kitchens with shared dining facilities for
residents; medical services with personnel that provide assistance with medication, administration, dressing,
bathing and social activities; activity rooms; indoor recreational amenities; gift shops; hair salons; administrative offices; laundry services; worship space; etc. Projects may be designed with all levels of care within one
or more buildings on a site. Independent living units may be designed and constructed as part of a central
building along with other levels of care or be designed and constructed as single family attached or detached
units that include their own kitchen. Projects may also include overnight guest units to accommodate short
term visitors.
SIGN, ELECTRONIC DISPLAY/BOARD PANEL. A sign which presents information that is transmitted in various
visual forms and includes types such as: flat screen, active display matrix, or any electronic display capable of
displaying multiple communications, images, graphics in mono, tri and/or full color. Such displays include but
are not limited to current and future technology such as: Light Emitting Diodes (LED), Liquid Crystal Display
(LCD), Plasma Display Panels (PDP), 3D Holography, pixel or sub-pixel technology, other fiber optics or illumination devices within the display area. The electronic control allows for programmable, electronic changing
messages used primarily for the purpose of advertising, marketing messages, display of time-sensitive and
other updatable information.
TOWNHOUSE. One of a group of two to eight attached dwelling units divided from each other by common walls,
each having a separate entrance leading directly to the outdoors at ground level and each having at least 15%
of its heated and unheated floor area approximately at grade.
For additional Definitions reference the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
3.3 SPECIAL USE PERMIT REGULATIONS. See Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 18
Special Use Permits may authorize uses with the exception of:
A. Prohibited Uses.
1.
Airport.
2.
Amusement Park.
3.
Auction Yard.
4.
Cemetery.
5.
Drive-in theater.
6.
Feedlot.
7.
Foster group home; penal, correctional or mental institution.
8.
Mining, excavating, removing, processing, stockpiling, or distribution of rock, sand gravel,
clay, pumice, scoria, decomposed granite, or similar materials, or batching plant.
9.
Mobile home/manufactured home park.
10.
Ore reduction, smelting.
11.
Overnight Campground.
12.
Pet Cemetery.
13.
Racetrack for Autos.
14.
Storage facility for hazardous waste materials.
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SECONDARY DWELLING UNITS. Living quarters with an accessory building containing a kitchen. The Secondary
Dwelling Unit is clearly located in a separate structure and incidental to the primary dwelling unit.
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B. Permissive Uses.
1.
Senior Housing Project.
2.
Large retail stores and distribution facilities.
a. Location and Access of Large Retail Facility. The following regulations manage the
location and design of large retail facilities. These regulations are necessary for the
proper functioning and enjoyment of the community. They protect the quality of
life within surrounding residential areas, support efficient traffic flows and provide
consistent regulations for such facilities. Large retail facilities shall be located to
secure adequate street capacity to transport pedestrians and vehicles to and from
large retail facilities and discourage traffic from cutting through residential neighborhoods. The regulations result in efficient and safe access for both vehicles and
pedestrians from roadways in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan to neighborhoods in the vicinity of large retail facilities.
b. Premises with large retail facilities containing 75,000 to 90,000 sq. ft. net leasable
area are:
(1) Required to be located adjacent to and have primary and full access to a street
designated as at least a collector in the Mid-Region Council of Governments’
Metropolitan Transportation Plan and having at least two through traffic lanes,
one in either direction.
c. Premises with large retail facilities containing 90,001 to 124,999 sq. ft. net leasable
area are:
(1) Required to be located adjacent to and have primary and full access to a street
designated as at least a collector in the Mid-Region Council of Governments’
Metropolitan Transportation Plan and having at least four through traffic lanes,
two in either direction.
d. Premises with large retail facilities containing 125,000 square feet or greater of net
leasable area are:
(1) Required to be located within 1,200 feet (1/4 mile) of the intersection of two
roadways, both of which are designated as at least a collector street in the
Mid-Region Council of Governments’ Metropolitan Transportation Plan and
shall have full access to these roadways. One of the adjacent roadways shall have
at least four through traffic lanes, 2 in either direction and the other adjacent
roadway shall have at least six through traffic lanes, 3 in either direction, or
is designated a limited access principal arterial in the Mid-Region Council of
Governments’ Metropolitan Transportation Plan and have a minimum of four
lanes.
(2) If an arterial or collector street has yet to be built to its full cross-section and
does not have the required number of lanes, the large retail facility may have
access onto the roadway if the roadway is identified on the Metropolitan Transportation Plan as having the required number of lanes at full build-out.
(3) If access control policies prohibit access onto one of the adjacent roadways, a
local road may be used as access if it has direct access to at least two roadways
that are identified on the Long Range Metropolitan Transportation Plan, does
not pass directly through a residential subdivision and at least one of the intersections is signalized.
(4) If access to a location fulfills the criteria of this section but control policies
outside the County jurisdiction prohibit access onto one of the adjacent arterial
or collector streets, the remaining arterial or collector street may serve as the
sole access if it has direct access to two intersections with an arterial and the
intersections are signalized.
(5) If warrants are met, the intersection of the primary driveway and the arterial
street shall be signalized, unless prohibited by the Public Works Department
for safety reasons, at the expense of the applicant. The applicant may place the
name of the development on the mast-arm of the signal.
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ZONING

The Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan established a PC Zoning framework for future Level B Plans. The
Level A Master Plan established seven zoning districts that have been revised and expanded in this Level B Plan
to establish eleven zoning districts including:
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1) PC-S- LDR Low Density Residential Zone
2) PC-S-MDR Medium Density Residential Zone
3) PC-S-HDR High Density Residential Zone
4) PC-S-O Office Zone
5) PC-S-C Commercial Zone
6) PC-S-VC Village Center Zone
7) PC-S-UC Urban Center Zone
8) PC-S-TC Town Center Zone
9) PC-S-BP Business Park Zone
10) PC-S-IP Industrial and Business Park Zone
11) PC-S-MPOS Major Public Open Space
Exhibit 4: Zoning Districts

This Level B Plan provides more detail concerning specific uses and standards. The permissive uses within these
zones fall within the identified general permissive uses as specified within the Level A Master Plan. Unless
otherwise specified, terms shall be as defined in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance in effect at the time of
approval of this Level B Plan.
This Level B Plan has been designed to be consistent with the intent and framework established by the Approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan. As envisioned by the PCC, the Level B Plan is a refinement to the Level A Master
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Plan providing more detail concerning land uses, transportation, zoning and other design elements. This Level
B Plan sets the stage for future Level C Plans that are the implementation of these plans in the form of subdivisions, site plans and ultimately the construction of structures. Ensuring flexibility in the implementation of
these plans is critical to the success of the Santolina Master Planned Community.

The Level B Plan includes portions of three Residential Villages as identified in the Level A Master Plan. This
Level B Plan defines the specific land uses within the Residential Villages. These uses are consistent with the Site
Characteristic section of the approved Santolina PC Zone. The Santolina PC Zone set more intense uses along
major roadway corridors and less intense uses interior to the Residential Villages. At this time, the Residential
Villages within this Level B Plan include the following Residential Village Zones and their prohibited permissive
and conditional uses as well as sign, height and area regulations uses:
1) Low Density Residential Zone
2) Medium Density Residential Zone
3) High Density Residential Zone
1) PC-S-LDR LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE
This zone provides suitable sites for detached housing, cluster housing and incidental uses.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for R-1 Single Family Residential
Zone B.1. Prohibited Uses, in addition to the following uses:
a. Agricultural activity
b. Section 3.l. One Mobile Home for a three-year period in addition to an existing
single-family dwelling or mobile home on a lot.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for R-1 Single Family Residential
Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited
Uses.
2.
Accessory living quarters.
3.
Public or private Park.
4.
Public or private school.
5.
Public utility structure.
6.
Real estate office and an incidental sign in connection with a specific development,
provided it is not used as living quarters during the time it is used as an office and further
provided that it is limited to a period of one year. After one year refer to Bernalillo County
Zoning Code Section 9.B.3.h.
7.
Recreational facility (non-profit), such as community center, swimming pool, tennis club.
8.
Sign, wall mounted and monument signage shall be permitted for individual neighborhoods and shall be approved as part of the subdivision plat.
C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for R-1 Single Family Residential
Zone B.3. Conditional Uses with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
Cluster Housing Development (CHD).
a. Allowed for lots with a minimum of 2 acres.
b. Minimum lot size requirements for CHD shall be the same as the underlying zone.
c. The number of dwelling units permitted in a CHD is determined by dividing the site
area by the minimum lot size permitted rounded to the nearest whole number.
d. The dwelling units may be houses or townhouses or any combination thereof.
e. The minimum setbacks are as follows in all residential zones:
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3.

(1) Front – 15 feet except driveways shall not be less than 20 feet long.
(2) Rear – 15 feet for houses and townhouses unless adjoining another residential
zone.
(3) Side – 10 feet minimum setback required between houses and for all side yards
contiguous with the CHD boundary.
(4) Townhome - No required side-yard setback.
f. Height. Height shall be regulated by the base zone.
g. Open space CHDOS.
(1) A minimum of 30% of the gross area of a CHD shall be set aside as Open Space.
(2) No buildings or structures are permitted in the open space for CHD except those
necessary for the operation and maintenance of the CHDOS and buildings used
as a community room or other recreational activity and will not require a new
Conditional Use approval.
h. The CHDOS may be used for agriculture, landscaping, recreation, open space or any
combination thereof. It may be composed of separate tracts but each shall have
a minimum length and width of 35 feet and shall be visible from a public rightof-way. Land used for streets, driveways, parking, sidewalks and private yards may
not be counted as part of a CHDOS. No buildings or structures are permitted in a
CHDOS except those necessary for the operation and maintenance of the CHDOS.
The CHDOS shall be set aside by the Developer either as a Private or Public CHDOS.
A Private CHDOS shall be created, subject to a finding of suitability by the Zoning
Administrator, through a land use easement acceptable to the Zoning Administrator.
A Public CHDOS may be created by dedication of land to the County.
Secondary Dwelling Units. An accessory living quarters containing a kitchen, provided:
a. In no case can the Secondary Dwelling Unit be larger than 75% of the primary
dwelling unit and no larger than 1,000 square feet.
b. There shall be no more than either one Secondary Dwelling Unit or one Accessory
Living Quarters per premise. In no case shall both be allowed on one premise.
c. Occupancy: The property owner or beneficiary of an ownership trust described in
a deed to the property must occupy either the primary or secondary dwelling unit.
Upon request by the County, the property owner or beneficiary of an ownership
trust shall provide proof of occupancy. A current government-issued photo identification with an address matching the property shall constitute proof of residency for
purposes of this ordinance.
d. If such use is approved, the Zoning Administrator shall record the terms of the
approved Conditional Use Permit, together with a signed acceptance of such terms
prior to occupancy of the SDU.
e. Size. The footprint of a Secondary Dwelling Unit shall not exceed:
(1) Maximum 650 net square feet for lots 5,000 square feet or less.
(2) Maximum 800 net square feet for lots greater than 5,000 square feet but not
greater than 10,000 square feet.
(3) Maximum 1,000 net square feet for lots greater than 10,000 square feet.
(4) A garage or shed attached to the Secondary Dwelling Unit shall not count
towards the square footage limitation. The garage or shed shall not exceed
50% of the size of the secondary dwelling unit.
(5) All accessory buildings, including Secondary Dwelling Units, must comply with
County height and area requirements for low density residential zones
f. Setbacks: Secondary dwelling units shall be located to the rear of the primary dwelling
unit except on irregularly-shaped lots where side yards are larger than rear yards,
in which case a secondary dwelling unit may be located in the side yard provided
required setbacks are met. The following minimum setbacks from the property line
shall apply:
(1) There shall be a minimum of 10 feet separation between the primary dwelling
unit and the secondary dwelling unit.

7.A.d
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g.

h.
i.

j.

(2) Front: 20 feet
(3) Side: 5 feet
(4) Rear: 5 feet
(5) On corner lots, the street side setback shall be a minimum of 10 feet.
Height: Secondary dwelling units shall not exceed one story and 18 feet in height,
with the following exception:
(1) Where a property is accessed by an alley, a Secondary Dwelling Unit may be
built over a garage, provided the garage is accessed only from the alley and
the total height of the structure does not exceed 22 feet or the height of the
primary dwelling unit, whichever is shorter.
Parking: One off-street parking space.
Design: The design of the secondary dwelling unit shall relate to the design of the
primary dwelling unit by use of similar exterior wall materials or finishes, architectural style and elements, including but not limited to roofing materials and roof
pitch.
Usable Open Space.
(1) Usable open space shall be provided on-site in an amount equal to 200 square
feet for each efficiency or one-bedroom dwelling unit, 250 square feet for
each two-bedroom dwelling unit and 300 square feet for each dwelling unit
containing three or more bedrooms.

D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for
R-1 Single Family Residential Zone B.2.f.
E. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
F.

Area Regulations:
1.
Lot Size.
a. Minimum lot area of 5,000 square feet and a minimum lot width of 50 feet.
2.
Setback.
a. There shall be a front yard setback of not less than 15 feet except driveways shall be
not less than 20 feet long.
b. On a corner lot, the side yard setback adjacent to the side of the street shall be as
follows:
(1) If the rear yard abuts the front yard of a residential zoned lot, not less than 15
feet.
(2) In no case shall it be less than 10 feet.
c. Side yard setbacks which are interior, i.e., measured from side lot lines which are not
adjacent to streets, shall be not less than five feet on each side.
d. There shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 15 feet for the primary dwelling
unit.
e. There shall be no less than 10 feet between dwelling units.
3.
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Off-Street Parking.
a. Off-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance
with the following exceptions:
(1) Maximum front yard setback area that can be an improved parking and maneuvering area: 60%, but no more than 30 feet wide or the width of the front of the
garage, whichever is wider.
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(2) Parking on any portion of a front yard setback area, other than the improved
parking and maneuvering areas, is prohibited.
2) PC-S-MDR MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE

A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the Low Density Residential Zone, in addition to the following uses:
a. Apartments
b. Multiple single family detached dwellings on one lot.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in the PC-S-LDR Zone.
2.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 10 for R-2 Apartment Zone B.2
Permissive uses with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited uses.
3.
Secondary Dwelling Units as Regulated in the PC-S-LDR zone.
C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses conditional in the PC-S-LDR Zone.
D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for
R-1 Single Family Residential Zone B.2.f.
E. Height. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height with a maximum height of 50 feet, any portion of
a structure which exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane,
but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same
boundaries or centerline when adjacent to Low Density Residential zones.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
F.

Area Regulations:
1.
Lot Size.
a. For a townhouse, minimum lot area shall be 2,200 square feet per dwelling unit;
minimum lot width shall be 22 feet per dwelling unit.
b. For a house, minimum lot area shall be 3,600 square feet per dwelling unit; minimum
lot width shall be 36 feet.
2.

Setback.
a. There shall be a front yard setback of not less than 15 feet except driveways shall be
not less than 20 feet long.
b. On a corner lot, the side yard setback adjacent to the side of the street shall be as
follows:
(1) In no case shall it be less than 10 feet.
c. Side yard setbacks which are interior, i.e., measured from side lot lines which are not
adjacent to streets, shall be either:
(1) Not less than five feet on each side.
(2) There shall be no required side yard setback for Townhouses.
d. There shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 15 feet for the primary dwelling
unit.
e. There shall be no less than 10 feet between dwelling units.
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3.

4.

Off-Street Parking.
a. Off-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance
with the following exceptions:
(1) Maximum front yard setback area that can be an improved parking and maneuvering area: 85%, but no more than 22 feet wide or the width of the front of the
garage, whichever is wider.
(2) Parking on any portion of a front yard setback area, other than the improved
parking and maneuvering areas, is prohibited.
Usable Open Space.
a. Usable open space shall be provided on-site at 550 square feet per townhouse
dwelling unit and 360 square feet per townhouse dwelling unit on a lot with vehicle
access only to the rear yard from an alley.

3) PC-S-HDR HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE
This zone provides suitable sites for the highest density housing including apartments outside of Urban
Centers. It is most appropriately mapped adjacent to commercial, office, or employment centers, where
primary access to a major street is available.
A. Prohibited Uses:
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-MDR Zone.
1.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
Uses permissive in the PC-S-MDR Zone, provided there are not over 30 dwelling units per
net acre, unless the property is located on a collector or arterial where the density may
increase to not over 50 du/acre.
2.
Apartments and uses incidental to an apartment such as day care center, news, cigar,
or candy stand, delicatessen, personal-service shop and the like, are permitted with an
apartment development.
3.
Senior Housing Project as defined and regulated in Section 3.2 Special Use Permit Regulations. Any uses auxiliary to and related to the running of a senior housing project.
C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses conditional in the PC-S-MDR Zone.
D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for
R-1 Single Family Residential Zone B.2.f.
E. Height. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height with a maximum height of 78 feet, any portion of
a structure which exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane,
but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same
boundaries or centerline when adjacent to Low and Medium Density Residential zones.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
F.
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Area Regulations:
1.
Lot Size.
a. Minimum lot width and depth shall be 150 feet for apartments.
b. For all other development, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone for lot size requirements.
2.

Setback. Refer to PC-S-MDR Zone for setback requirements.
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3.

4.

Off-Street Parking.
a. Off-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance
with the following exceptions:
(1) For Apartments, each dwelling unit, one space per bath but not less than one
and one-forth spaces.
(2) For Townhomes, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone.
Usable Open Space.
a. For Apartments, usable open space shall be provided on-site in an amount equal
to 200 square feet for each efficiency or one-bedroom dwelling unit, 250 square
feet for each two-bedroom dwelling unit and 300 square feet for each dwelling unit
containing three or more bedrooms.
b. For Townhomes, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone.

4) PC-S-O OFFICE ZONE
The purpose of this zone is to provide sites suitable for office, business, service and institutional uses.
Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building or premises shall be maintained on site:
A. Prohibited Uses:
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of the O-1 Office and
1.
Institutional Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses with the exception of residential uses as regulated
in the PC-S-HDR zone.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of the O-1 Office and
Institutional Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the exception of the following:
a. Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR zone, provided that it has a minimum
density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre.
2.
Public and Private Parks.
3.
Recreational facility (non-profit), such as community center, swimming pool, tennis club.
Senior Housing (independent or assisted living).
4.
C. Conditional Uses:
The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Administration Section of the Bernalillo County
Zoning Ordinance with additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the
adjoining property, neighborhood and community.
1.

All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of the O-1 Office and
Institutional Zone B.3 Conditional Uses with the exception of residential uses as regulated
in the PC-S-HDR zone.

D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14
for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).

7.A.d
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E. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 50 feet in height with a maximum height of 78 feet, any portion of
a structure which exceeds 50 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane,
but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same
boundaries or centerline when adjacent to Low and Medium Density Residential zones.
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F.

For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.

Area Regulations:
1.
For residential, refer to PC-S-HDR Zone.
2.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
3.
Side Yard. A side yard is required only on the side of a lot abutting a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR
Zone, in which case there shall be a side yard of not less than six feet.
4.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of not less than 15 feet.
5.
Off-Street Parking Spaces, Loading and Unloading Spaces. Off-street parking spaces and
loading and unloading spaces shall be provided in accordance with the requirements for
specific uses set forth in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

5) PC-S-C COMMERCIAL ZONE
The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this
section, are the regulations in the C-1: Neighborhood Commercial Zone. The purpose of this zone is to
provide suitable sites for office, service, institutional, civic, education, recreation and limited commercial
uses to satisfy the day-to-day needs of nearby residential areas and to minimize any adverse effect on
nearby residential development for those commercial properties located outside of a village center.
Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building or premises shall be maintained on site.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood
Commercial Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses with the exception of residential uses as regulated
in the PC-S-HDR zone.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Code Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood
Commercial Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the exception of the following:
a. Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR zone, provided that it has a minimum
density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre.
2.
Farmers Market, provided the event is issued a Special Event’s permit by Bernalillo County.
3.
Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers are permitted to operate on private non-residential property,
provided:
a. Any associated tables, chairs, displays, umbrellas, or the like, must not physically
occupy or obstruct access to any parking stalls necessary to meet the minimum
parking requirements for the on premise land uses (if any), except that this
requirement does not apply if the mobile food unit is operating outside of the hours
of operation of the on premise uses.
b. Any associated tables, chairs, displays, umbrellas, or the like, must not obstruct any
designated ingress or egress from the property, or any designated drive-aisle.
c. Has written permission from the property owner for use of the site, a copy of which
shall be kept and maintained in the mobile food unit and made available for review
by any County inspector at all times during operation of the mobile food unit at the
site.
d. Operator must provide receptacles for disposal of all food truck generated refuse.
e. Are permitted to operate on private developed residential property in conjunction
with a Special Event Permit, provided:
(1) The Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers has written permission from the property
owner for use of the site, a copy of which shall be kept and maintained in the
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6.

Mobile Food Unit and made available for review by any City inspector at all
times during the operation of the Mobile Food Unit at the site.
(2) Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers may not operate on the same residential property
more than 12 days per year.
f. The Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers operator must provide receptacles for disposal of all
food truck generated refuse.
Mixed use development both horizontal or vertical with residential and non-residential
uses combined in the same building or buildings. The non-residential uses are limited to
those allowed as permissive or conditional in the PC-S-VC Zone, plus incidental activities
such as the creation of arts and craft items for resale or similar activities.

C. Conditional Uses:
The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Administration Section of the Bernalillo County
Zoning Ordinance with additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the
adjoining property, neighborhood and the community.
1.

All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood
Commercial Zone B.3 Commercial Uses with the exception of residential uses as regulated
in the PC-S-HDR zone.

D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14
for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
E. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height, any portion of a structure which exceeds 26 feet
may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other
direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or centerline when
adjacent to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR zones.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
F.

Area Regulations:
1.
For residential, refer to PC-S-HDR Zone.
2.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 5 feet.
3.
Side Yard. No side yard is required except for buildings or parts of buildings hereafter
erected or structurally altered for residential use, in which case, the side yard regulations
of the PC-S-LDR zone shall apply. In all other cases, a side yard is required only on the side
of a lot abutting an PC-S-LDR, PC-S-MDR, PC-S-HDR Zones, in which case there shall be a
side yard of not less than six feet.
4.
Rear Yard. Except as hereinafter provided in the Supplementary Height and Area Regulations Section of this ordinance, there shall be a rear yard having a depth of not less than
15 feet.
5.
Off-Street Parking Spaces, Loading and Unloading Spaces. Off-street parking spaces and
loading and unloading spaces shall be provided in accordance with requirements for
specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and Unloading Regulations Section
of Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

7.A.d

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

CHAPTER 3: ZONING

33
Packet Pg. 4467

7.A.d

SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

6) PC-S-VC VILLAGE CENTER ZONE

A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-C Zone, in addition to the following uses:
a. Automobile, motorcycle, bicycle, motorized bicycle (moped), all terrain vehicle and
small engine repairing, including emissions testing and body work.
b. Hospital for animals, and kennel, provided it is in a completely enclosed building
c. Hospitals for human beings or sanatorium nursing home, provided traffic and
ambulance noise will not have an adverse effect on residences in the neighborhood
d. Mortuary
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in PC-S-C Zone with the exception of those listed in Prohibited Uses.
2.
Gas Station, including the sale of liquefied petroleum gas for consumption but not for
resale.
C. Conditional Uses:
The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
1.

All uses conditional in PC-S-C Zone with the exception of those listed in Prohibited Uses.

D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15
for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9).
E. Height. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 50 feet in height, any portion of a structure which exceeds 50 feet
may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other
direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or centerline when
adjacent to PC-S-LDR zones.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
7) PC-S-UC URBAN CENTER ZONE
The Level B Plan includes the eastern half of the Urban Center as identified in the Level A Master Plan. The
Urban Center is a dynamic, high-density core where office, recreation, commercial, civic, educational, multifamily residential, retail and entertainment uses come together and serves as a destination for residents to
“live, work, shop and play”. The eastern portion of the Urban Center is anticipated to have an education focus.
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At this time, the Level B Plan includes portions of three of the Residential Villages identified in the Level A
Master Plan. As an important component of the Residential Villages, small neighborhood commercial and public
facilities are needed. These neighborhood services are located within Residential Village Centers. At this time,
this Level B Plan defines the specific land uses allowable within the Residential Village Centers. These uses are
consistent with the Site Characteristic section of the PC zone that proposed more intense land uses along the
major roadway corridors and at major intersections.

A. Prohibited Uses:
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
1.
Commercial Zone B.1 in addition to the following uses.
2.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-HDR Zone.
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3.

4.
5.

6.

Automobile, truck, trailer, recreational vehicle, motorcycle and all-terrain vehicle sales,
provided that any such area be surfaced with higher-type paving and a solid wall or fence
six feet high shall be maintained along any side of such are abutting or contiguous to any
residential zone.
Auto, trailer, recreational vehicle, motorcycle and all-terrain vehicle and truck rental,
service, or storage, provided the lot is graded and surfaced.
Lumberyard and building material sales (retail) provided all storage is within a building or
enclosed by a six-foot solid wall or fence on all sides and provided further that products,
items or materials stored on the site are not stacked to a height above the height of the
required wall or fence.
Rental or sale of household, yard and garden equipment, provided all storage is contained
within an enclosed building or enclosed by a six-foot high solid wall or fence on all sides
abutting residential property.

B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.2. with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited uses and
the addition of:
a. Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR zone, provided that it has a minimum
density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre, unless the property is
located on an arterial where the density may increase to not over 50 du/acre.
C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.3.
D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14
for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
E. Height. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 78 feet in height, any portion of a structure which exceeds 78 feet
may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other
direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or centerline when
adjacent toPC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR zones.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
F.

Area Regulations. See Commercial Zone for Area Regulations

8) PC-S-TC TOWN CENTER ZONE
The Town Center has excellent access off Interstate 40 and is anticipated to facilitate large retail facilities, entertainment, hotels, office, auto sales, lodging, hospitals, office, mixed-use and high density residential.
The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this
section, are the regulations in the Town Center Commercial Zone. The purpose of this zone is to provide
for commercial uses and to regulate such uses in such a manner as to provide for appropriate community
commercial uses.

7.A.d
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Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building and premises shall be maintained on site.
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B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.2. with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited uses and
the addition of:
2.
Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone, provided there are not over 20
dwelling units per net acre, unless the property is located on a collector or arterial where
the density may increase to not over 50 du/acre.
3.
Large Retail Store or Distribution Facility as regulated in Section 3.2 Special Use Permit
Regulations.
C. Conditional Uses.
1.
All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.3.
D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14
for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9) in addition to the following:
2.
Electronic display/board/panels.
The additional provisions of this section apply to all signs allowed in a residential zone or
within 40 feet of a residential zone. In the case of a nonresidential zone within 40 feet of
a residential zone, the more restrictive of these regulations or the regular sign regulations
in the nonresidential zone shall apply.
a. No portion of an illuminated sign shall have a luminance greater than 200 foot
lamberts at night.
b. Electronic signs shall not exceed an illumination level of 0.3 foot candles above
ambient light as measured using a foot candle meter at a preset distance depending
on sign area, measured as follows:
Area of Sign Sq. Ft.

Measurement Distance

10

32

15

39

20

45

25

50

30

55

35

59

40

63

45

67

50

71

55

74

60

77

65

81

70

84

75

87
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A. Prohibited Uses.
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.1 in addition to the following uses.
2.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-HDR Zone.
3.
Low Density Residential.
4.
Medium Density Residential.
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c.
d.

e.
f.

g.
h.

i.
j.

80

89

85

92

90

95

95

97

100

100

No signs shall be erected or maintained on a house, townhouse, mobile home used
as a residence, or vacant land.
For signs with an area in square feet other than those specifically listed in the above
table the measurement distance may be calculated with the following formula:
Measurement Distance = The Square Root of the following: The Area of Sign Sq. Ft.
x 100.
Electronic signs shall include a photo cell to control brightness. Any previously
permitted electronic sign shall be turned off from sunset to sunrise until the sign is
brought into compliance for brightness.
No electronic sign shall move, flash, or rotate, or change its message or picture at a
rate more often than once each eight seconds, with the exception of wind devices,
the motion of which is not restricted. No sign or part of a sign shall change its illumination more than once an hour.
No sign shall include motion of the message or image. Transition between messages
or images on an electronic sign shall not exceed one second and shall not include
any visual effects.
No more than one sign per premises shall be illuminated, apart from the general
illumination of the premises, between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.; provided however
that this provision shall not apply to signs that only display gasoline prices at establishments for retail sales of gasoline, oil, and liquefied petroleum.
Illuminated signs with a 360 degree display are prohibited.
If a premise meets the requirements for a free standing electronic sign, with at least
100 feet of street frontage, then the premise is prohibited from having an electronic
sign that is a wall sign or canopy sign. If a premise does not meet the requirements
for a free standing sign, that premise shall be permitted one electronic sign that can
be a wall sign or canopy sign.

E. Height Regulations Non-residential. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 100 feet in height, any portion of a structure which exceeds 100
feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other
direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or centerline when
adjacent to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR zones.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
F.

Area Regulations:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard setback having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
Side Yard. No side yard setback is required.
2.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard setback having a depth of not less than 15 feet.
4.
Off-Street Parking Spaces, Loading and Unloading Spaces. Off-street parking spaces and
loading and unloading spaces shall be provided in accordance with requirements for
specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and Unloading Regulations Section
of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

7.A.d
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G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
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9) PC-S-BP BUSINESS PARK ZONE

The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this
section are the regulations in the Business Park Zone. The purpose of this zone is primarily for community
commercial uses, light manufacturing, light fabricating, warehousing and wholesale distribution, general
office and business uses, research and development and educational uses, with off-street loading and
off-street parking for employees, with ready access to arterial roadways and highways. The regulations in
this zone provide for the health, safety and welfare of the residents.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15.5 of the C-LI
Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses.
B. Permissive Uses:
A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily incidental to
the building or premises shall be maintained on site.
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15.5 of the C-LI
Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.2 Permissive Uses.
2.
Manufacturing, assembling, treating, repairing, or rebuilding articles except those conditional or otherwise limited in this zone and the M-1 zone or specifically listed as permissive
or conditional in the M-2 zone, provided manufacturing is conducted within a completely
enclosed building.
C. Conditional Uses:
The following uses may be permitted, if approved by the Zoning Administrator, in accordance with
the procedures and under the conditions set out in the Administration Section of this ordinance with
additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the adjoining property,
neighborhood and community.
1.

All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15.5 of the C-LI
Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.3 Conditional Uses.

D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15
for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9) in addition to the following:
2.
Electronic display/board/panels.
The additional provisions of this section apply to all signs allowed in a residential zone or
within 40 feet of a residential zone. In the case of a nonresidential zone within 40 feet of
a residential zone, the more restrictive of these regulations or the regular sign regulations
in the nonresidential zone shall apply.
a. No portion of an illuminated sign shall have a luminance greater than 200 foot
lamberts at night.
b. Electronic signs shall not exceed an illumination level of 0.3 foot candles above
ambient light as measured using a foot candle meter at a preset distance depending
on sign area, measured as follows:
Area of Sign Sq. Ft.

Measurement Distance

10

32

15

39
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The Level B Plan includes the eastern portion of the Business Park as identified in the Level A Master Plan. It
is envisioned to house large job generators such as emerging technologies, research and development, light
manufacturing, educational campuses and/or healthcare industries.
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c.
d.

e.
f.

g.
h.

i.
j.

20

45

25

50

30

55

35

59

40

63

45

67

50

71

55

74

60

77

65

81

70

84

75

87

80

89

85

92

90

95

95

97

100

100

No signs shall be erected or maintained on a house, townhouse, mobile home used
as a residence, or vacant land.
For signs with an area in square feet other than those specifically listed in the above
table the measurement distance may be calculated with the following formula:
Measurement Distance = The Square Root of the following: The Area of Sign Sq. Ft.
x 100.
Electronic signs shall include a photo cell to control brightness. Any previously
permitted electronic sign shall be turned off from sunset to sunrise until the sign is
brought into compliance for brightness.
No electronic sign shall move, flash, or rotate, or change its message or picture at a
rate more often than once each eight seconds, with the exception of wind devices,
the motion of which is not restricted. No sign or part of a sign shall change its illumination more than once an hour.
No sign shall include motion of the message or image. Transition between messages
or images on an electronic sign shall not exceed one second and shall not include
any visual effects.
No more than one sign per premises shall be illuminated, apart from the general
illumination of the premises, between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.; provided however
that this provision shall not apply to signs that only display gasoline prices at establishments for retail sales of gasoline, oil, and liquefied petroleum.
Illuminated signs with a 360 degree display are prohibited.
If a premise meets the requirements for a free standing electronic sign, with at least
100 feet of street frontage, then the premise is prohibited from having an electronic
sign that is a wall sign or canopy sign. If a premise does not meet the requirements
for a free standing sign, that premise shall be permitted one electronic sign that can
be a wall sign or canopy sign.

7.A.d
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E. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 100 feet in height, any portion of a structure which exceeds 100
feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other
direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or centerline when
adjacent to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR zones.
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2.

Area Regulations:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard setback having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
2.
Side Yard. None required except on the side of a lot abutting a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR
Zone, in which case there shall be a side yard setback of not less than five feet in width.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard setback of 15 feet.

G. Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces: Off-street parking spaces and loading and
unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the
Off-Street Parking, Loading and Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
10) PC-S-IP INDUSTRIAL & BUSINESS PARK ZONE
The Industrial and Business Park is ideally situated to provide sites for large industrial users, power generating
and heavy industrial users not suitable for smaller business park or in close proximity to the residential neighborhoods. The northern portion of this area is included in the Level B Plan.
At this time, the purpose of this zone is primarily for light manufacturing, light fabricating, warehousing
and wholesale distribution with off-street loading and off-street parking for employees and with access to
arterial highways or railroads.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-BP Zone.
2.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B. 1 Prohibited Uses.
B. Permissive Uses:
A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily incidental to
the building or premises shall be maintained on site:
1.
All permissive uses listed and as regulated in the PC-S-BP Zone with the exception of those
listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B.2 Permissive Uses.
C. Conditional Uses.
1.
All conditional uses listed and as regulated in the PC-S-BP Zone with the exception of those
listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B.3 Conditional Uses.
D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 17
for M-2 Heavy Manufacturing Zone.
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F.

For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.

E. Height Regulations: See Section 3.2 Definitions above for how to measure height.
1.
Structures may exceed 150 feet in height, any portion of a structure which exceeds 150
feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other
direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or centerline when
adjacent to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR zones.
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F.

For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section
22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.

Area Regulations:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 20 feet.
2.
Side Yard. None required except on the side of a lot abutting a Low or Medium Density
Residential Zone, in which case there shall be a side yard of not less than five feet in width.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of 15 feet.
4.
Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces. Off-street parking spaces and
loading and unloading spaces shall be provided in accordance with requirements for
specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and Unloading Regulation Section
of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

11) PC-S-MPOS Major Public Open Space Zone
The purpose of the MPOS Zone is to protect the major public open space land on which development is indefinitely set aside. Preserving the Santolina Master Plan area’s natural landscape and its character is contingent on
assuring the intent of this zone is executed. This zone should be used for recreation and natural areas only. The
Bernalillo County Zoning Administrator, Parks and Recreation and Public Works Departments shall review and
approve all developments that occur within the MPOS zone.
A. Permissive uses.
1.
Passive recreation
2.
Kiosks and trail signage
a. Size. Kiosks and signage shall be a maximum of 6 feet tall, 8 square feet of sign face
area.
b. Frequency. One per ¼ mile radius maximum.
c. Illumination. Allowed to be illuminated so long as the sign or kiosk is a minimum 25
foot distance from residential zoned property and only the lettering on the sign is
illuminated.
d. Free-standing signs shall not contain any external bracing, angle-iron supports, guy
wires or similar devices.
e. No signage is allowed that uses moving parts, makes audible sounds, or has blinking
or flashing lights.
f. Off-premise signs. Signs with reader boards and electronic signs are prohibited.
g. Signs shall not overhang into the public right-of-way or extend above any structure
roof line.
3.
Trails (soft and hard surfaced)
a. Wherever possible, trails shall be designed for multi-use and accommodate pedestrians, runners and bicyclists, except, where due to soil conditions and erosion
potential, multi-use trails are not allowed.
b. Connections shall be made from individual neighborhoods to the community trail
system via trails and/or sidewalks as determined in the subdivision phase.
c. Trails shall use Barrier-Free Design to accommodate physically challenged individuals
as trail users, where feasible.
d. All private trails shall be concrete, asphalt, or stabilized crusher fines and have a
minimum width of 8 feet.
e. Pedestrian crossings shall be clearly demarcated with colored, textured paving
where crossing vehicular entrances and streets.
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B. Area Regulations
1.
The edge treatment adjacent to the Major Open Space is intended to minimize the development impact to the escarpment and to preserve public and private views into the
escarpment from above.
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a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

f.

Residential lots shall not abut more than 30% of the sensitive area boundary.
The typical sensitive area road section will include a 10-foot meandering trail within
a landscaped area adjacent to the MOS and a single-loaded paved roadway.
The MOS shall be designed to connect with adjacent public or private open space
and to be visually integrated with the open space system.
No grade change is allowed within the sensitive area other than that which is
required for roads, trails and other utilities.
Lighting. Applicable to adjacent single-loaded streets and adjacent residential
development.
(1) Height of luminaries shall not exceed 20’0”.
(2) Light fixtures shall throw light downward and have baffles, hoods or diffusers
so that any light point source is not directly visible from a distance greater than
1000 feet.
Landscaping. Native vegetation adjacent to the open space is required.
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The Santolina Level B Plan recognizes the importance of creating design standards that promote and foster a
sense of cohesiveness within the community while remaining consistent with affordable housing efforts in the
County. The purpose of these design standards is to provide a flexible framework for community design with
specific objectives that encourage innovative and creative solutions, rather than setting a rigid set of requirements that all site development plans must adhere to. These standards are meant to enhance the community
not to replace zoning regulations. The desired character of design features common to the community such as
grading, landscape, signage, lighting, and walls are expressed in these standards.
The design standards listed below have been established to set standards for development of community
systems and private land uses within the Plan Area.
A.

Site Design

A primary focus in site design will be the creation of a community that is pedestrian oriented. Site development
plans shall include complete streets for cars, pedestrians, and bikes; circulation diagrams that illustrate pedestrian circulation within the site; pedestrian connections from adjacent sites; multi-modal opportunities to
reduce auto trips, and coordination with vehicular circulation systems with the intent of minimizing potential
conflicts.
The relationship of building to street contributes to how the environment is perceived and experienced and is
also an important design issue to consider in site planning for all types of land uses.
1) Commercial and Industrial
All buildings shall be oriented to enhance pedestrian movement and have a presence along the public rightof-way. In cases where the development creates an interior pedestrian plaza the building’s should have access
points and outdoor seating where appropriate. At least one continuous pedestrian walkway shall be provided
between the sidewalk adjacent to the roadway and building entry. Providing enhanced paving treatments
connecting parking areas to main building entries is encouraged for visually denoting crosswalks to approaching
vehicles.

Enhanced paving treatments connecting parking to main entries.
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3.5 SANTOLINA LEVEL B DESIGN STANDARDS

A. With the exception of shopping centers, the use of the front yard area for primary off-street parking is
discouraged. Locating primary parking, service, storage, and loading area to the rear or side of buildings
is encouraged. If located in the front yard area, parking shall be screened from view with landscaping
and/or walls, at least three feet in height, and. Walls shall be designed to be compatible with the building’s architectural style, color, and materials.
B. Structures should be clustered whenever possible. Clustering of structures creates pedestrian plazas
and other types of “outdoor rooms” that are particularly well-suited to New Mexico’s temperate climate.
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Structures clustered to form outdoor rooms or plazas.
C. Entries to the site from major arterials should be located on side streets in order to minimize pedestrian/vehicular conflicts. Whenever possible, shared entries to commercial businesses are encouraged.
The number of vehicular access points to parking lots should be limited to the minimum necessary to
provide adequate circulation.
D. Expansive areas of asphalt or concrete paving in parking lots should be avoided. In large developments,
dividing the parking into a series of smaller connected lots is preferred over one expansive parking lot.
Additionally, strategic landscaping every ten spaces can provide shade as visual seperation.
E. No refuse storage/collection areas will be allowed to be sited between any street or building front.
Refuse collection areas shall be enclosed within a six (6) foot tall masonry enclosure which is large
enough to contain all refuse generated between collections. The design of the enclosure shall be
compatible with the architectural theme of the site.
F. Buffers shall be provided where industrial uses are adjacent to non-industrial uses. Buffering techniques
using a combination of setbacks, landscaping, walls, and grade changes will help mitigate the negative
impact of industrial operations. Plant materials used for buffering should be predominantly evergreen
species.
G. Large commercial parking fields may be shared (with a private agreement) with other users such as
government uses, churches, etc.
2) Urban Center
The design standards for the Urban Center includes the commercial design guidelines in the preceding section
and the guidelines detailed below.
The Urban Center will be the heart of the Santolina community. The most positive aspects of the development
will be focused into this centralized area. Mixed use housing shall be encouraged in the Urban Center. Residents
living in the Urban Center will not need to travel far to satisfy many of their basic needs. Civic services including
a library, post office, schools, churches, synagogue, and meeting hall should be located in the Urban Center.
Medical facilities including an urgent care center, grocery stores, financial institutions, and daycare centers
should be located close by. Restaurants, theaters, and a small outdoor amphitheater will offer evening entertainment to the residents and other visitors.
A. Power centers and standalone retail boxes shall be discouraged in the Urban Center. These uses are
more appropriate in Town Center.
B. Drive-thru services shall be discouraged in the Urban Center.
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These “outdoor rooms” should provide pedestrian amenities such as shade, benches, restaurant
seating/patios, fountains, bike racks, trash receptacles, etc.
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C.
Lighting
One of the attributes of the West Side most appreciated by residents is its “dark sky”. The objective of the
lighting guidelines therefore is to preserve the “dark sky” while providing lighting that enhances the safety,
security, and visual aesthetics of the area. Careful attention to lighting detail will contribute to the sense of a
cohesive community image. Lighting design and features will differ according to the land use. In all cases, light
fixtures and standards shall conform to state and local safety illumination standards.

A. Lighting should be located to enhance the safety of pedestrian and vehicular flows at key points along
roadways. Light shall be concentrated at intersections and pedestrian crosswalks. The maximum height
of street light fixtures shall be thirty (30) feet, unless otherwise required by the County, NMDOT, and/
or Engineer.
B. Excessive light spillage on adjacent properties shall not be allowed. Light fixtures shall be recessed or
shielded.
C. Cobra head fixtures shall not be used for street lighting. Metal halide, LED, or low-pressure sodium
lights are recommended.

Street lights should be designed for vehicular and pedestrian safety while preventing excessive light spillage onto
adjacent properties.
2) Parking Lot and Building Exterior Lighting
Lighting shall be used to provide illumination for the security and safety of on-site areas such as parking,
loading, service, and pathways. Providing attractive lighting for building exteriors is an effective, yet subtle way
to enhance the design of the structure.
A. The design of the lighting fixtures should be compatible with the architectural features of the main
structures on-site.
B. Lighting fixtures shall be recessed or shielded to prevent light spread outside of the site boundary. The
maximum height of parking lot lights in industrial areas shall be 30 feet and in other areas shall be 20
feet
C. Building entrances shall be well lighted.
3) Pedestrian Lighting
Lighting should be pedestrian oriented in districts with high pedestrian movement, such as the Plaza area.
Bollard or wall pocket lighting is encouraged along Plaza sidewalks and other public areas.
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1) Street Lighting

A. Pedestrian lighting shall not exceed fifteen (15) feet in height.
B. Bollard material and design shall be compatible with the adjacent buildings. Bollards shall be no greater
than three (3) feet in height. Shatter-proof coverings should be provided for bollards and other types
of low-level lighting.
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D.
Landscape
The key to creating a truly liveable and high quality environment will be the development of an overall landscape
master plan. The environmental, as well as aesthetic, value of landscaping in an arid region cannot be overestimated. Landscaping shall be used to frame views, as a buffer from noise or undesirable views, to break up large
expanses of parking, to provide wind protection, shade, and relief from the heat and glare generated by development, to control soil erosion, and enhance pedestrian and vehicular traffic and safety.
This section provides design standards guiding environmentally smart landscaping principles, standards, and
plant pallet. Recognizing the increased public awareness of water conservation, this Plan promotes the use
of native and naturalized plant species that perform well in an arid environment. Major arterials shall be
landscaped with native species and will serve as a demonstration project to the rest of the community. Plan
standards address the need for water conservation in outdoor landscaping with a focus on meeting the 135
gallons per person per day (GPCD) 2024 ABCWUA Water Conservation Plan goal. A Plant Palette and xeriscape
principals of design are included in the appendices.
Special attention shall be given to landscaping the major entries to the Santolina Community. Plant materials
should be used to highlight these key areas with the intent of reinforcing the community image. Where this
section and Bernalillo County Code of Ordinances differ, the Code of Ordinances shall prevail.
A. Site development plans for commercial, industrial, office, and multi-family areas shall include a
landscape plan that comprises twenty percent (20%) of the net site area.
B. Minimize impervious and paved area on each site, especially in surface parking areas and low density
residential zones to increase opportunities for infiltration and reduce water runoff flow.

Examples of water harvesting techniques in parking areas and street design.
C.
D.
E.
F.

Use shared driveways whenever possible to decrease impervious areas.
Street design shall maximize water harvesting within the adjacent landscaping.
Use driveway and parking materials which reduce runoff such as pervious pavers or gravel.
Carefully locate impervious areas and roof drains so that they drain to natural systems, vegetated
buffers, natural resource areas, or pervious zones and soils.
G. Proposed landscape plans shall have limited to no turf area. Turf shall be generally located in high
pedestrian use areas. It shall not be planted on slopes greater than 3:1. Turf shall not be allowed in any
street medians within the Plan Area.
H. If turf is to be used in non-pedestrian areas, it shall be one or a combination of the drought tolerant
grass species.
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C. Lighting may be used to accent certain landscape features. This type of lighting should be of a low-level
intensity and only illuminate the intended landscape feature.
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I.
J.
K.
L.
M.
N.

O.

EPA WaterSense program labeled products will be considered for indoor and outdoor use.
Install water meters for each housing unit in a multi-family housing development using ABCWUA
incentive program rather than master meters in such developments.
Additional Santolina area specific LID practices can be found in Chapter 5, Section 5.7 Terrain
Management Plan.
For additional landscape and buffering regulations see Bernalillo County Code of Ordinances Appendix
A Section 19.
For additional water conservation requirements see Bernalillo County Code of Ordinances Article VII:
Water Conservation Requirements with special attention to Section 30-249 Design and Construction
Regulations for New Development.
In locations where residential lots do not face the street, street trees shall be provided along public
rights-of-way with either even spacing or in random clusters. The spacing of evenly spaced street trees
shall be no greater than the diameter of the street tree canopy at full maturity (i.e, smaller trees require
closer spacing than larger trees). Where street trees are randomly clustered, the number of street trees
shall be equal to or exceed the number required if trees were evenly spaced; however, gaps between
randomly spaced street trees that exceed 50 feet are prohibited.
Within residential subdivisions, street trees shall be provided at a rate of one tree per residential lot.
Street trees shall be planted within 12 feet of the curb.

E.
Streetscapes
Streetscape design is another key factor in determining neighborhood quality and liveability. Providing streetscape amenities such as landscaping and street trees, benches, bus shelters, bike racks, and trash receptacles
will help create an attractive community for residents and visitors. Ideally, Bernalillo County and/or COA is the
entity to maintain the streetscape and its assorted amenities. This will be handled on a case-by-case basis.
1) Streetscape
A. Streets that are unduly wide serve as a barrier for pedestrian movement. Tapered intersections may be
used as a technique to slow traffic as well as decrease the distance a pedestrian must cross to get from
one side of the street to the other. In addition to increasing safety, this technique provides an opportunity for locating a cluster of street trees, benches, and other pedestrian amenities.
B. Generally, sidewalks on residential streets shall be a minimum of five (5) feet wide. Sidewalks along
arterials or adjacent to solid walls shall be a minimum of six (6) feet wide.
C. A minimum landscaped area of six (6) feet between the back of curb and the sidewalk shall be provided
along all major arterials. The required landscaped area width may vary only where meandering sidewalks
are planned.
D. Benches shall be provided along certain designated public rights-of-way in the Urban Center to
encourage pedestrian activity. They shall be amply shaded with trees and/or trellising. Metal mesh or
wrought iron are the recommended construction materials for benches because they discourage graffiti
vandals.
E. One (1) street tree shall be planted for every thirty (30) linear feet along public right-of-ways. Street
trees may be planted either in random clusters or uniformly placed along the street edge. Gaps between
street trees that exceed fifty (50) feet are discouraged.
F. As development of the Santolina Community progresses, an attempt should be made to coordinate
new street trees with existing street trees.
G. The use of bicycles as an alternative mode of commuter transportation is promoted. Striped bicycle
lanes, six (6) feet wide , should be provided on all minor arterials and collector streets.

7.A.d
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2) Parking Lots
A. Parking lots shall be screened from view by providing a landscape strip between parking lots and
public rights-of-way. The landscape strip provided shall be at least ten (10) feet in width. For large scale
commercial development, the landscape strip may be required to be up to fifteen (15) feet wide with
six (6) foot sidewalks. In cases requiring a wall, landscaping shall be located adjacent to the right-of-way.
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B. Screening material shall be one or a combination of plant materials, walls, or earthen berming and shall
be a minimum of three (3) feet in height.
C. Where practical, lowering the grade of the parking lot from the existing street elevation may aid in
screening views of automobiles while enhancing the view of architectural elements of the structures
beyond.
D. landscaped island shall be provided for every ten (10) parking spaces. Six (6) feet is the recommended
minimum width to provide adequate planting space for trees and shrubs or parking lot lighting.
E. One shade tree shall be provided for every ten (10) parking spaces, with no space being more than one
hundred (100) feet from a tree.
F. Seventy-five percent (75%) of the required parking lot trees shall be deciduous and have a minimum
mature height and canopy of twenty-five (25) feet.
G. For additional parking requirements such as number of spaces see Bernalillo County Code of Ordinances
Section 82-53.
3) Sidewalks, Trails, and Pedestrian Crossings
Sidewalks and trails are intended to lessen the need for vehicular use and provide connectivity to create a
pedestrian-oriented community. Individual development phases should ensure off-road pedestrian and bicycle
access to the various park facilities as applicable.
A. All sidewalks and ramps within public rights-of-way shall meet County standards and be designed to
be handicapped accessible (see Americans with Disabilities Act Criteria for Barrier-Free Design), except
where topography makes this unfeasible.
B. Sidewalks on local residential streets shall be a minimum of 5 feet in width. Sidewalks along collectors
or major local streets shall be a minimum of 6 feet in width. Where sidewalks are planned on one side
only of the collector or major local street, that sidewalk shall be a minimum of 8 feet in width.
C. Trails shall be designed for multi-use and accommodate pedestrians, runners, and bicyclists, except the
perimeter trail shall prohibit bicycles due to soil conditions and erosion potential. Connections shall be
made from individual neighborhoods to the community trail system via trails and/or sidewalks as determined in the subdivision phase.
D. Trails shall use Barrier-Free Design to accommodate physically challenged individuals as trail users,
where feasible.
E. All private trails shall be concrete, asphalt, or stabilized crusher fines and have a minimum width of 8
feet.
F. Pedestrian crossings shall be clearly demarcated with colored, textured paving where they cross
vehicular entrances and streets.
F.
Building Massing and Design Elements
The goal of the design elements are not to limit design creativity, but to provide the framework for high quality
design. While architectural style is not restricted, certain common elements should be complementary to
and enhance the community image. Generic franchise design shall be discouraged. Building design shall be
contextual to land forms, adjacent buildings and the overall design standards of the master plan.
1) Building Materials and Colors
A. The use of similar roof materials and colors aids continuity. Compatibility in roof design with adjacent
buildings is encouraged.
B. Metal may be used as a roofing material for commercial and residential structures. Metal roof shall be
corrugated or standing seam and non-reflective. Roof colors shall be in shades of red, green, or silver.
C. Exterior building materials shall be predominantly contextual in nature. Stucco (or similar material such
as dryvit), natural stone, or split face CMU of earth tone colors should be required for sixty-five percent
(65%) of the building surfaces. Wood, stone, or brick may be used to accent architectural features.
Glass will not be considered a finishing material for the purpose of these design guidelines.
D. Exterior colors shall predominantly be in warm desert earth tones such as ranges of orange, red, copper,
brown, or beige. Other colors may be used to accent architectural features such as entryways, window
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trim, fascias, and other traditional southwestern architectural features. Metallic and high intensity
colors will not be permitted.

A. Massive building forms are discouraged in favor of buildings which incorporate stepped elevations.
Rooflines visible from street view shall not run in a continuous plane for more than fifty (50) linear feet
without offsetting or jogging the roof plane. Mansard roofs shall wrap around the entire perimeter of
the structure.
B. Long, uninterrupted exterior walls (longer than 50 feet) shall be avoided on all structures. Staggering
of planes along an exterior wall provides relief from monotonous, uninterrupted expanses of wall. If a
building is less than 75,000 square feet, wall staggering shall be every 50 feet. If a building is more than
75,000 square feet, wall staggering shall be every 100 feet.
3) Walls
A consistent approach to wall design will provide an element of visual continuity in the Santolina Community.
Walls within a residential or commercial site shall be considered an integral part of the site/building design.
A. The style, materials, and color of the wall should be complementary to the architecture of the building
it is attached to.
B. Masonry and stucco are the recommended primary building materials for walls in residential areas
within public view from the roadway. Brick, wood, or ornamental iron may be used as an accent feature.
Other fencing materials, such as chain link, welded wire, unfinished concrete, wood, and colored block
may be used as long as they are not visible from the public roadway.
C. To soften the horizontal mass of a continuous wall, the wall may be set back from the adjacent sidewalk
with the space left between the wall and sidewalk used for landscaping. If this method is used, the wall
shall be set back from the sidewalk at a distance equal to its height. For example, if a six (6) foot wall
is to be constructed adjacent to a sidewalk it should be set back from that sidewalk six (6) feet. The
setback may not be any less than five (5) feet.
4) Prohibited Design Elements
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.
J.
K.

Large, blank, unarticulated wall surfaces
Large, block like structures
Chain link fencing parallel to a public street or in the front yard setback
Metal or aluminum siding
Highly reflective materials and finishes
Exposed, untreated precision block walls within street view
Roofs that are illuminated or have highly reflective surfaces
Scale, height, and architectural style incompatible with adjacent or abutting development.
Repetitive facades or buildings lacking articulation appear boxlike and out-of-scale.
Untreated and/or non-landscaped buffer zone in sidewalk and in parking lots.
Concertina, Barbed tape, razor wire, barbed wire or similar materials are prohibited.

5) Mechanical Equipment
A. Mechanical equipment, including but not limited to cooling and heating systems, ventilation, antenna
and other reception devices, shall be screened from street view through the use of parapets or other
architectural elements of the same nature as the building’s basic design, material, and color. The height
of a screening element such as a parapet shall be uniform around the entire structure.
B. Mechanical equipment may be installed on the rear side of pitched roofs with the requirement that it
is not visible from the roadway. The highest point of the equipment shall be equal to or below the roof
ridge.
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SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

Screen mechanical equipment from street view with an architectural element.
I.
Drainage
Due to their predominant west to east orientation, the arroyos in this area present an opportunity for their
designated use as scenic corridors with spectacular views of the Sandia and Manzano Mountain Ranges. Arroyos
should be viewed as a significant design feature to be incorporated into the site planning for new development.
Joint development of drainage ways and detention basins for open space and recreational use is encouraged.
1) Arroyos and other natural drainage ways should be preserved in their natural state, whenever possible. The
use of rip-rap and native vegetation instead of concrete for lining drainage ways is encouraged when feasible.
2) On-site drainage, including rear-lot ponding, is encouraged for decreasing street flows and the need for
large, unattractive drainage facilities. Detention ponds and other water harvesting methods can be utilized
to supplement landscape irrigation. ABCWUA offers incentives for rainwater harvesting that should be investigated during water and drainage planning.
3) The use of rear yard alleys and pedestrian ways may also be used for the conveyance of drainage.
4) Cut and fill required by drainage and detention facilities shall be rounded whenever possible to avoid steep
unnatural slopes.
J.
Transit
Accessibility is the key to encouraging mass transit ridership. Transit stops that are centrally located and convenient to pedestrians should be provided. Pedestrian oriented mixed use developments, including conveniently
located shopping, office development, post offices, libraries, parks, recreational facilities, and residential uses,
will help create an environment conducive to mass transit systems.
1) Transit stops shall provide shelter, comfortable seating, and adequate lighting. Signage shall be provided to
illustrate the routes that serve each transit stop.
2) Trash containers and public telephones should be conveniently located. Safe and secure bike storage facilities are encouraged.
3) The transit stop should be designed to blend with the architecture of the surrounding buildings.
4) Transit stops shall be centrally located, easily accessed from neighborhoods, retail, jobs and services, and
comfortably designed.
K.
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C. Mechanical equipment mounted on the ground shall be screened from street view with landscaping or
fencing materials and shall not be taller than the primary structure.

Residential Subdivision Standards

1) Site Design
Site plans for residential subdivisions should provide variety and visual interest in the streetscape. Pedestrian
connections between neighborhoods should be planned for efficient pedestrian movement. Residential builders
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Build Green NM encourages homebuilders to use technologies, products, and practices that will:
A. Provide greater energy efficiency and reduce pollution;
B. Provide healthier indoor air;
C. Reduce water usage;
D. Preserve natural resources; and
E. Improve durability and reduce maintenance.
Additional guidelines include:
A. On long, straight roads, knuckles or cul-de-sac are encouraged to provide variety and visual interest in
the streetscape.
B. Pedestrian and bicycle access openings at the end of cul-de-sacs or openings in perimeter walls are
simple techniques that can be used to achieve connection between commercial areas, trails, adjacent
neighborhoods, and nearby neighbors.
2) Streetscapes
A consistent landscape theme in residential areas will reinforce community identity. Providing large canopied
street trees in residential areas will soften the streetscape and provide the feeling of an established neighborhood as the trees reach maturity.
A. One (1) street tree per lot is required in all residential subdivisions.
B. Street trees shall be planted within twelve (12) feet of the back of curb.
3) Building Materials and Colors
The prospective home buyer should be offered a choice in architectural styles. The use of a single style within
neighborhoods is discouraged. Individual dwelling units should be distinguishable from each other.
4) Height
A. Residential structures shall not exceed two (2) stories and are limited to a maximum height of twenty-six
(26) feet. Refer to Section 3.2 Definitions on how to measure height.
B. The second story should be limited to seventy-five percent (75%) of the building footprint and shall be
set back at least 18 inches from the front façade of the first story to eliminate the appearance of a two
(2) story wall. Outdoor decks are not considered part of the second story square footage.
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will be required to participate in the Home Builders Association of Central New Mexico (HBA CNM) program
Build Green NM.
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Santolina Level B Master Plan
Matrix of Comments & Responses
Organized by Agency
for Hearing on:
November 2, 2016
Submitted on September 30, 2016

7.A.d

The following Matrix is all the comments from the Santolina Level B Master Plan Hearings on:
March 2, 2016
April 27, 2016
May 26, 2016
June 23, 2016
July 21, 2016
Please review this matrix in its entirety and respond to the comments. Please fill out the
following: 1) Staff to provide a response 2) provide responders name to agency comment 3)
indicate status.
We have provided accela comments and letters omitted from the June 21, 2016 version of the matrix. These
comments have been organized based on hearing topic. Any additional comments provided in July Hearing.
Note: Matrix has been revised and organized by agency not topic per Agency and Staff requests in August
2016.

The Status column should be filled out or changed by the responder and should read Completed, Pending, or Condition of Approval as follows:
Completed Please verify comments and feel free to request any information to achieve this.
Pending These are items that we will schedule meetings to address (Complete) prior submittal for the
November Hearing. There will be no Pending statuses at the time of submittal.
Condition of Approval Any comments that cannot be completed would become a Condition of Approval.

The goal is to have a completed matrix with as few Conditions of Approval as possible.

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

Santolina Level B Master Plan Matrix
and Instructions

If you have any questions about the matrix please feel free to contact us at:
Consensus Planning, Inc. (505) 764-9801

Printed on: 9/29/2016

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page
1
Packet Pg. 4622

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/1/2016

Comments
Response
Final plans of the water supply system for fire protection shall be submitted to We agree. The FMO may review these
the Fire Marshal's Office for Review and approval. Development Shall meet
Level C plans when available/approved
the requirements of the Fire code with adopted amendments at time of build by the ABCWUA.
out.
We agree.

2

6/3/2016

The Location of the fire stations will be based off of a risk assessment
conducted by the Fire Department, station location presently show on site
plan may be needed to relocated to meet response criteria.

Fire Department

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder
C.Gober

We agree. We will continue our
C.Gober
coordination with Bernalillo County Fire
at the Level C plans.

7.A.d

Staff Response
Status
Once the water system plans and future
Condition of
development plans are submitted they will be approval
reviewed and any corrections will be
addressed then.
This is an on-going process and shall be
completed prior to the issuance of building
permits

Pending
Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

##
Department
1 Fire Department

Fire Department
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##

Department

Hearing Date

Comments

1

Zoning
Administrator
Review

7/14/2016

2

Zoning
Administrator
Review

2/22/2016

3

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Staff has noted additional language related to density and land use and
phasing, activity centers, jobs-housing ratio, mechanisms for ensuring these
levels are met will need to be developed. Staff has also noted the
modifications to the land use map and the inclusion of a zone map. The land
uses within this Level B Plan appear to be relatively consistent with the
adopted Level A Plan.

4

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

5

Chapter 3, Zoning of the Santolina Plan has been partially reviewed by the
Zoning Administrator. The Zoning Administrator has reviewed all of the
sections that contain zoning districts and the process section and some minor
changes may be required. The Zoning Administrator has not had the
opportunity to review the design section of the chapter since the applicant
did not this portion of the chapter until after the deadline for all submittals.
Review of the design section and a final review of the entire chapter will be
forthcoming.
The Level B plan should have a name beyond the Santolina Level B plan, since
there will be other Santolina Level B plans for the area.

Response
We have reviewed and revised the
Design standards with the Zoning
Administrator. The Zoning chapter
reflects our coordination with County
Planning Staff.

Zoning Administrator Planning Staff
Staff/Agency/De
partment

We have indicated in the Zoning for this
Level B Plan to be distinguished as PC-S(Zone). Future plans can add S1, S2, etc..
to distinguish themselves from this first
plan.
We Agree

Staff Response

Status
Pending

Pending

New documents to be reviewed.

Pending.

More details could be provided for land use. Smaller areas, neighborhoods, or We are providing a phasing map as part
commercial areas or more detailed phasing and descriptions could be
of this Level B Plan to address this and
depicted within the land use plan, also as an aspect of developing the
similar comments.
character of the community and jobs to housing balance (See the Level B
Planned Communities Criteria).

New documents to be reviewed.

Pending

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Address the open space component. Will there be zoning for parks and open The Zoning and Land Use Maps identify Parks and
space? Adequately address the Planned Communities Criteria for Parks and
Open Space within this Level B Plan
Planning
Open Space (within Land Use).
area.

Working with Open Space, Zoning -- in process. Pending

6

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Further explain the change/increase in dwelling units in the revised Level B
Plan.

Need Clarification from Staff

Addressed on page 13. This change needs to
be made clear to reviewing agencies

Pending

7

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

The land use plan (e.g., tables on pp. 10-11) should be updated to reflect the
changes to the zoning; include acreage, density, where appropriate.

We have updated the Land Use table to
reflect the changes made to date.

The table appears to be the same.

Pending

8

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Zones within non-residential zones that seek to achieve additional potential
land use variation (e.g., office zone and commercial zone within Town Center
or Urban Center Zone) could also be depicted on the zoning map, or could
appear as uses rather than zones. Uses and zones appear to be used
interchangeably in the plan and should be clarified. This would facilitate the
mapping of the zoning. A Residential Village Center Zone is called out on p. 28
but does not appear on the maps.

Through our coordination with the
County Planning staff, we have created a
zone map and a Land Use Map. Each
map clearly distinguishes between
'zones' and 'land uses'. We have also
updated the Zoning Chapter to provide a
clearer distinction of uses and zones.

Zoning is still in process

Pending

9

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Mixed Use Development has been added as a use, but does not appear as
new (in red).

Need Clarification from Staff

Need additional review of the proposed zoning Pending

Printed On: 9/29/2016

7.A.d
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##

Department

Hearing Date

Comments

Response

10 County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Per the meeting with the applicants agent, the Santolina Level B zoning
(particularly for land uses) could follow County Zoning more closely in order
to achieve clarity and minimize any confusion and redundancy. Design
standards may also require additional revision. Zoning document could be
more user-friendly, including charts and illustrations. (See for instance Mesa
del Sol Level A and Level B Plans). Additional more detailed comments will be
provided by zoning staff.

We have worked closely with County
Planning Staff to rewrite the Zoning
Chapter. The Zoning Chapter now
provides a streamline code based on the
County's Zoning Code. Design standards
have been added to this chapter and
include illustrations, where appropriate.

11 County Planning 6/23/2016
Staff

Address the Phasing of the Development. From a regional perspective, there
could be more information provided about the phasing and implementation
of the Santolina development. The Level B Plan indicates two phases-2025
and 2040. Where there are still opportunities for different types of
development and infill in the more urbanized areas and some areas near the
site that have some development that could relate to the Santolina
development (e.g., Westland North, Atrisco Heritage High School), the
proposed phasing could be elaborated or further justified.

12 County Planning 6/24/2016
Staff

A Level A Development Agreement has been agreed to for the Level A
Development. A Level B Agreement will also be required to ensure the
specifics of the plan and the financial responsibilities and the employmenthousing ratio are adhered to. Additional information on how employment
goals will he achieved is necessary.
Policy d of the Reserve Area states that "A planned community master plan
shall not be approved if it fails to demonstrate its own sense of place, selfsufficiency, environmental sensitivity, separation from the contiguous
Albuquerque urban area by permanent open space and the provision of
infrastructure which is not a net expense to the local government." Staff
comment/recommendation: The Level A Plan and the Level A Development
Agreement addressed this requirement The current Level B request needs to
more specifically demonstrate how these policies will be addressed in the
proposed development, for instance in such areas as water and sewer
availability, provision of parks and open space, residential neighborhoods,
commercial areas, and more specifically, unifying design standards, as well as
demonstrating not incurring expenses to the local government.

13 County Planning 6/25/2016
Staff

Printed On: 9/29/2016

Zoning Administrator Planning Staff
Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status

Zoning chapter is still under review

Pending

As part of our effort to address
comments relative to Land Use and
Zoning (in preparation for the May 26,
2016 CPC Hearing), we included
additional narrative to the Level B Plan,
section 8.2, that addresses phasing of
development.

Phasing still under review

Pending

We agree. The Level B Development
Agreement will address this.

Level B Development Agreement

Condition of
approval

We have provided new narrative to be
included as part of the Level B Plan.
Section 2.2.8 addresses the
implementation mechanisms for parks
and recreation facilities. Section 8.4 has
been added to deliniate the various
funding mechanisms for future
development in this Level B Plan area.

Funding specifics not provided. Funding to be
more fully addressed in Development
Agreement.

Condition of
approval
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##

Department

Hearing Date

Zoning Administrator Planning Staff
Staff/Agency/De
partment

Comments

Response

14 County Planning 6/26/2016
Staff

Land Use- Open Space Network- calls for setting aside Major Open Space,
parks, trail corridors throughout the Comprehensive Plan area. Policies
encourage connections between and within the facilities. Open Space is
shown on the Santolina Land Use Map, although staff is requesting additional
information on the Open Space network, its dedication and maintenance, and
the required development agreement related to it.

The Level B Development Agreement
will address Open Space, Parks, and
trails. The Development Agreement will
be submitted to the County Manager.
Additionally, we have provided new
narrative that speaks to parks, open
space, and recreational services, their
dedication, and funding mechanisms.
Please see section 2.2.8 and 8.4

15 County Planning 6/27/2016
Staff

Community Resource Management - recognizes the importance of provision
of services in community development. The services include water, energy,
transportation, housing, economic development. In particular, as in staff and
agency comments provided below, additional information should be provided
on the proposed transportation system, water availability, along with
mechanisms for achieving economic development for the community.

The Level B Plan addresses economic
development through allocation of
specific uses designated by the Land Use
Plan for employment. Furthermore, the
Level A and Level B Development
Agreements provide requirements for
jobs (economic development) as the
Santolina community develops over
time.

Address any outstanding comments from staff. Pending

16 County Planning
Staff

It appears that these criteria do serve as a guideline for the Santolina Level B
Plan, but that more information is needed to show that they have been
adequately addressed. As noted in the above comments related to the
'Reserve Area' and also shown in staff and agency comments below, a more
detailed analysis of the Level B Santolina Master Plan should be provided for
each of the areas
-Land use
-Environment and Open Space
-Transportation system
-Government and Public Service
In addition, because of limited time to review the Plan and the application,
staff will need to provide additional analysis and comments specifically
related to the Planned Communities Criteria in the subsequent staff report.

We have reviewed the latest Staff
Report. Recent comments and
responses from parks and open space
have been added in this matrix. This
matrix addresses Agency Comments
received relative to the topics for
Hearing 3.

Address any outstanding comments from staff. Pending.

17 County Planning
Staff

V. Southwest Area Plan/Westside Strategic Plan -The Southwest Area Plan
We agree.
and the Westside Strategic Plan both recognize the importance of Master
Planned Communities for the vacant areas within the Southwest Area/West
Side. They also recognize the importance of attention to environmental issues
and jobs development, and location of industrial development and design. It
would appear the Santolina Level A Master Plan generally addresses policies
in the Southwest Area Plan and the Westside Strategic Plan.

Printed On: 9/29/2016

Staff Response
Open Space pending approval and
development agreement.

Generally ok.

7.A.d

Status
Pending

Completed
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##

Department

Hearing Date

Comments

Response

18 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

It could be argued, given the goals of the request and for the Reserve Area,
that a greater variety of uses and descriptions of them could be provided
either in the Land Use Chapter, or in the Zoning Code for Santolina. Additional
details could also be provided for how all of these connect to the wider area
in which the site is located.

"We have been in coordination with the
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Chapter. We have worked closely with
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
on our discussion and her comments.
We have met 2-3 times a week during
the month of June to revise the zoning
chapter. We have submitted this chapter
as part of the redline to the level B plan
document."

19 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Types of and density/scale of land uses and zoning should be clearer and
consistent. The Santolina Level B Master Plan provides a more detailed Land
Use Map and details for each of the land uses than the Level A Plan. However,
more detailed information could be provided in the current request about the
more specific land uses and densities within Santolina Land Use Areas - for
the various areas or neighborhoods that will develop with residential uses,
with some additional parameters for density (e.g., average, maximum). Areas
that may be of mixed use or mixed densities, or areas that should have
residential (urban center, town center) are not detailed as such in the plan. It
is still not clear if residential use will be allowed in the Town Center.

20 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

21 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Printed On: 9/29/2016

Zoning Administrator Planning Staff
Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status

Zoning Chapter still under review.

Pending

"We have been in coordination with the
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Chapter. We have worked closely with
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
on our discussion and her comments.
We havemet 2-3 times a week during
the month of June to revise the zoning
chapter. We have submitted this chapter
as part of the redline to the level B plan
document."

Zoning chapter still under review.

Pending

The information listed in the Level B Plan for density under zoning (up to 50
dwelling units per acre) should be described ( e.g., in a table or map) in a
manner that demonstrates the development will not exceed the 3 dwellings
per acre limit in the Reserve Area. Based on the information provided staff in
the Level B Plan, a density higher and number of dwelling units could be
achieved than the approximate 9,444 units stated in the plan (page 4).

We have provided narrative and a table
as part of Chapter 2 Land Use Tables 3 &
4 to indicate how we will not exceed the
3 du/acre limit for the Reserve Area.

Condition of approval/development
agreement should confirm density and
mechanism for maintaining it.

Condition of
approval

Additional information could also be given about the different characteristics
of business, commercial, and industrial areas, including the range of Floor
Area Ratios, and commercial building size. Zoning information for some of the
new land use areas, such as open space, educational campus are not provided
or consistent with the Level A Plan. Some particular land uses that fall in the
residential areas or more intense land use areas such as town center and
business park could be identified or described following the original zoning
chapter in the Level A Plan (see pages 43-53), Level A Plan. It is not clear if the
definitions of land uses included in the Zoning in the Level A Plan should apply
to the Level B Plan and will be added to or if the Level B Zoning will adhere to
the definitions, land uses, and procedures in the County Zoning Code. Site
characteristics and Design Features as in the Level A PC zoning Chapter also
do not appear to be carried through into the Level B Zoning.

This Level B Plan builds off of the
general intent and vision of the Level A
Plan. We have been in coordination with
the County Zoning Manager on revisions
to the Zoning Chapter (see previous
previous response). We have included
definitions, where needed,
following/referenced the County Zoning
Code (when available).

Zoning Chapter is still under consideration.

Pending
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##

Department

Hearing Date

Comments

Response

22 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Address Compatibility of Land Uses as in the Land Use Plan. The proposed
Land Use areas in the Santolina Plan Level B Plan are limited in number and
are presented as discrete zones. More information could be provided on how
the zones articulate with each other ( e.g., residential and industrial). There
could also be discussion of how mixed use areas will be achieved or if there
will be transitional areas between more intense and less intense uses within
or on the edges of the site. In addition, information could be provided about
how the development will articulate in areas of existing development-e.g.,
along West Central Ave. and the 1-40 Frontage Rd. where there already exists
various developments, and some parcels connect to these roads while others
do not.

We have provided additional narrative
to address the compatibility of land
uses. We have also addressed horizontal
mixed-use and vertical mixed-use as
well as land use connectivity
considerations.

23 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Although the Master Plan proposes mixed uses, and states it will meet the
other requirements of the Reserve Area, such as self-sufficiency, protecting
the non-urban development, and being bounded by open space, additional
information could be provided.

24 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

25 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Printed On: 9/29/2016

Zoning Administrator Planning Staff
Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status

Discussions have taken place about the land
use. (Zoning element is under consideration).

Complete

We have included additional language in
the Land Use Chapter that speaks to
mixed-use development and Transit
Orient Development.

Discussions about land use have taken place

Completed

It appears that a majority of the property in the Level B Plan falls within the
Reserve (3.0 dwelling units per acre density) or the Rural Area (1 dwelling unit
per acre). The request shows the intent to meet this requirement, with
approximately 9,444 dwelling units proposed on 4,243 acres (shown at
approximately 2.23 dwelling units per acre). However, as stated above given
the proposed zoning (Zoning Chapter) - with possible densities of up to 30 or
even 50 dwelling units per acre, the applicant will need to demonstrate how
the allowed gross density will not be exceeded. Staff comment: In order to
ensure this overall allowed density is maintained, staff recommends more
specific information be provided on the land use map or in a table that shows:
Average and maximum residential densities in each of the land use areas.
Allocation of the residential units allowed by the Comprehensive Plan in each
of the land use areas.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

Discussions have taken place. This will need to Condition of
be confirmed in a conditon of approval
approval

Policy c states development within Reserve Area shall take place either in
accordance with an approved planned community master plan (up to three
dwelling units per acre), or in accordance with the standards applicable to
Rural Areas. It should be stressed that if the Master Plan fails to meet the
criteria, the policies for the Rural Area are used instead of those of the
Reserve Area. If this is the case, the allowable density would be
approximately one dwelling unit per acre. The Reserve area thus creates a
density bonus when the policies are complied with. Staff comment: ensure
the allotted density is maintained in the development of Santolina.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

Discussions have taken place. This will need to Condition of
be confirmed in a conditon of approval
approval
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Hearing Date

26 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

27 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

28 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Printed On: 9/29/2016

Comments

Response

In summary, more information is needed on the specific land use and
densities for the Santolina site with reference to their compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies. It appears that the proposed
residential density for the site could exceed that allowed by the
Comprehensive Plan. In addition, a conceptual development agreement
eventually will need to be provided to show the willingness and ability of the
developer to implement the land uses and infrastructure proposed in the
Level B Plan.
Land Use - Activity Centers - designates existing and future activity centers
and corridors in Bernalillo County----on a map and in terms of a hierarchy of
centers with specific features (see p.19, Plan). This section could be further
addressed in the Santolina Level B Plan, which has different types of
commercial and activity centers. It might be helpful to situate the
development within the framework provided for Activity Centers in the
Comprehensive Plan. In some locations within the Level B plan area, it is not
clear where the Village Centers or Neighborhood Centers are located.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type. The
preparation of a Level B Development
Agreement is underway.

IV. Zoning Ordinance/ The Planned Community Zoning for Santolina has been
established with the approval of the Level A Plan. However, the request must
continue to address the requirements specified in the Planned Communities
Zone. The request appears to be relatively consistent with Section 19.5
(Planned Community Zone) for a large-scale community. However, the
request may be larger than the village or employment center type
development that is identified in both the Level B Planned Communities
Criteria and those for Level B development in the B Zoning, where the typical
Village size range is 650 to 1200 acres. The applicant will also need to clarify
that other Level B Plans will be submitted, with appropriate naming, for the
remaining portions of the Santolina development.

Zoning Administrator Planning Staff
Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status

To be specified in Condition of
Approval/Development Agreement

Condition of
approval.

This has been more clearly identified in
the introduction to the zoning chapter.

Additional information has been provided.
Pending final review of land use and zoning
maps.

Pending

We have included narrative in Chapter 8
(Approval Process) that speaks to future
Level B Plans.
The size of this Level B plan is only
slightly larger than and comparable to
the first two Level B plans at Mesa Del
Sol. The reason for this is to follow
through on two seperate commitments
mad as part of the Level A Plan process.
1. To preserve the La Ceja Escarpment
(almost 1,000 acres of Open Space is
preserved), and
2. The designation of a significant
acreage to job producing land uses.

The Level B plan area is not unprecedented,
although some agencies have a concern with
it.

Completed.
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Hearing Date

Comments

Response

29 County Planning
Staff

It appears that these criteria do serve as a guideline for the Santolina Level B
Plan, but that more information is needed to show that they have been
adequately addressed. As noted in the above comments related to the
'Reserve Area' and also shown in staff and agency comments below, a more
detailed analysis of the Level B Santolina Master Plan should be provided for
each of the areas
-Land use
-Environment and Open Space
-Transportation system
-Government and Public Service
In addition, because of limited time to review the Plan and the application,
staff will need to provide additional analysis and comments specifically
related to the Planned Communities Criteria in the subsequent staff report.

30 County Planning
Staff

V. Southwest Area Plan/Westside Strategic Plan -The Southwest Area Plan
We agree.
and the Westside Strategic Plan both recognize the importance of Master
Planned Communities for the vacant areas within the Southwest Area/West
Side. They also recognize the importance of attention to environmental issues
and jobs development, and location of industrial development and design. It
would appear the Santolina Level A Master Plan generally addresses policies
in the Southwest Area Plan and the Westside Strategic Plan.

Printed On: 9/29/2016

We have reviewed the subsequent Staff
Report and feel that we have address
initial and new comments raised
regarding Land Use and Zoning.

Zoning Administrator Planning Staff
Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status

Address any outstanding comments from staff. Pending.

Completed.
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Parks Recreation

## Department
Note Date
1 Parks and
2/19/2016
recreation

Comments
The comments state that a preliminary review of the plan indicates that more
information needs to be provided:
1. A portion of the Level B Open Space and Parks network, is consistent with Level
A, but the following is not clear:
a. what all the types of Open Space and parks will be included in those areas;
b. whether that includes neighborhood parks and other recreation facilities;
c. general, whether the park areas by type and the other recreation facilities
cumulatively meet the Level of service standards set forth in the Level A plan for
the projected population for the Level B plan areas; and
d. when and how the Open Space, park and other recreation facilities will be
dedicated.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
Status
We are providing open space areas, parks, trails, undevelopable land,
Still in Discussion -- Leve B Pending
and areas with valuable environmental qualities to ensure the
Plan has been updated
continued health, safety, and welfare of the community and to provide
per staff comments from
locations for recreational activities. Furthermore we are preserving the
meeting on 9/16/16 and eescarpment area that makes up the eastern portion of the Level B Plan
mail on 9/19/16, except
area as open space. Please refer to the Level B Land Use Map. We
that add'l languague was
have provide an analysis of the PROS Plan level-of-service standards
included, which was not
relative to the Level B Plan based on project populations. Please see
discussed, which should
new redline to section 2.2.7 of the Level B Plan.
be deleted because the
Level B plan and
agreement are a
refinement and are more
detailed as to Community
Facilities and therefore
supercede the Level A
Agreement by definitiion.
Once this paragraph is
removed, then this would
be complete.

2 Parks and
recreation

2/19/2016

2. It does not appear that there is an Open Space zone as described in the Level a
plan.

We have added a Major Open Space Zone to the Zoning Chapter and
the Zone Map.

3 Parks and
recreation

2/19/2016

3. We have a question as to why the open space area to the north of the
We are coordinating with Bernalillo County Parks and Recreation
escarpment open space described in Level B plan has not been included. Related to Department on identifying the noted parcel so that we can determine
that question, there is parcel was recently acquired to be a Route 66 gateway park, its applicability to the Level B Plan.
that would also function potentially as trailhead for the escarpment open space,
that we wanted to ensure open space connectivity to.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

No Adverse Comment

Complete

No Adverse Comment

Complete

7.A.d
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## Department
Note Date
4 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation
Letter

Comments
Although there is somewhat more detail than in the Level A Plan, in general, there
is insufficient detail in the Santolina Level B plan at this point for us to recommend
approval even with conditions. I have the following findings/comments pertaining
to the new level B submittal:
1. The overall acreage of open space and parks is sufficient to meet the
requirements in the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Facilities Master Plan (PROS
Plan). Similarly, there is more than enough of the community parks to meet the
requirements of the PROS Plan.

5 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

6 Parks &
Recreation

7 Parks &
Recreation

Parks Recreation
Staff Response
No Adverse Comment

Status
Complete

2. The number and location of neighborhood parks have not been identified. Based We have updated our Land Use Plan to indicate the location of future
on our calculation there should be 23 acres of neighborhood parks, which based on neighborhood parks that will range from 3 to 5 acres. This satisfies your
our definition, there would be anywhere from 5 to 23 parks. Therefore, the plan
request.
does not comply with the PROS Plan and in our opinion does not satisfy the
requirements of the Planned Community Criteria for a Level B plan. In order to
serve the community adequately, a diversity of facilities is needed with a
reasonable distribution of them across the planned community area.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

6/15/2016
Letter

3. In the Level B Plan, the projected need for the number of community centers
We have updated our Land Use Plan to indicate the location of 2 future
and aquatics facilities is closer to 2 than 1 (1.54), and should be amended to reflect community centers and aquatics facilities. This satisfies your request.
the number 2 in both instances as required by the PROS Plan, especially given the
land uses proposed (the Town Center and Urban Center) and the potential for
higher density of housing.

Add'l language provided Complete
in Level B Plan to provide
for Regional Park in next
Level B plan

6/15/2016
Letter

4. With respect to the Regional Park and Fully Inclusive Playgrounds, it is our
A park is identified for the southern portion of the Urban Center. This
position that the plan should be amended to include the regional park shown in
park land will be part of a larger Regional Park that will expand over
the level A plan immediately to the West of the main community area and location future Level B Plans.
should be shown for the Fully inclusive Playground, given the development of the
Town Center and Urban Center and the projected time-span for development,
there will be a need for both of those facilities in this part of our future community.

Same as #1

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
We agree. Based on our analysis of the PROS Plan Level of Service
standards (Section 2.2.7 of the Level B Plan document) and the parks,
open space, and recreational facilities planned for by the Level B
Master Plan, we exceed the PROS Plan standards.

Responder

Pending

7.A.d
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Parks Recreation

## Department
Note Date
8 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation
Letter

Comments
Response
Responder
Staff Response
5. Dedication: Given that all the open space areas and parks shown in this the Level We have provided additional language as part of Section 2.2.8 Parks
Language and tables
B Plan will serve only the communities in Santolina, these areas and facilities
and Recreation Implementation Strategy to delineate the
relative to "sequencing"
should be dedicated to the County and the Plan should be amended to state that. Implementation of future parks, open space, and recreational facilities.
has been added, which
As part of this new narrative, we have provided provisions for
satisfies the orginal
dedication to Bernalillo County as well as coordination on future
comment, except there
programming, design, and construction.
should be an addition of
"community facilities" in
the first sentence of the
first bullet on page 105.
Then this comment will
be complete.

Status
Pending

9 Parks &
Recreation

6. It is unclear what the phasing and process of dedication of the open space and
parks facilities will be. This should be spelled out in detail in a PCC level B Plan. The
description in the plan appears to be circular it will happen as development
happens, but it is unclear what the intention for phasing of development is. From
our perspective, there would seem that there needs to be a more detailed
development phasing plan, and there needs to be a clear correlation in the fiscal
analysis that there will be sufficient tax revenues accruing to the county from that
development of this area of Santolina to support the O&M costs of the facilities at
each phase of development, so that it is clear that the proposed development will
occur at no-net expense to the County. Based on the submittal to-date, it is not
possible to make that determination.

Pending

6/15/2016
Letter

Printed on: 9/29/2016

We have provided additional narrative as part of our May 26, 2016
Hearing submittal. We have redlined the Level B document to include
additional narrative as a new Section 8.4 Development Phasing. This
new narrative delineates the management of future growth in the
Level B Plan area through ordered phasing of development through the
provision of services.
We have also provided new narrative as part of a new Section 8.5
Project and System Public Infrastructure Funding Strategy. This section
identifies the various funding mechanisms available to the future
development of this Level B Plan area.

Pending review of most
recent Fiscal Analysis

7.A.d
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## Department
Note Date
10 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation
Letter

Comments
With respect to the fiscal analysis, we have the following comments:
1. the parks and recreation units arrived at in the fiscal analysis do not correspond
to the Level B Plan or the PROS Plan (e.g. 2 community centers vs. 1 in the Plan,
and 307 acres of park land vs. 183.6 in the Plan), so it is hard to understand
whether the plan as envisioned will result there being "no net expense" to the
County. I.e. per the above, there should be a minimum of 2 community centers, 2
pools, the regional park (70 acres), 2 to 4 community parks (46 acres), 5 to 23
neighborhood parks (23 acres) and one the fully inclusive playground facility.

Parks Recreation

Response
Responder
Staff Response
Yes, the Fiscal Analysis evaluates a larger Parks/Open Space footprint,
Pending review of most
so the costs are higher than they would otherwise be. The Study is still
recent Fiscal Analysis
incredibly positive. Less space would result in less costs, so we have
provided a more conservative approach, fiscally.

Status
Pending

The Fiscal Study tackles 623 acres of Open Space and 307 acres of
Developed Parkland, the latter which encompasses all the
neighborhood, community, and regional parks. That is a total of 930
acres.
The Level of Service utilized is exactly what was provided to us by the
Bernalillo County Parks and Open Space Department. Please review
Exhibit A-10 of our fiscal analysis.

11 Parks &
Recreation

12 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

6/15/2016
Letter

Printed on: 9/29/2016

2. The unit cost per employee only accounts for the salaries and benefits of
employees and not the actual O&M cost of the facilities, which would include
materials and water costs as well. The PROS Plan has also indicated the following
standards level of service: 100 acres of open space per employee and 10 acres per
employee for park land. We would be willing to sit down with the applicant's
financial analyst and share updated cost figures for Parks and Recreation facilities.

We do include O&M costs for the integrated facilities, approximately
$800,000 annually. The salaries are as requested by the Parks and
Recreation Department. All incidental costs requested were included.
We have outlined over $2 million in annual costs for this initial Level B.

See Staff Response #1
above.

Pending

No Adverse Comment

Complete

With respect to LOS, we have 75 acres per employee for OS, that's a
higher standard than what is required, and the standard for Parkland is
identical (10 per 100 = 7.5 per 75).

With respect to our previous comments, we have the following comments:
See response to Item #1 listed above.
1. Comment 1 has only been partially addressed with table and narrative in the
Level B Plan. Per the above comments, substantial changes to the Level B Plan are
requested.

7.A.d
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## Department
Note Date
13 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation
Letter
14 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation
Letter

Comments
2. Comment 2 has been addressed in the Level B Plan.

We agree.

3. Comment 3 has not been fully discussed, but there has been an effort to
coordinate between Agent and the County.

We agree. We requested clarification on this comment in an email
dated June 1, 2016. We never received a response.

15 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

16 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Parks Recreation
Staff Response
See Comment #3

Status
Pending

No Adverse Comment

Complete

As you know, we (Debbie Jo, you and myself) met with the agent for the applicant We have provided responses to your following comments.
two weeks ago, and certain changes have been made to the document. Because a
number of my comments are not included in the matrix, I am providing comments
based on how my comments delivered at the June 23rd meeting of the CPC have
been addressed by the applicant in the current draft of the Level B Plan. I am also
providing additional comments on the changes that have been made by the agent
and on any new changes to the document that we have not reviewed up until this
point in time. All my current comments are in bold green. In general, it should be
stated that Parks and Recreation Department at this time has no funding or plans
to plan, design, construct, operate or maintain any Parks and Recreation facility or
Open Space in the Santolina Level B plan area. Parks and Recreation has met with
the agent for the applicant and appreciates the changes that have been made to
date. However, there remain some outstanding items that we would like to see
addressed further and changed in the Plan prior to recommending approval,
because this is a Level B Plan and will be the last time that these concerns,
especially those surrounding phasing and the fiscal implications of the Plan can be
addressed in a comprehensive manner to ensure that the dedication and
subsequent operations and maintenance of Parks and Recreation facilities in the
Level B plan area will be at no net expense to the County in the Plan Area.

See Comment #1

Pending

1. In the Parks and Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the
community parks facilities should be referred to as "Project infrastructure" and in
no way should be considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition, they
are intended to provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of
the Level B "Project Area".

No Adverse Comment

Complete

Parks that will solely serve the project will be "project infrastructure".
However any regional parks (e.g. regional sports complexes) which
serve the project as well as other real property will be system
infrastructure with standard costs. This has been clarified in Section
2.2.8.

Responder

7.A.d
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## Department
Note Date
17 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
2. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed.

18 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

3. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed. However, in the Parks and
Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the community parks facilities
should be referred to as "Project Infrastructure" and in no way should be
considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition they are intended to
provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of the Level B
"Project Area".

19 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Parks Recreation
Staff Response
See Comment #1

Status
Pending

See response to Item #1 listed above.

This comment has been
addressed.

Complete

4. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed. However, in the Parks and
See response to Item #1 listed above.
Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the community parks facilities
should be referred to as "Project Infrastructure" and in no way should be
considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition they are intended to
provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of the entire Level A
"Project Area" at build-out. Given the extent and number of Community Parks
proposed in the current Level B plan, Parks and Recreation accepts that the
Regional Park will be a part of a future Level B plan to the west of the current level
B Plan as shown in the Santolina Level A Master Plan , and no provision for the
regional park is needed at this time.

This comment has been
addressed.

Complete

We agree.

Responder

7.A.d
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Printed on: 9/29/2016

Comments
Response
5. Dedication has been addressed in the new Section 2.2.8. However, Section 2.2.8 See response to Item #1 listed above.
should be amended to state that dedication process for all parks and recreation
facilities shall be triggered 1) when the area that includes (or is adjacent on more
than one edge to) the location in the Level B plan for the facility comes in for
subdivision, or 2) if the subdivision of lots shall result in the planned construction of
dwelling units for any and all areas of the Level B plan that exceed any of the
thresholds for the corresponding facilities:
1000 dwelling units - neighborhood park
3000 dwelling units - community park
5000 dwelling units - aquatics facility & community center
10,000 dwelling units - fully inclusive playground
Because by definition, all these facilities are considered "Project Infrastructure" to
support the future residents of the Level B Area based on the level of service
standards of the County , dedication of all these facilities shall include planning,
design and construction of facilities plus two years of maintenance at no cost to
the County.

Responder

Staff Response
See Staff Response #1
above and #9

7.A.d

Status
Pending
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20 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Parks Recreation
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## Department
Note Date
21 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Comments
Phasing of the Level B plan remains unclear for Land Use or for Community
Facilities including parks and recreation. At a minimum, Section 2.2.8 should be
amended to include changes stated above in the revised comment 5 that include
thresholds in the subdivision process to trigger the dedication of Parks and
Recreation facilities. The Financial Analysis should be updated as stated below in
Comment B, in order for it to correspond with what is currently in the current
version of the Plan, so that the Plan can be evaluated as to "no net expense". In
addition as per the Planned Community Criteria Level B: Village Master Plan
Section D, a "strategy" for funding and maintenance of community facilities shall
be provided.

Parks Recreation

Response
Responder
Staff Response
We have provided a sequencing plan that provides for 8 residential
See Staff Response #1
phases and 4 non-residential phases. It should be noted that there are
above and #9
some non-residential uses within the residential phases and some
limited residential uses in the mixed use portions of the non-residential
phases. With regards to funding mechanisms, on August 23rd, 2016 the
Board of County Commissioners approved the establishment of the
Santolina Public Improvement Districts (“PIDs”) to fund public
improvements within the Districts. As a part of, of the evaluation of the
establishment of the Santolina PIDs the County commissioned an
independent fiscal impact analysis of Santolina and the impact PIDs to
the County. The County’s economic and fiscal consultant concluded
Santolina and the establishment of the PIDs will be at a “no net
expense The Santolina Tax Increment Development Districts (“TIDDs”)
which will fund public improvements have not yet been established but
are currently being considered by the County based on the County’s
independent fiscal impact analysis which estimates a fiscal benefit to
the County in the amount of approximately $5.8 billion for the buildout
of the Project. It is our opinion that with these changes, that the Level
B plan has addressed the Planned Communities Criteria as it relates to
Park and Recreation facilities.

7.A.d

Status
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## Department
Note Date
Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
Continued from above
The applicant has recently added Section 8.5, which outlines tools for funding the
various public facilities. However, the intended strategy for funding them using the
various tools has not been identified, now how those tools interface with the
financial analysis - i.e. what revenues will be used cover which costs and when?
This is critical to determine whether there will be sufficient revenues from the
development coming to the County support the additional staff and other costs to
operate and maintain the dedicated facilities two years after construction. The
applicant has stated that it would prefer these issues be resolved either in the PID
or TID process, and/ or in the development agreement for this Level B Plan, but it is
not possible to determine whether the "no net expense" criteria has been met for
the purposes of recommending approval without a more defined strategy. We
would request that the Section 8.5, the Financial Analysis be revised and that a
draft of the development agreement be completed in order to evaluate whether
the applicant's plan has satisfied the "no-net expense" criteria. Our concern is that
Level B approval will be the last time that the fiscal implications of the facilities in
the Level B Plan can be addressed in a comprehensive and meaningful manner.

Response
Continued from above .
Additional items concerning the implementation of this Level B Plan
will be addressed with the Level B Development Agreement to be
approved by the Board of County Commissioners.

22 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments on Fiscal Analysis 1&2:
These Comments have not been addressed. As yet there is no updated financial
analysis that corresponds to the current draft of the Plan.

23 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter

Previous Comments 1,2,&3:
The first two comments have been largely addressed in the current draft of the

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Parks Recreation
Responder

Staff Response
Pending review of most
recent Fiscal Analysis

Status
Pending

The independent fiscal impact analysis commissioned by the County is
based on dwelling units (by type) and non-residential square footage
which have no significant change. The Land Use Plan has been refined
to reflect and show the conceptual locations of parks and recreation
facilities, which have always been assumed to be included, but were
not graphically shown. These have now been added to the plan. Since
the cost of the majority of these facilities, are assumed to be project
infrastructure, the capital costs will be borne by the developer and as
such, are not relevant to the fiscal impact and no net expense analysis.
The fiscal impact analysis does not and should not reflect specific
project level costs, but rather general fund revenues and expenses to
the County (based on the County budget) over the buildout of the
project. The fiscal impact analysis commissioned by the County utilizes
the most recently approved 2017 County budget and assumes expense
will increase commensurate with the increase in population and
required services.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

We agree.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

7.A.d
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Public Works

Department
Note Date
##
1 PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

Comments
COMMENTS FOR LEVEL B PLAN
1) Page 53 - see "Compliance with MS4 permit requirements, as adopted by
the County for individual non-residential tracts. Includes requirements that
tracts are designed to retain the 90th percentile storm event". Revise to
include residential lots also as any development, residential or commercial,
over 1 acre will be required to comply with our MS4 water quality
requirements.

Response
Responder
We agree and have revised accordingly. See page 64 of the Revised Level Don Briggs
B Master Plan.

2

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

2) Page 54 and other locations - Remove the term "First Flush" and replace
with "EPA Water Quality Volume".
First Flush is not a defined volume.

We agree and have revised accordingly.

3

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

4

Staff Response
ACCEPTABLE

Status
Completed

Don Briggs

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

Pending

3) Page 55 - Exhibits 14 and 15 appear to be missing from the pdf copy of the We have supplied these Exhibits.
plan.

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

4) Page 56 - Copy construction phased practices to Terrain Management
We agree and have revised accordingly.
section from LID section. Also discuss limiting development in sensitive areas
such as the escarpment areas as a Terrain Management practice.

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

5

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

5) Page 58 - Revise references to First Flush, two yr. storm volumes and 0.5'' We agree and have revised accordingly.
of rainfall to more precise EPA Water Quality Volume.
As this area is currently outside the defined "Urban Area" the 90th percentile
storm rainfall event presented in the EPA technical document is not be
appropriate.

Don Briggs

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

Pending

6

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

The rainfall event that initiates runoff for this area should be determined at
this time and used to determine required EPA Water Quality Volumes in the
LEVEL C plans. This method is acceptable under e terms of the Bernalillo
County MS4 permit and is preferred. See "Estimating Predevelopment
Hydrology in the Middle Rio Grande Watershed, New Mexico" (Kosco et al.,
201 ) for the accepted methodology to do this.

We agree, and have determined this new rainfall value. We have
supplied this value.

Don Briggs

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed

7

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

6) Discuss the possibility of 100% water harvesting within the playa basins
due to not having to deliver water to the Rio Grande in these basins.

100% harvesting within the basin is planned and identified in the Master Don Briggs
Plan. Harvesting will occur onsite and offsite relative to individual site
development characteristics and in accordance with Bernalillo County
MS4 permit.

8

PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

COMMENTS FOR SANTOLINA LEVEL B DRAINAGE MASTER PLAN AND
We generally agree. We will seek to "incise" the impoundments to the
TERRAIN MANAGEMANT PLAN
extent possible, and whenever possible, and/or provide/import the
I) Part of the "concept" of this Level B master plan is to have temporary
appropriate engineered dam construction material.
impoundments constructed with engineered earthen berms. Bernalillo
County would prefer fully incised impoundments as the Bernalillo County Soil
Survey indicates that the soils in the Santolina area are not well suited for
dam construction.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Don Briggs

7.A.d

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

ACCEPTABLE

Completed
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Comments
Response
2) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated We agree, and this determination has already been made and will be
"Urban Area",
supplied.
Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply calculations for "PreDevelopment Hydrology" using the methodology indicated in EPA Publication
Number 832R-14-007. This pre-development hydrology will be used to
calculate the required water quality volumes needed to mimic predevelopment conditions. The discussion regarding the 0.44 inch storm needs
to be revised.

10 PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

3) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from a We agree.
basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An undisturbed
basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter from the
basin. The MS4 permit address the concept of "pre-development hydrology"
or the point at which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as the water
quality volume. An undisturbed basin will not have a water quality volume.

11 PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for postdevelopment water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan by
using "water quality volume" in place of first flush.

12 PW Drainage Review 7/11/2016

The following comments have not been addressed in the latest version of the These Pre-Development Hydrology calculations are completed and will
Santolina Level B Master Plan. Please address these comments.
be supplied shortly to PW Drainage staff.
1) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated
"Urban Area", Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply
calculations for "Pre-Development Hydrology" using the methodology
indicated in EPA Publication Number 832-R-14-007. This pre-development
hydrology will be used to calculate the required water quality volumes
needed to mimic pre-development conditions. The discussion regarding the
0.44 inch storm needs to be revised.

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed

13 PW Drainage Review 7/11/2016

2) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from All references to 'first flush' will be deleted from the technical reports
a basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An
and the master plan.
undisturbed basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter
from the basin. The MS4 permit address the concept of "pre-development
hydrology" or the point at which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as
the water quality volume. An undisturbed basin will not have a water quality
volume. Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for
post-development water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan
by using "water quality volume" in place of first flush.

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

14 PW Natural
Resources

Page 47 Strike the last sentence or change to the more stringent of the two
will apply

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16. Staff has Pending
reviewed and commented based on the condition as
written and intended.

5/18/2016

Printed on: 9/29/2016

We agree and will revise accordingly.

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Responder
Don Briggs

Don Briggs

Staff Response
Status
Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed

Comment only.

Completed

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

Pending

Pending
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Note Date
5/18/2016

Comments
Response
Page 48, Item I. Change considered to will be utilized to the maximum extent Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
practicable
applicable.

16 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48. Add a new Item J and subsequently renumber. Add the following
Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
new item. All commercial and residential developers will evaluate
illustrations where appropriate.
opportunities for Green Infrastructure / Low Impact design elements prior to
permit application and will incorporate such elements where practicable. The
evaluation will be based on the techniques and practices identified in the
most current version of Bernalillo County's Water Conservation Development
Standards and Guidelines and/or as specified in any related stormwater
ordinances.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16

Pending

17 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48 Add new Item K and subsequently renumber. Each commercial site
or area of common development will provide for stormwater treatment and
removal of floatables prior to discharge of stormwater from the site or area,
or provide for an acceptable alternative.

Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
illustrations where appropriate.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16

Pending

18 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48. Item M. Add & and also the most current version of the County's
Water Conservation Development Standards and Guidelines.

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has
a express written concurrence of a Level B Utility Plan
acceptable to ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Pending

19 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 49 Item 3d. Add the landscape islands and any landscape buffers will be Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
depressed from the surface and utilized for water harvesting / stormwater
illustrations where appropriate.
treatment to the maximum extent practicable

Condition 8 & 9 have not been satisfied. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Pending

20 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 52, Item H2. Modify to read & away from buildings and into on-site
stormwater treatment facilities

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Based on changes proposed in June 22,2016 Draft
Changes to Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan, the
minimum requirements of Condition 10 have been met.

Completed

21 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 52, Item I3, Modify to read & conveyance of drainage and stormwater
treatment.

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Not addressed. Infrastructure for reuse has not been
adequately addressed, nor has Condition 8 or an
acceptable Level B Water Master plan, denoted by
ABCWUA as acceptable been provided.

Pending

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
ABCWUA is the intended provider. Designation of a
Pending
different water provider or structure will require revision
of the Level A Master Plan (9/16/2016). No development
agreement with the ABCWUA has been provided as of
9/16/16
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Resources

7.A.d

Packet Pg. 4642

Public Works

Department
##
22 PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
7/11/2016

Comments
Comments that still need to be addressed as of 07/11/16:
1. The requirement for residential to development to participate in the NM
Green program should be added current language allows an out if Water
Sense fixtures are used. (First matrix response provided by applicant).

Response
Since water conservation programs like NM Green will be replaced or
modified over the lengthy 50 year life of Santolina, we propose language
be supplied in the master plan as follows: 'Residential water
conservation practices such as those employed in the NM Green
program, or an equivalent program, will be employed'.

23 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

2.Several responses refer to the Zoning Chapter. Water conservation
requirements and relation to 2024 ABCWUA goals is not addressed in that
section

Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
illustrations where appropriate.

24 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

3.A fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement has yet to be provided. While significant progress towards a Development Agreement is being
made with the ABCWUA, the requested approved Development
Agreement (in accordance with the approved Level A Condition of
Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval of the Level B master
plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire that the intent of this
Condition be adhered to.

A fully executed development agreement has not been Pending
provided as of 9/9/16. Zoning chapter has no mention of
water conservation goals by zoning type, nor is water
conservation by zoning type addressed in the water
conservation plan of 6.1.4 or in the proposed changes to
water and sewer master plan. Current statement of
7/1/16 indicates Green NM is optional if WasterSense
fixtures are used. Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16

25 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

4.The timing/phasing for installation and availability of water reuse and the
construction of the satellite wastewater treatment plant need to be
specifically addressed. This should be addressed as part of the conceptual
Utility Plan but is not. The conceptual Utility Plan of necessity should reflect
those elements that are in agreement with the ABCWUA. However, without
the executed Development Agreement, which has yet to be provided, there is
no way to ascertain if the Utility Plan is acceptable.

Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to Pending
level B Master Plan, Chapter 5. Must be incorporated in
Revision.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

The conceptual Utility Plan (for Water and Sewer, an associated timing
and phasing) can only be supplied upon the completion and approval of
a Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. While significant progress
towards a Development Agreement is occurring, the requested approved
Development Agreement (in accordance with the approved Level A
Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval of the
Level B master plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire that
the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Acceptable. Requirement for residential development to Pending
participate in the Green NM program must be specifically
stated in the revised master plan. 6. A proposed water
conservation plan draft was provided as part of the Water
and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan on June 22, 2016. The
proposed changes in that document are acceptable. The
statement regarding required participation in the Green
NM program needs to be added to the Water
Conservation Plan as well and was not. Current
statement in 6.1.4 is that its option if Water Sense
Fixtures are used .Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16

Due to lack of a development agreement, the use of
Pending
"reclaimed" or potable reuse has not been adequately
addressed in the proposed revisions and is shown on the
conceptual Master Plan for Level A (see previous
comments). This comment has not been adequately
addressed as part of the water conservation plan in either
6.1.4 or in the Water And Sanitary Sewer Master Plan.
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Department
##
26 PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
7/11/2016

Comments
Condition of Approval as of 7/11/16:. 1. If prior CPC Condition 8 of the CPC is
set aside and the plan is recommended for approval by the CPC, the applicant
must provide a fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement and revised
Utility Plan at the time of submittal of the Level B plan for BCC approval.

27 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

NRS responses have been completed. Unable to add additional comments at See response to Item #14 above.
this time. Comments would be as follows:
1. The requirement for residential to development to participate in the NM
Green program should be added current language allows an out if Water
Sense fixtures are used. (First matrix response provided by applicant).

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/9/16. Utility
Pending
Plan will need to be revised as well. Planned Community
Criteria for an acceptable Master Utility Plan cannot be
said to have been satisfied without ABCWUA express
written concurrence.

28 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

2.Several responses refer to the Zoning Chapter. Water conservation
requirements and relation to 2024 ABCWUA goals is not addressed in that
section

We will revise text that points all water conservation questions to Zoning
chapters.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/9/16. Utility
Pending
Plan will need to be revised as well. Planned Community
Criteria for an acceptable Master Utility Plan cannot be
said to have been satisfied without ABCWUA express
written concurrence.

29 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

3.A fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement has yet to be provided. While significant progress towards a Development Agreement is
occurring, the requested approved Development Agreement (in
accordance with the approved Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be
supplied prior to BCC approval of the Level B master plan. The ABCWUA
has also indicated their desire that the intent of this Condition be
adhered to.

Acceptable. Requirement for residential development to Pending
participate in the Green NM program must be specifically
stated in the revised master plan. 6. A proposed water
conservation plan draft was provided as part of the Water
and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan on June 22, 2016. The
proposed changes in that document are acceptable. The
statement regarding required participation in the Green
NM program needs to be added to the Water
Conservation Plan as well and was not. Current
statement in 6.1.4 is that its option if Water Sense
Fixtures are used .Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16

30 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Zoning Chapter Comments That need to be addressed prior to final approval. Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
Page 47 Next to last Paragraph the referenced plant pallet and xeriscape
applicable.
principles appendix was not posted and is not readily available for review as
of May 18 and is subject to later review and comment.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16. Utility
Plan will need to be revised as well. Draft of proposed
Design Standards section was not made available to PW
for review as of 9/16/16.

31 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

4.The timing/phasing for installation and availability of water reuse and the
construction of the satellite wastewater treatment plant need to be
specifically addressed. This should be addressed as part of the conceptual
Utility Plan but is not. The conceptual Utility Plan of necessity should reflect
those elements that are in agreement with the ABCWUA. However, without
the executed Development Agreement, which has yet to be provided, there is
no way to ascertain if the Utility Plan is acceptable.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
The requested approved Development Agreement (in accordance with
the approved Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to
BCC approval of the Level B master plan. Condition #8 does not
reference 'prior to submittal'. The ABCWUA has also indicated their
desire that the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

Public Works

The conceptual Utility Plan (for Water and Sewer), including the
availability, timing and planning for reuse water and the satellite
treatment plant, can only be supplied upon the completion and approval
of a Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. While significant
progress towards a Development Agreement is occurring, the requested
approved Development Agreement (in accordance with the approved
Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval
of the Level B master plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire
that the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

Responder

Staff Response
Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Drainage master Plan and Terrain Management Plan.
Must be incorporated in Revision.

7.A.d

Status
Pending

Pending
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Department
##
32 PW Natural
Resources 1

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
CPC NOD
Condition 8. Per the special conditions from the Level A Master Plan, the
Level B master plan cannot be approved until the applicant provides a fully
executed development agreement with the ABCWUA, the water utility
provider identified in the Level A plan. Page 3 states that Coordination with
ABCWUA to identify final water and sanitary sewer system and master plans
for Santolina and execute a Development Agreement is on-going. Staff cannot
recommend CPC approval until such time as the required development
agreement has been fully executed.

Response
The Level A conditions also state "prior to Level B" approval, which
approval occurs at BCC, after the CPC process. Accordingly, and
conversely, staff should not recommend disapproval (this may already
be intended/inferred from the staff comment).

33 PW Natural
Resources 1

2/8/2016

This condition coincides with the Level B criteria, which requires the applicant
to provide statements of water availability. There are multiple comments
throughout the Water Plan, particularly page 9, which states that Santolina
will be owned and operated by an independent water utility, anticipated to
be the ABCWUA & elements of the above described systems are subject to
change& established with the adopted utility provider; And similar on page
12, which indicates that the ABCWUA may provide water and sewer service
for the project Please be advised that the Level A approval was based on
identification of the ABCWUA as the utility provider and if that changes,
resubmittal of the Level A plan may be required.

The Level A Master Plan allowed for other utilities; however, there is no
intent at this time to use another utility. We agree that if a new utility
provider is utilized (or added), this will be discussed with County staff
based on details, merits, and nature of any proposed provider change.

34 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

Condition 9 is dependent on the approved ABCWUA development agreement We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
being provided prior to a Level B approval. Without submittal of such an
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
agreement, the water use and phasing cannot be placed in context of the
2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

35 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

There is no clear explanation of how the proposed phasing fits within the
Goal and Program Update.

We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

36 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

There is no discussion or design criteria listed which aligns with the new
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
program elements listed in that plan such as xeriscaping requirements or
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
installation of rainwater harvesting. Figure 1 of the goals and updates call for plans will be supplied at that time.
reuse and recycling, yet this Level B does not identify how or when this might
be implemented. Consistent with Table 1 and Figure 6 of the Goals and
Update, the Level B plans are expected to provide a breakdown of expected
water use by land use type and proposed design criteria that will be
incorporated in to each type of land use to achieve or maintain the ABCWUA
2024 water usage of 135 GPCD.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

7.A.d

Staff Response
Status
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.
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Department
##
37 PW Natural
Resources 2

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
As observed in the Level B Village Master Plan 21% of land use is proposed as
low density residential zones. Outdoor usage is the significant variable
between the identified land use classifications, particularly between low
density and high density residential - there is generally less land to irrigate
per unit within high density residential areas as compared to that of low
density and rural residential areas. Level B should incorporate design
standards or criteria designed specifically to lower water usage for outdoor
landscaping in Low Density Residential zones to meet 135gpcd 2024 ABCWUA
Water Conservation Plan goal.

Response
Responder
We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design Standards Dan
to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan to be incorporated McGreggor
as a separate section, addressing low water usage landscaping in all
zones, but specifically Low Density Residential zones. Future residential
development will be required to participate in the Home Builders
Association of Central NM Build Green NM program. Standards
specifically address ABCWUA 2024 Water Conservation Plan goal to meet
135 GPCD.

Staff Response
Status
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

38 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

Condition 10. Compliance with Condition 10 has not been satisfied. The
section of the Water Master Plan (p.6) captioned as Water Conservation Plan
is inadequate and is a solely a summary of existing Water Conservation
Ordinance requirements. No additional concepts or measures needed to
meet the planned water use of 135 gpcd have been identified in this Level B.
This need for revision is consistent with Level B criteria. for land use wherein
there is to be definition of important design characteristics, including
streetscapes, setbacks, landscaping, parking, etc.

(1) We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures are being required by this Master Plan
(though they may be encouraged on a Level C plan basis).
(3) 135 qpcd already met under existing Water Conservation ordinances.
Additional conservation requirements are not presented here, but are
subject to future County and ABCWUA regulation changes.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

39 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

The Water Conservation Plan (which can be used across several Level B plan
submittals, and modified as needed for submittal specifics) should address by
design principles, standards, or guidelines how the development is going to
ensure compliance with ABCWUA and Bernalillo County water conservation
provisions, guidelines and design standards and the related development
agreements. For instance, Level A plans mention water reuse, to the Level B
plan should include indirect potable reuse as more than just a remote
possibility. One would expect at Level B to see more detail and conceptual
infrastructure to address eventual water reuse, for example a design criteria
that all development would be constructed with piping to allow future
introduction of water reuse.

(1) We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures over and above current County Ordinances,
are being required (though may be encouraged), though specific future
Level C or Level B plans may do so.
(3) 135 qpcd has already been met (even with old water technology).

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

40 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

Additionally landscape design standards with appropriate techniques and
specifications to address lower water usage should also be included.
Santolina Master Community will be located in an area with predominantly
silty and sandy soils, less than average precipitation, higher than average
temperatures and higher evapotranspiration rates compared to other parts
of the region. Outdoor water usage could be significantly higher than in other
service areas because of this natural variability. The Water Conservation Plan
should address exterior best management practices and design criteria
specific to the zone that significantly reduce water use and chemical use by
proposed densities. For example soil amendment program, passive water
harvesting, irrigation design standards and other techniques should be
included to address water usage in landscape design.

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design Standards Dan
to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan for low water
McGreggor
usage landscaping. Future residential development will be required to
participate in the Home Builders Association of Central NM Build Green
NM program. As requested, a revised Water Conservation Plan (Chap 6,
Section 1.4) will be supplied prior to the June 26th Environment Hearing
to address exterior best management practices.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft.
Revised language must be incorporated.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Pending
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Department
##
41 PW Natural
Resources 3

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
A good example of the level of detail and explanation of what is needed is
provided in the Stormwater Master Plan. ln many instances, the techniques
and approaches listed may serve both purposes, particularly as regards
outdoor water use and conservation. However, these elements should be
evaluated separately with respect to the use of reclaimed water and water
conservation principles. This would include separately addressing capture
and reuse of rooftop rain water capture from other site runoff which has to
be treated as stormwater runoff.

Response
Responder
We agree. A revised Water Conservation Plan (Chap 6, Section 1.4) has Dan
been provided and includes the level of detail and explanation sought for McGreggor
by this comment.

Staff Response
Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft.
Revised language must be incorporated.

Status
Pending

42 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

SANTOLINA LEVEL B LAND USE PLAN
p. 5 ABCWUA letter. The letter was adequate per CPC decision. However it is
not adequate for Level B approval a fully executed development agreement is
needed prior to approval. Zoning p.16 - The Level B Plan includes portions by
land type use Design principles, guidelines; and standards demonstrating how
2024 Water Conservation goals are to be met should be included in the
proposed zoning for each land type use. That discussion probably should be
addressed in either Chapter 5 or Chapter 6.

The Zoning Chapter now includes 2024 Water Conservation goals for
Dan
each land use. Future residential development will be required to
McGreggor
participate in the Home Builders Association of Central NM Build Green
NM program. Chapter 6, Section 1.4 addresses how the ABCWUA's 2024
goals will be met.

Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Drainage master Plan and Terrain Management Plan.
Must be incorporated in Revision.

Completed

43 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

Stormwater System Design Approach page 53 Compliance with MS4 permit We agree and will revise accordingly.
requirements, as adopted by the County for individual non-residential tracts.
Language must be corrected to read Compliance with MS4 permit
requirements, as adopted by the County for all new development and
redevelopment projects that disturb greater than or equal to one acre,
including projects less than one acre that are part of a larger common plan of
development or sale.

Defer issue to PW Drainage Engineer

Completed

44 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

Terrain Management p.60 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils,
We agree and will revise accordingly.
and other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important
site features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils to
wind erosion, their locations within the Level B plan, and the particular
techniques that will be used to prevent excess wind erosion during
construction and development.

Stormwater is not mentioned in the Zoning Chapter.
Changes to the Drainage/Stormwater Master Plan
proposed on June 22, 2016 are generally acceptable to
NRS, but decision is deferred by NRS to the Drainage
Engineer

Pending

45 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

Water System Planning page 63 The proposed Santolina Level B Water
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
System remains consistent with the system as proposed with the Level A
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
Master Plan approval. Level B does not incorporate into the water and
wastewater design maps a reclamation/reuse plan nor does it incorporate the
infrastructures to deliver the reclaimed/reused water. Please revise the water
system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure and provide an indication
of what phasing/timing will incorporate the use of the reclaimed water which
will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build out water use
estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Pending
the Water Master Plan. Revised language must be
incorporated. Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16

46 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

WATER MASTER PLAN
We agree and will revise accordingly.
Water Master Plan p. 3 bullet list. Condition & specifies consideration of
direct and indirect potable reuse as one of the elements for the
Development Agreement. It should specifically be included in this bullet list,
accordingly, as it is a summary of Condition 8, which is not yet satisfied.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Pending
the Water Master Plan. Revised language must be
incorporated. Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Printed on: 9/29/2016
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Public Works

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Water Master Plan p.4, next of last P. The preceding paragraphs are short on We agree and will revise accordingly.
a description of approaches used to achieve the 135 gpcd goal by existing
users. It fails to identify which of WATER MASTER PLAN those might be
incorporated as design criteria for this Level B. This paragraph calls out the
opportunity to utilize new development standards and practices to achieve
significant water savings over time, but fails to identify what those may be.
Please identify and discuss these new development building standards and
practices as part of the Water Conservation Plan section for each type of land
use. Also if existing system users can achieve 135 gpcd, as stated as having
already occurred, and the WRMS draft indicates that new construction is
expected to use between 25 to 50 percent less water relative to existing
residential properties, than that expectation should be expressed in Santolina
water conservation goals and the design criteria used to achieve should be
conceptually identified at Level B and identified in the Water Conservation
Plan.

48 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.4 the potential for utilizing water reclamation
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
methodologies is mentioned here. However, the water conservation plan fails current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
to discuss this opportunity, specify design criteria for doing so, does not
plans will be supplied.
specify expected opportunities in this Level B plan to do so, and the water
use plan for this Level B shows no infrastructure for implementing this
opportunity.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Pending
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

49 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Please revise the water system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
and provide and indication of what phasing will incorporate the use of the
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
reclaimed water which will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build plans will be supplied.
out water use estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

Incorporated by reference in the June 22, 2106 Water
Plan. Proposed revision must be incorporated

50 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5 continue the conservation practices. Please specify
which practices Santolina should continue.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

51 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5. The development agreement required in Condition 8
is needed to ensure that ABCWUA is in conceptual agreement with the Level
A and Level B master plan. There is no assurance to the County that the
proposed Level B water infrastructure is satisfactory to the ABCWUA as this
involved cross-trunk connection and jumping of development across multiple
pressure zones rather than successive development to higher zones albeit it is
consistent with the Level A approach previously approved by the BCC.

The ABCWUA and the developer are reviewing and studying the water
infrastructure at this time (including the above raised funding and
phasing issues). The BCC condition refers to sequential extension of
infrastructure based on location of existing infrastructure (not successive
zone-by-zone extension).

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Pending
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
d d does not
f appear in the
f June
/ / 22,2016 Draft of
Language
Pending
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

52 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5, last bullet. That statement is made that service
approach includes participation in new water supply acquisition by paying a
Water Supply Charge, which is of course allowable ABCWUA policy for new
development. However, on page 7, the document indicates that water supply
will generally come from outside the Level A Plan Area from existing
infrastructure. If existing sources are available and adequate, then one or the
other of these statements needs to be revised.

We will provide additional clarity.
The intent here is to say that water supply (however acquired) will be
generally delivered via existing infrastructure (and also new
infrastructure).

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Pending
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Pending

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Pending
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16
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Packet Pg. 4648

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Water Master Plan p.6 Water Conservation Plan. This section is inadequate
and needs to address Santolina specific design criteria that are above and
beyond the Bernalillo County Water Conservation Ordinance. As this is a large
and very large user (i.e., a Master Plan) a water conservation plan identifying
techniques; approaches, design criteria, and water use goals for various
water land use sectors as laid out in the WRMS need to be provided and tied
back to the various criteria - show us what you are going to do to meet the
reductions specified in the WRMS. For example landscape design standards
with appropriate techniques and specifications to address lower water usage
should be included in this session.

Responder

54 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.8 and 9 - please revise to discuss the projected water
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
use with the context of the 2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal as specified in current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
Condition 10. What portion of the projected water use does this constitute, plans will be supplied at that time.
what design criteria will be use to ensure that projected decreases in
commercial/industrial use are realized, etc.

Not acceptable. Language should be such that
participation in similar or successor programs will be
required, not just simply "those practices that are
employed." Or are you now backing away from such an
innovative level commitment for this Master Plan?

55 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p. 9 There is no apparent use of reclaimed water
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
identified in this Level B master plan. As part of the water conservation plan, current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
please identify the conceptual users of reclaimed water and identify the
infrastructure necessary to supply it to those land use areas.

Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Pending
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, no appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

56 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

What design criteria will be used/imposed on developers to ensure the 180
gpcd maximum is achieved.

We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has Pending
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

57 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.10 How will reclaimed sewage for reuse purposes be
used within the boundaries of this level B, given the lack of infrastructure in
the water plan to deliver the same? Where is the conceptual infrastructure
identified to convey sewage to the potential future satellite Water
Reclamation plant in the southern portion of the Santolina Level A Plan Area
and or what is the phasing/ timeline to do so for this Level B plan? And on
page 11 the timing of that construction should likely be included in the
Development Agreement though here you say its to correspond with the
WRMS policy document. But you say later on page 11 that it may be available
to the Santolina Level B Plan area will it or will it not be constructed and
available for this Level B plan area and if so, in which phasing?

We agree with the request for additional clarity. Accordingly, further
Dan
explanation has been supplied to address the question of reclaimed
McGreggor
sewage infrastructure. Reclaimed (reuse) water distribution
infrastructure will be provided in appropriate street corridors at the time
of initial subdivision/site development activity. Additionally, please note
that reclaimed water will not be available to Level B until the Water
Reclamation Plant is installed in the Master Plan area (see Level A plans),
as can be seen in the Level B Sewer Master Plan. A Development
Agreement with the ABCWUA may have more to say about specific
timing of the Reclamation Plant.

Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Pending
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

7.A.d

Staff Response
Status
Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Pending
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, not appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Pending
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53 PW Natural
Resources 5

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
The interpretation of the Ordinance's "large user" as being equal to a
Level A "Master Plan" requires further discussion. It seems logical that
Level C plans should address "techniques, approaches, etc." that can be
relevant to the "large user" specifics. The Level A conditions allow for
Level C compliance with this comment. The BCC Level A condition
references "prior to Level B approval".

Public Works

Packet Pg. 4649

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Public Works

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Water Master Plan p.12. Much of this paragraph is a restatement of portions We agree and we will revise accordingly.
of the Bernalillo County Level A development agreement. However, the
paragraph should be removed as minor modifications of the language from
the development agreement have been introduced, particularly regarding
anticipation of that the ABCWUA will provide water and sewer to ABCWUA
may provide water and sewer, and expansion throughout the paragraph from
solely Owners to owners and developers, and a third change from negatively
affect current County water or sewer service to negatively impact the System.
Given that those provisions are in the development agreement, this should
either be deleted or incorporated by reference only.

59 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan - p.5 High density urban development results in increased
We agree.
impervious area, leading to increased runoff volumes and velocities.
Accordingly, reduced application of the water harvesting principles is counter
intuitive the MS4 permit specifies system alternatives, but only if on-site
measures cannot be obtained. Only alternatives demonstrated and allowed
by the MS4 permit will be considered at the Level C review.

Not acceptable. Language should be such that
participation in similar or successor programs will be
required, not just simply "those practices that are
employed." Or are you now backing away from such an
innovative level commitment for this Master Plan?

60 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan P.11 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils, and
We agree and will revise accordingly.
other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important site
features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils, their
locations within the Level B plan, and the particular techniques that will be
used to prevent excess wind erosion during development.

Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Pending
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, not appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

61 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan p13 - The MS4 permit requirement is for on-site
We agree and will revise accordingly.
management of the 90th percentile storm. Because of the west mesa location
of this development, the applicant needs to define and develop the numeric
values for runoff using the methodology specified EPA 832-R-14-007 and
using site appropriate data. This may be in excess of the 0.44-inch storm
event or other first-flush volumes called out in the DPM and in the
Stormwater Master Plan.

Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Pending
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Pending
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Pending
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7.A.d

Packet Pg. 4650

Department
##
62 PW Natural
Resources 7

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Stormwater Plan p.15. The MS4 permit requirements are briefly summarized,
but fail to mention post-construction stormwater management requirements
including on-site management of the 90th percentile storm event, the need
for post-construction and recurring inspection requirements, and on-going
mechanism to ensure effective post-construction operation and maintenance
of best management practices. The details of these requirements can be
addressed at Level C, but should be at least mentioned in passing at Level B.

Public Works

Response
Responder
Additional narrative and design standards has been included in the Level Dan
B Plan to address the use of LID techniques. A revised Stormwater Plan McGreggor
will be supplied to address post-construction stormwater management,
impervious cover limitations, and removal/correction of the table
reference.

Staff Response
Status
Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Pending
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has
a Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Bernalillo County Staff has indicated this comment will be removed. See Richard
PCC criteria and Level A Development Agreement. These protections are Meadows
built into the process.

Correct. Staff has removed this comment.

Completed

P. 46, paragraph 7

Completed

Ex. 5-8 still use incorrect terminology (primary instead of
principal arterial) in MP. Correct in Fig. 1, 10, 11, 12 in
Transportation Tech. Document. Some differences
between modeled roads and plan roads shown. Text
added to explain why different.

Completed

Stormwater Plan - p.15 The stated percentages listed in Table 4 should be
considered as maximum impervious cover limitations allowed. The use of LID
techniques implies that efforts, techniques, and approaches should strive to
minimize the amount of impervious cover, and particularly the amount of
directly connected impervious cover. Please address this table as maximum
anticipated impervious cover percentages and techniques that can be used to
address the high parking/paving percentages for commercial/industrial; and
low density mixed use, and educational/institutional. Also there is a reference
to a Table 22.13.1 that doesn't exist in this document.

63 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Comments on Level A (Revised) and B Transportation Plan and Technical
Report
1. Prepare a guideline that defines the parameters in which the Level A and
Level B plans remain relevant and when exceeded shall require appropriate
modifications to these plans and the subsequent review by the County. This
guideline and the associated parameters shall apply to all appropriate
sections of the plans.

64 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

2. Include adequate information to ensure that appropriate land/ROW for all This is addressed in the Level B Land Use Plan. PdV south of I-40 has
major onsite corridors shall be provided to allow for the transition from
been planned to be consistent with the ROW north of I-40.
interim to ultimate buildout conditions. This is especially relevant regarding
the extension of PDV south of I40, as there is the possibility that this road will
ultimately become a freeway.

65 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

3. Functional Classification Maps Provide consistent language or footnote
Level B MP - Exhibits 3, 4, 5 and 6; Updated Level A Transportation MP, Richard
differences: primary = principal arterial, secondary = minor arterial. Consider Figures 1, 2, 3 and 21 and Level B Transportation MP, Figures 1, 10, 11, Meadows
12 will be modified to maintain consistency with Functional classification.
minor and major collectors.
Updated Level A Transportation MP, Figures 13 and 43 and Level B
Transportation MP, Figures 2, 13 and 21 has been revised to clarify the
functional classification is based on MRCOG model link definitions. See
September 2016 Level B Technical Report revision, p. 8, for additional
clarification.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Richard
Meadows
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##
66 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
4. LRTS Guide/ Complete Streets Add text describing green infrastructure
techniques used in roadways. Provide a section describing ITS techniques
and adaptive signals as a best practice to consider in Santolina.

67 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

5. 2040 V/C Off-site LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
*Provide AM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
discuss these locations and identify mitigation requirements.
a. I40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista/118th St Ramps
b: I40 WB between Unser Blvd and 98th St interchanges.
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40 and approach to Gibson
d. Unser Blvd NB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd NB between
Rio Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd NB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.
e. Gun Club Rd WB approach to 118th St.
f. 114th St NB approach to Central Ave
g. Central Ave WB near 118th St; Central Ave EB approach to 98th St

Public Works

Response
Responder
Text describing green infrastructure techniques used in roadways and
Richard
describing ITS techniques and adaptive signals as a best practice to
Meadows
consider in Santolina has been added to the 2016 Level B Transportation
Master Plan, Section V, p. 41.
Richard
Meadows

*Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
a. I-40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista Ramps
b. I-40 EB between 118th St and Unser Blvd interchanges
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40
d. Dennis Chavez Blvd WB approaches to Unser Blvd and Broadway Blvd
e. Central Ave WB and EB approaches to 118th St and 98th St
f. Unser Blvd SB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd SB between Rio
Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd SB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.

68 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Continued from previous line (Item 5)

Continued from previous line

69 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

6. 2040 V/C On-site LOS Analysis:
Provide AM/PM Peak on-site mitigation recommendations:
* 118th St NB/SB between Dennis Chavez and Gun Club Rd

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Richard
Meadows

Staff Response
p. 51 added text on GI and ITS. P. 48 added text on ITS.

Status
Completed

2025 offsite: 1-2. pp 14-15 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
2040 offsite: 1-2. p. 19-21 I-40/118th St WB-EB
3. p. 21 118th Central
4. p. 23 118th/ Gibson
5. p. 24 118th/ D. Chavez
6. p. 26 118th/ Gun Club
7. p. 29 Central/ 98th
8. p. 30 Central/ 106th
9. p. 33 D. Chavez/ Unser
10. p. 34 D. Chavez-Rio Bravo/ Coors
11. p. 35 Rio Bravo/ Isleta
12. p. 37 Rio Bravo/ Broadway
13. p. 38 Gun Club/ Unser
14. p. 39 Gun Club/ Coors
15. p. 40 Gun Club/ Isleta
16-17. p. 43-44 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
18. p. 45 Atrisco Vista/ Central
19-20. p 46-47 PDV/ I-40 WB-EB
21-22. p. 48-49 I-40/ Unser to 98th WB-EB

Completed

2040 on-site:
1. p. 51 PDV/ I-40 Frontage
2. p. 52 Atrisco Vista/ Parallel Rd
3. p. 53 Atrisco Vista/ Gibson
4. p. 53 D. Chavez/ Loop Rd.

Completed

Completed
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70 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
7. 2025 V/C LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
* Provide AM Peak off-:site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB on-ramp

Public Works

Response
A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.

Responder
Richard
Meadows

Staff Response
2025 offsite: 1-2. pp 14-15 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
2040 offsite: 1-2. p. 19-21 I-40/118th St WB-EB
3. p. 21 118th Central
4. p. 23 118th/ Gibson
5. p. 24 118th/ D. Chavez
6. p. 26 118th/ Gun Club
7. p. 29 Central/ 98th
8. p. 30 Central/ 106th
9. p. 33 D. Chavez/ Unser
10. p. 34 D. Chavez-Rio Bravo/ Coors
11. p. 35 Rio Bravo/ Isleta
12. p. 37 Rio Bravo/ Broadway
13. p. 38 Gun Club/ Unser
14. p. 39 Gun Club/ Coors
15. p. 40 Gun Club/ Isleta
16-17. p. 43-44 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
18. p. 45 Atrisco Vista/ Central
19-20. p 46-47 PDV/ I-40 WB-EB
21-22. p. 48-49 I-40/ Unser to 98th WB-EB

Status
Completed

Continued from previous line

Richard
Meadows

2040 on-site:
1. p. 51 PDV/ I-40 Frontage
2. p. 52 Atrisco Vista/ Parallel Rd
3. p. 53 Atrisco Vista/ Gibson
4. p. 53 D. Chavez/ Loop Rd.

Completed

* Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB off-ramp

71 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Continued from previous line (Item 7)

72 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

8. Transit MP: Page 62. Although no commuter/ BRT service currently exists The text on page 62 of the Updated Level A Transportation Master Plan
on Dennis Chavez & Mention there is an existing Route 222 transit service on has been revised to mention existing Routes 222 and 98. The text has
Dennis Chavez that serves South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing
now been revised.
Route 98 transit service on 98th St and Dennis Chavez that serves Rio
Bravo/Coors commercial center.

73 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

9. Pedestrian and Bikeways MP: Proposed trail network runs through the
proposed street network. Describe how trails will cross roadways (grade
separation, signalized arterial crossings, mid-block crossings, etc.).
Disconnected trail network through urban center and other locations. Add
more connectivity to trail network. Describe how trails will integrate with onstreet bicycle and pedestrian network. Describe safety design features for onstreet bike-ped network (buffered bike lanes, cycle tracks, bike intersections,
etc.).

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Updated Level A Transportation MP Section F.3 (p. 67) and Level B
Transportation MP Section V11.A (p. 58) has been revised. as follows:
"Mid-block, unsignalized pedestrian/trail crossing treatments has been
evaluated using the latest research procedures, such as TCRP
112/NCHRP 562 "Improving Pedestrian Safety at Unsignalized Crossings."
This research identifies the safest approaches for safely crossing
roadways at mid-block and unsignalized locations." "At the intersection
of the trails and on-street network, the trails will enter at-grade with the
sidewalk and provide access to the on-street bicycle network, or
proposed crossing. At locations where high traffic volume and high
pedestrian or bicycle traffic volume are present, if a traffic signal is not
present, a pedestrian traffic signal (such as a HAWK) has been evaluated.
In rare circumstances, a grade separated structure has been considered."

Richard
Meadows

Completed

P. 61 text added. Map not updated.
P. 69
Completed
Level A, p. 62 Level B language added to support grade
separated crossings on open space network @ PDV,
Atrisco Vista, and Dennis Chavez (9-15-16).
7 ft. bike lane, 3 ft. buffer added and language included
that dimensions allow for cycle tracks p. 62, Level B (9-1516)
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##
74 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Continued from previous line (Item 9)

Response
Text from the Level B Tech report section V Typical Sections (p. 53), has
been added to both the Updated Level A (p. 65) and Level B
Transportation (p. 58) MP's bicycle sections (p. 65 Level A and p. 58) to
highlight that the proposed typical sections for principal and minor
arterials provide for a buffer between the vehicular and bike lanes. The
base for the Level A exhibits has been corrected to show this open space
connection. The overall open space network has been finalized with
future Level B plans.

75 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

10. Performance indicators, page 59. While vehicle hours travelled (VHT),
congested lane miles and vehicle hours of delay (VHD) are reduced on the
system network in 2040, vehicle miles travelled (VMT) increases by 2.6% in
2040. This measure has implications for regional air quality degradation and
related health outcomes, meeting new federal ozone standards, and
increased greenhouse gas emissions.
Describe possible reasons for increases to network VMT e.g. induced demand
and provide realistic mitigation recommendations e.g. promoting transit use,
mixed use development, compact/ walkable development, etc.

76 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

77 PW Transportation
Review

78 PW Transportation
Review

Public Works
Staff Response
P. 56-57, typical sections

Status
Completed

The likely reason for the increase in VMT is the location of the jobs in
Santolina results in slightly longer commute trips, as residents of the east
side travel to the west side for employment. Although this does result in
increased VMT, it more efficiently utilizes the existing transportation
infrastructure that is underutilized in the current west-to-east morning
commute, and the east-to-west evening commute. The Transportation
Demand Management section of the Transportation section (Section 4.7,
p. 49) of the Level B Master Plan describes the strategies for promoting
transit use, mixed use development, walkable development, etc. Air
Quality is also discussed in the Level B Master Plan, in Section 5.4, page
53, and a separate Air Quality analysis is being prepared for submittal.

Text added to report, Level A, Tech Appendix

Completed

11. Transportation infrastructure no net costs. Page 19 identifies total 2040
MTP public and private costs. The 2040 MTP estimates $155.5 million on-site
Santolina transportation costs ($55.5 million by 2025) not including PDN
interchange ($15A million) and PDN roadway through Santolina ($11.6
million), and Gibson through escarpment {$1.6 million) by 2040.
Off-site improvements listed in the MTP include 118th St roadway ($4.8
million) and 118th St/1-40 interchange ($25 million) by 2040. Provide on-site
and off-site Santolina roadway costs and potential funding mechanisms for
Level B 2025 and 2040 build-out.

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
Richard
discuss these locations. This report will include cost estimates of the on- Meadows
site and off-site infrastructure. The cost sharing arrangements has been
included in the Development Agreement. The funding mechanisms will
likely include PID's, TIDD's, developer imposed fees or other methods to
be developed in concert with the County over the lifetime of the
development of Santolina.

Summary of improvement costs - pp. 3-4. Still not clear Pending
on which on-site improvements are project infrastructure
costs and which are system infrastructure costs.
Development agreement should itemize list of
improvements by type. Infrastructure funding strategy
added on pp. 95-97 in MP. See Comment 101

2/8/2016

12. Level A Minor corrections:
* Page 14. Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Roadway Design
Guidelines
* Page 22. Footnote: For purposes of this analysis&
* Page 41. &providing opportunities for commuting in the reverse of the
typical west-to-east anticipated in the MPO forecast.

We are in agreement with these changes and they have been
incorporated into the document.

Richard
Meadows

P. 42 MP

Completed

2/8/2016

13. Level B Minor corrections:
We are in agreement with these changes and they have been
* Page 45. Transit service within the County areas is provided on a contract
incorporated into the document.
basis with ABQ Ride.
* Page 46. An existing Route 222 provides transit service on Dennis Chavez to
South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing Route 98 on 98th St and
Dennis Chavez serves Rio Bravo/Coors commercial center.
* Page 55. As a transit market grows, the Santolina Master Plan.

Richard
Meadows

P. 53 MP

Completed

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder
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79 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
14. Level B Major Corrections:
Page 43 & Exhibit 10: Replace "Local Street 3: with a cross-section of a "Major
Local" which has 60ft: ROW and 36ft: face-of-curb to. Face-of-curb drivable
width. Contact BCPWD for a copy of the cross-section typical of County Street
Standards.

80 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

1) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 9: - Is the existing frontage road south of I- NMDOT wishes the Frontage Road to remain a two-lane road and the
40 adequate as a 2-lane (1 lane per direction) facility adequate to carry the
modeling was done to satisfy that request. Turn lanes may be required
future full buildout traffic volumes? Might a 4-lane (2-lane per direction) be at some point in the future at major intersecting roadways to achieve
considered?
acceptable levels of service.

81 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

2) General Comment, Pages 11 - 13: for the full buildout traffic volume maps Agreed, the maps have been revised to include a legend.
(ADT page 11, AM Peak page 12 and PM Peak page 13) should consider
providing a legend for the reader to identify the volumes shown are in
hundreds or thousands.

82 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

83 PW Transportation
Review

Public Works
Staff Response
Major local by reference. Ex 12 private road or as
approved by County. Add 60 ft. major local drawing.

Status
Completed

Richard
Meadows

P. 45 text

Completed

Richard
Meadows

Technical Appendix: pp. 13-14, Fig. 6-7; p. 25, Fig 17; p.
49, Fig 37

Completed

3) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 14: How many lanes for the full buildout I- The MRCOG model assumes a single lane for the ramps, and at the
Richard
40/PDV interchange WB exit ramp and EB entrance ramp are considered?
intersections with future PdV. The poor performance is due to the low
Meadows
Since this interchange is planned for future buildout after 2025 shouldn’t it
capacity used on the off-ramp or on-ramp link in the model. This
have a better LOS and v/c condition in 2040 other than severe? Maybe
indicates the expectation that the intersection will be signalized.
consider increasing the number of ramp lanes (if only considering 1 lane) and Improvements will be identified in the supplemental report at the
re-run the model to improve the condition.
intersection with PdV, however final configuration will be dependent on
future NMDOT studies of the interchange.

P. 47 table 43

Completed

2/26/2016

4) General Comment, Page 15: Same comment as #2 above.

Agreed, the maps have been revised to include a legend. The Legend on Richard
page 11 will be updated.
Meadows

p. 11 ADT directional not in 000s

Completed

84 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

5) General Comment, Page 16, second paragraph: Regarding the discussion of
the roundabouts. Maybe consider providing potential candidate locations for
future roundabouts. If only to earmark those intersections for possible
roundabouts and planning real estate needs. Right-of-Way most of the time
becomes an issue when constructing a roundabout footprint.

It is considered unlikely roundabouts will be located on major principal Richard
arterials (Atrisco Vista, Paseo del Volcan, Gibson, Dennis Chavez and the Meadows
Loop Road). Minor/minor intersections, and minor/collector
intersections could be considered possible candidates for roundabouts.
A statement have been added that says "Roundabouts are not precluded
in this Master Plan, and can be considered at appropriate locations, in
consultation with Bernalillo County Transportation Staff. Right-of-way
will be provided in the event previously granted ROW is not adequate."

P. 16 text added

Completed

85 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

6) General Comment, Pages 26 – 28: for the 2025 build traffic volume maps Agreed, the maps will be revised to include a legend.
(ADT page 26, AM Peak page 27 and PM Peak page 28) same comment as #2
above, should consider providing a legend for the reader to identify the
volumes shown are in hundreds or thousands.

p. 27 Fig 16; p. 35 Fig. 24

Completed

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
Responder
14. The major local typical section have been included in the revised
Richard
Technical Appendix. The proposed Local Street 3 will be maintained, but Meadows
we have added clarifying language to indicate it is proposed for low
volume streets with ADT < 1,500.

Richard
Meadows
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Department
##
86 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/26/2016

Comments
7) Traffic Modeling Comment, Pages 27 – 28 and 34 – 35: – In the AM/PM
peak hour volumes exhibit, in the year 2025, there are traffic volumes at the
end of Shelly Road but in the year 2040, this traffic volume “disappears”.
Could this be explained?

87 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

88 PW Transportation
Review

Public Works
OK

Status
Completed

8) General Comment, Page 34 and 38: Did the traffic modeling analysis factor 2025 has it incorporated correctly, 2040 does not. See response above. Richard
in traffic to/from the Metropolitan Detention Center and Sandia
Meadows
Motorsports?

OK

Completed

2/26/2016

9) General Comment, Page 66: - Is there sufficient evidence to justify that the
Santolina development will affect EB traffic on US-550 and Alameda Blvd?
Can this scenario be explained as to how the model factored these volume
reductions?

These reductions on US 550 and Alameda are due to the normalization Richard
of the socioeconomic forecast required to maintain regional control
Meadows
totals of households and employment, as directed by MRCOG.
Households, and retail and service jobs, from the west side of
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County and Rio Rancho were reassigned to
Santolina (to maintain regional control totals). This reduces the traffic
generation in those parts of the metro area. The result is fewer river
crossings on US 550 and Alameda in the Santolina scenario as compared
to the MRCOG Trend scenario.

No changes.

Completed

89 PW Transportation
Review

3/10/2016

Prepare a Transportation Conformity Determination for air quality by June
2016.

Per discussions with Bernalillo County Staff, an Air Quality analysis has
been submitted prior to the June Environment Hearing.

Submitted. Summarized in MP pp 61-63.

Completed

90 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

The following Conditions of Approval are required within 30 days of BCC
We Agree
approval of Level B Santolina Master Plan: The Level B Transportation Master
Plan/Technical Appendix text and maps will be revised to address agency
comments.

91 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

Level B Development Agreement will address no net cost PCC criteria for all
on-site and off-site transportation improvements related to the Level B
Santolina Master Plan using the appropriate funding mechanism.

92 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

The following items are required prior to CPC approval of Level B Santolina
Will be submitted based on comments previously received.
Master Plan: Addendum to the Level B Transportation Master Plan/Technical
Appendix with revised text and maps addressing agency comments

Completed

93 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

An Air Quality Study per PCC criteria will be performed by June 2016 using
Completed and submitted to BCPWD.
EPAs Motor Vehicles Emission Simulator (MOVES 2014) model identifying
regional pollutants in National Ambient Air Quality Standards and, if needed,
localized analysis of 2 on-site, 2 off-site high volume intersections using
CAL3QHC dispersion model.

Completed

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
Responder
There was a coding error in the connector from the zone south on
Richard
Shelley Road for 2040. The existing uses (Detention Center, Landfill and Meadows
Motor Sports Park) were mistakenly connected to the Loop Road.
However the base year model (2012) from MRCOG shows just 100 vph in
the peak hour on Shelley, and also shows no employment growth for the
existing uses in 2040. Adding these 100 trips to the 2040 volumes
shown in Figures 25 and 26 would still result in v/c less than 0.90 in
2040. No change is proposed.

We Agree

Richard
Meadows

Staff Response

Completed
See comment 101.

Pending
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Department
##
94 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
4/14/2016

Comments
To address Public Works and other agency transportation comments already The matrix is attached
submitted on the Level B Transportation Master Plan, BHI provided the
following at the end of March 2016: Spreadsheet documenting all
transportation-related agency comments and how they will be addressed.

95 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

Level B Santolina Transportation Master Plan Mitigation Report analyzing on- Completed and submitted to BCPWD.
site and off-site roadway impacts for 2025 and 2040 and mitigation
improvements required and their costs. The report addresses comments
related to improvements to the network at select intersections to achieve
acceptable level of service.

96 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

Ref. Santolina Level B Master Plan Transportation Comment Matrix:
Agreed
Condition: Revise Transportation MP to address agency comments within 30
days of BCC approval:

Comments have been included in revised Level B
Transportation Plan

Completed

97 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

3. Ex. 5-8 still uses incorrect terminology (primary instead of principal arterial) Will be revised

Terminology has been revised in Level B Transportation
Plan

Completed

98 PW Transportation
Review
99 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

8. The text on p. 62 still has not been revised to mention existing routes 222
and 98.
9. Bikeways and Trails Map has still not been updated to reflect increased
connectivity.

Terminology has been revised in Level A Transportation
Plan
To be revised in the Level B Master Plan

Completed

100 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

10. Typical sections still not final. Remove 220 ft. R/W section. Modify the 186 Will be revised
ft R/W section as multi-way boulevard, if possible.

Additional comments on roadway sections. Text added
Pending
regarding future revisions to standards, geometry design
per updated traffic studies.

101 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

12. Mitigation improvement cost summary in supplemental report - still not We agree that this comment should be provided as a condition of
clear on which on-site improvements are project infrastructure costs and
approval.
which are system infrastructure costs. Development agreement should
itemize list of improvements and cost by infrastructure type corresponding to
funding mechanism identified on pp. 95-97 in MP. Condition: Provide within
30 days of BCC approval.

BHI will provide a project list with costs for off-site and
system improvements needed by 2025 and 2040

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Will be revised
Will be revised

Responder

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status
Completed

Completed

Pending

Pending
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Santolina Level B Master Plan, (R-12)
AMAFCA staff reviewed the Level B Master Plan with respect to drainage
concepts and has no adverse comment. Staff also met with the engineer to
discuss maintenance responsibilities and impacts on capacity of AMAFCAs
Westgate Dam. These items will be addressed with future, detailed
development plans.

Response
We agree.

Responder
Lynn Mazur

Staff Response
Acceptable

7.A.d

Status
Completed
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##
Department
1 AMAFCA

AMAFCA

Printed on: 9/29/2016
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
SPR2016-0001 Santolina is a Level A Master Planned Community that is
We agree.
approximately 13,851 acres, and is bounded by Interstate 40 to the north,
118th Street and the escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa
on the south and the escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on
the west The master planned area (Level A) will consist of 34,000 residential
units built out over the next 40-50 years.
After approval of the Level A Master Planned Community in June 2015, the
developer is currently requesting approval for Phase 1 Level B Master Planned
Community. This phase will include 9,444 dwelling units and will encompass
4,243 acres. Santolina development (Level A Master Plan) will impact G.I
Sanchez ES, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, Atrisco Heritage Academy HS
and West Mesa HS. Currently, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS and Atrisco
Heritage HS enrollments exceed capacity; these schools are overcrowded.
Please refer to the table provided by APS, in the Original comments, indicating
capacity, enrollment, and excess/shortage of capacity for each of the listed
schools.
Albuquerque Public Schools recently built and opened George I. Sanchez K-8
school in 2015-16 to address growth and overcrowding of schools in the
southwest quadrant of the District.
In addition, with the recent passage of the Bond/Mil Levy 2016 election, APS
will continue plans to construct a new K-8 school to alleviate current
overcrowding in the Northwest; and specifically, to relieve overcrowding at
Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, and SR Marmon ES.

2

2/9/2016

To address overcrowding at schools noted in the table above, APS will explore We agree.
various alternatives. A combination or all of the following options may be
utilized to relieve overcrowded schools.
(i) Provide new capacity (long term solution)
a. Construct new schools or additions
b. Add portables
c. Use of non-classroom spaces for temporary classrooms
d. Lease facilities
e. Use other public facilities

APS

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status
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1 APS

APS
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
(ii) Improve facility efficiency (short term solution)
a. Schedule Changes
i. Double sessions
ii. Multi-track year-round
b. Other
i. Float teachers (flex schedule)
(iii) Shift students to Schools with Capacity (short term solution)
a. Boundary Adjustments/Busing
b. Grade reconfiguration
(iv) Combination of above strategies

Response

APS

2/9/2016

Printed on: 9/29/2016

(i) APS finds that the residential development of 34,000 housing units
proposed by the Santolina Master Plan Level A would generate 15,846 K-12
students at build out. These students would need taxpayer approved school
facilities at a cost of $587 million (does not account for cost of land) in today's
dollars for construction of 13 elementary schools, 3 middle schools, and 2
high schools.
(ii) APS would need approximately 366 acres to develop the 18 schools
needed to serve the Santolina Level A Master Development Plan at full build
out.

Staff Response

Status

We agree.

All planned additions to existing educational facilities are contingent upon
taxpayer approval.
4

Responder

7.A.d

We have been in coordination with APS
throughout this Level B Plan process. We
are in discussions with APS to ensure
effective planning of future facilities
within the Level B Plan area.
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
The following is an addendum to Albuquerque Public Schools comments for We agree.
SPR2016-0001, a request for approval of Phase 1 Level B Santolina Master
Planned Community. APS comments are based on the original Level B
submittal of 9,444 dwelling units.
(i) This Phase 1 Level B plan covers 28% of the entire Level A Santolina Master
Planned community in terms of dwelling units.
(ii) APS will be contacting WAHL and seeking to find a consensual and
collaborative process that will facilitate the smooth provision of school sites
and to possibly obtain assistance from WAHL with the building of schools in
the subject area.
(iii)According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan; the District
would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school and
one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to deliver a
K8 instructional model, this would call for two (2) K-8 schools and one half (.5)
of a High School. APS will provide educational program models that are cost
effective and in alignment with the District Curriculum models of instruction.
(iv) Within these three residential villages, three elementary schools have
been proposed by the Plan. It is unclear, as to where the additional levels of
educational service, namely middle and high school level of services, is
proposed. It assumed by APS that the asterisk indicated on the Level B Land
Use Plan Map, indicates K-5 schools, and that these schools are located at the
center of each residential village. However, additional clarification is needed.

2/9/2016

(v) Albuquerque Public Schools has been engaged with ongoing discussions
with Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC (WALH):
a. Timely identification and acquisition of land for future school facilities is
being requested of the applicant by APS, and the APS school district will be
looking to finalize such land acquisitions as the plan is being approved.
b. APS land acquisitions will at least be proportional to the quantity of schools
presented on the Level B Land Use Plan map dated May 4, 2016 and part of
the applicant’s current submittal. Land needs are determined by APS
educational curriculum, enrollment, and construction standards.
(vi) According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan, the District
would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school and
one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to deliver a
K-8 instructional model, this would call for two (2) K-8 schools and one half
(.5) of a High School. APS will provide educational program models that are
cost effective and in alignment with the District Curriculum models of
instruction.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status

Pending
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
7/12/2016

Comments
A summary of the most current APS July 12, 2016 comments are below, and We agree
the full APS submittal is attached: July 12, 2016 APS comments: All previous
Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) comments continue to apply to the current
applicant submittal. In particular, for the scale of development as proposed by
the Santolina Level B Plan, calling for 9,444 dwelling units, the District would
need at least 101.6 acres of land, 5 schools (assuming a typical and traditional
educational curriculum model) and at least $162,944,857 for new
construction, not including the cost of land. Such figures are consistent with
APS previous comments regarding the applicants submittals. All new and
future construction is contingent on taxpayer approval.

7

APS

7/12/2016

Regarding the most current Santolina Level B Plan (Revised July 2016), the
We agree
applicant identifies in Section 7.6 Schools (pages 86 and 87) that 134.6 acres
are needed to plan for new APS school facilities and that would sustain
approximately 9,444 dwelling units; APS concurs with this assessment. The
District continues to work with the applicant and hopes to come to an
agreement with the applicant so that land can be conveyed to Albuquerque
Public Schools as per the quantity of land acreage indicated in Section 7.6
Schools (Santolina Level B Plan, Revised July 2016, pages 86 and 87) for APS
public school facilities. Again, according to the Santolina Level B Plan, the
quantity of land needed for APS school facilities is 134.6 acres. APS would also
like to note that the curriculum model of all future schools to be located
within Santolina Level B Plan (i.e. K-12 model versus a K-5/middle school/high
school traditional model) will be determined by the District and in response to
community educational needs.

8

APS

7/14/2016

Id like to also point out that the assertion in the Santolina Level B Plan in
We have revised this text to address this
Section 7.7.6 Existing Schools (page 88) stated in the last sentence of the
comment.
second paragraph saying, and in reference to Atrisco Heritage Academy High
School, Rudolfo Anaya, Jimmy Carter Middle School and GI Sanchez, that
These existing APS facilities can temporarily accommodate the initial
residential development within the Level B Plan until the APS facilities within
the Level B Plan are constructed and open for enrollment, is incomplete in
that it dismisses the fact that population growth from Santolina growth would
exacerbate existing overcrowding at Atrisco Heritage High School and Jimmy
Carter Middle School. Similarly, GI Sanchez school capacity was designed to
relieve overcrowding at existing various west side schools including Rudolfo
Anaya ES and Jimmy Carter Middle School MS. In our submitted comments
we include this information that provides current overcrowding conditions at
Atrisco Heritage Academy High School, Painted Sky ES, and Jimmy Carter MS.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
7/12/2016

Comments
All previous Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) comments continue to apply to
the current applicant submittal. In particular, for the scale of development as
proposed by the Santolina Level B Plan, calling for 9,444 dwelling units, the
District would need at least 101.6 acres of land, 5 schools (assuming a typical
and traditional educational curriculum model) and at least $162,944,857 for
new construction, not including the cost of land. Such figures are consistent
with APS’ previous comments regarding the applicant’s submittals. All new
and future construction is contingent on taxpayer approval.
Regarding the most current Santolina Level B Plan (Revised July 2016), the
applicant identifies in Section 7.6 Schools (pages 86 and 87) that 134.6 acres
are needed to plan for new APS school facilities that would sustain
approximately 9,444 dwelling units; APS concurs with this assessment.
The District continues to work with the applicant and hopes to come to an
agreement with the applicant so that land can be conveyed to Albuquerque
Public Schools as per the quantity of land acreage indicated in Section 7.6
Schools (Santolina Level B Plan, Revised July 2016, pages 86 and 87) for APS
public school facilities. Again, according to the Santolina Level B Plan, the
quantity of land needed for APS school facilities is 134.6 acres.
APS would also like to note that the curriculum model of all future schools to
be located within Santolina Level B Plan (i.e. K-12 model versus a K-5/middle
school/high school traditional model) will be determined by the District and in
response to community educational needs.

10 APS

7/12/2016

The assertion in the Santolina Level B Plan in Section 7.7.6 Existing Schools
(page 88) stated in the last sentence of the second paragraph saying, and in
reference to Atrisco Heritage Academy High School, Rudolfo Anaya, Jimmy
Carter Middle School and GI Sanchez, that “These existing APS facilities can
temporarily accommodate the initial residential development within the Level
B Plan until the APS facilities within the Level B Plan are constructed and open
for enrollment”, is incomplete in that it dismisses the fact that population
growth from Santolina growth would exacerbate existing overcrowding at
Atrisco Heritage High School and Jimmy Carter Middle School. Similarly, GI
Sanchez school capacity was designed to relieve overcrowding at existing
various west side schools including Rudolfo Anaya ES and Jimmy Carter
Middle School MS. In our submitted comments we include this information
that provides current overcrowding conditions at Atrisco Heritage Academy
High School, Painted Sky ES, and Jimmy Carter MS.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status

APS viewed updates to the draft
Completed
(page 100 and attached with APS
8/19/16 comments); The edits to the
Plan B Santolina Text as noted will
suffice.
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
8/19/2016
NEW

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Comments
8/19/16 Comments
APS met with the agent for Western Albuquerque Land Holdings, Consensus
Planning, on 8/15/16 to further the discussion regarding school facility needs
due to the magnitude of the Level B Santolina Plan (i.e. development of 9,444
dwellings). APS is still working to obtain a land use agreement to address
infrastructure issues and needs (e.g. land conveyance to the District from the
Santolina Developer) commensurate to the number of dwelling units
proposed. This item is still unresolved and pending an agreement between
the Santolina Developer and Albuquerque Public Schools.

Response

Responder

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status
Unresolved
pending a formal
agreement

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

##
Department
11 APS

APS

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page
43
Packet Pg. 4664

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/12/2016

Comments
1. The development has requested a water and sanitary sewer serviceability
statement. This serviceability statement will outline the specific water and
sanitary sewer improvements needed to serve the entire development and
the Level B Master Plan. The Water Authority will determine the forecasted
potable and nonpotable water demands along with the projected sanitary
sewer flows based on the land uses approved by the CPC and ultimately the
BCC.

2

ABCWUA

2/12/2016

2. The Water Authority requests that the CPC make the determination on the We agree.
proposed Level B plan so as to provide some level of certainty on the
approved land uses for the Level B plan This will allow the Water Authority to
finalize the water and sewer uses in the serviceability statement. The
serviceability statement will then supplement the Development Agreement
which must be approved by the Water Authority Board.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

3

ABCWUA

2/12/2016

3. The Water Authority's understanding is there is a condition of approval
from Level A that requires a Water Authority Development Agreement. The
Water Authority is requesting that the condition of the Water Authority
Development Agreement be revised to state prior to BCC approval for the
Level B Plan so as to be a concurrent process.

We agree, prior to Level B (BCC)
approval.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

4

ABCWUA

6/15/2016

The Water Authority is negotiating a development agreement with the
developer which is to be concurrent with the Level B Master Plan.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

5

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

I would like to add the following to my previously submitted comments: 1.
We agree.
Santolina has requested a water and sanitary sewer serviceability statement.
This shall be issued prior to the Water Authority development agreement as it
supplements the development agreement.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

6

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

2. The Water Authority Development agreement will then need approval
from the Water Authority Board.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

7

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

3. The Water Authority is aware of the Level A and Level B process.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

We agree.

Responder
Kristopher
Cadena

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status
Pending
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Response

ABCWUA
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##
1

Note Date
MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
GENERAL COMMENTS
MRMPO concerns are largely related to the size of the Level B Plan Area. At 4,243
acres, it is nearly one third of Santolina's total 13,851 acres. The Planned
Communities Criteria (PCC) indicates that Level B Plans are to be submitted for
Village Master Plans, Community Center, Employment Center, or Urban Center
Plans, and that these plans are typically 650 to 1200 acres in size (PCC, page 38).
Having an appropriately sized Level B Plan is important because, in the case of
Santolina, the Level B plans are equated with phasing (Level A Plan, page 35). If
the Santolina Level B Plan is approved at the currently proposed size, MRMPO
strongly recommends a more detailed phasing strategy to ensure predictable and
contiguous development, as well as to evaluate important benchmarks (see
comments for SANTOLINA Level B MASTER PLAN, pages 80-84). A detailed
phasing strategy for the Level B Master Plan would alleviate the majority of
MRMPO concerns. Closely related to phasing, MRMPO is concerned about
different stages of development of roadways within Santolina during the course of
its development: Specifically MRMPO has concerns regarding funding of roadway
widening projects, and how multi-modal elements will be accommodated at each
stage of roadway development. (see comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER
PLAN UPDATED TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN, page 17).

Response
Responder
As part of this Level B Plan, we are allocating approximately Andrew
1,000 acres, or 22% of the Plan area, to Open Space.
Gingerich
Additionally, this level B Plan includes the entire Town
Center that will serve all of Santolina at full buildout. We
recognize that the Town Center will develop over the life of
the project. In order to meet the benchmarks set out by the
Level A Development Agreement, we are allocating
approximately 45% of the Level B Plan area to support
institutional, commercial, and businesses.

Staff Response
Status
This was from the introductory paragraph of Completed
the MRMPO February 8th comments. Specific
issues address in other comments.

2

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

MRMPO is concerned about certain design elements of Santolina in the Level B
Master Plan. MRMPO is very encouraged to see the high level of non-residential
land uses proposed in the Level B Master Plan. As was demonstrated by the Level
A Transportation plan, the development of these non-residential uses will be
critical to performance of the surrounding regional roadway network. MRMPO is
also encouraged to see a variety of housing densities proposed in the Level B plan
and the close proximity of housing to services. This will help shorten automobile
trips as well as make alternative transportation options, such as walking, biking,
and future transit, more viable. However, MRMPO is concerned that the
proposed zoning will be inadequate to ensure the development of certain aspects
of the built environment envisioned in the Level A Plan (see comments for
SANTOLINA LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, page 12, and pages 16-31).

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on
Andrew
Design Standards to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Gingerich
Level B Plan. The addition of these standards will alleviate
these concerns.

MRMPO is very concerned to see that the
Completed
draft Design Guidelines Section of the Level B
Master Plan has been removed in the July
Draft. These guidelines were an important
step in the right direction and MRMPO staff
were pleased to see that they were being
developed. "Design criteria" is a part of the
Level B Planned Communities Criteria. In
regards to the zoning chapter, MRMPO is
pleased to see that mixed-use is more
integrated into the zoning categories.
However there are few places that may be
contradictory. See July 11th Comments for
more details.

3

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

MRMPO appreciates that the Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Guide is See Above
referred to for roadway designs. However MRMPO has some specific roadways
design concerns (see comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, pages 4142).

Printed on: 9/29/2016

See Above

Completed
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##
4

Note Date
MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Finally, MRMPO has concerns about the way in which the 2040 MTP Trend
See MRCOG comment response matrix.
Scenario is referenced in the Level B documents in specific areas. MRCOGs
Socioeconomic Program Manager was consulted throughout the development of
the alternative 2025 and 2040 socioeconomic datasets that were required for the
analyses contained within the Level B Master Plan Transportation Master Plan.
The methodology is consistent with those discussions. However, several
references to the 2040 MTP Trend Scenario in the Level B documents need to be
modified or clarified (See multiple comments).

5

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 1: Atrisco Vista widening from Dennis Chavez to north of 1-40 is not
proposed to be publicly funded in the 2040 MTP. Would this widening project fall
under 719.0 and 719.1 in the 2040 MTP project listing under proposed privately
funded projects? Paseo del Volcan (PdV) construction south of 1-40 is also not
proposed for public funding. Please specifically identify which projects in this
paragraph are proposed for public funding and which are proposed for private
funding per the 2040 MTP.

The Level A and Level B Development Agreements identify
the shared funding responsibilities for system and project
infrastructure, and should be incorporated into future
MTP's as the Development Agreements identify. The
supplemental mitigation evaluation report submitted to
Bernalillo County identifies the updated funding amounts
for 719.0 and 719.1. Widening of Atrisco Vista is included in
those project numbers, as are all roadways within
Santolina. Revised Page 1

Regardless of what is agreed to by the
Completed
developer and Bernalillo County, this section
incorrectly references the 2040 MTP project
list. Please clarify which projects are
considered to be publicly funded, privately
funded, or publicly and privately funded,
according to the 2040 MTP. You can qualify
your future funding expectations in a different
sentence.

6

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 17A: Under Strategies for Street Construction and Dedication, the statement
is made that "the initial 2-lanes of permanent roadways, intersections, and other
elements to serve the development will be constructed by the developer, per the
Planned Communities Criteria and the Development Agreement." It then states
that additional widening, based on "actual demand and short term projections,"
could be conducted through local government capital funding mechanisms. The
transportation analysis demonstrates the need for additional on-site roadways to
be widened to 4 or 6 lanes in order to adequately serve the proposed levels of
development seeking approval. This means the results of the study are dependent
on the widening occurring. The potential for reprioritization of public monies for
roadway infrastructure needed to serve any approved levels of development is a
concern, given the emphasis on "no net expense" language throughout the
submitted documents. MRMPO expects limited additional public funding options
in the future, especially for capacity expansion projects (2040 MTP, page EX-1).
The current program 2040 MTP, with the exception of the widening of Dennis
Chavez east of Atrisco Vista, does not anticipate any public funding for roadways
within Santolina before 2040, with the exception of the PdV I-40 interchange at
the north boundary of the Santolina, which is expected to have combined private
and public funding.

A. Not quite. This language simply repeats the PCC language Andrew
regarding roadway improvements. The Level A and Level B Gingerich
Development Agreements have and will identify under
what conditions the developer will pay for project and
system infrastructure, which are based on proportional use
of the required improvements. The transportation analysis
shows that widening is required to support development.
Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that a portion of the
improvements will be funded by the developer. However,
to be clear, the Level A Development Agreement defines
“no net expense” as the following: “The "no net expense"
policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a
responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including
construction, operation and maintenance, shared between
the public and private sectors. The "no net expense" test is
satisfied if the County's on-site public expenditures and offsite public expenditures reasonably allocated to the Project
have been, or will be, offset by revenues and/or economic
and fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced) from the
Project.” It is also assumed that as the MTP is updated
every 5-years, that specific funding and construction
projects will be updated to reflect decisions, and approvals
relate to both public and private funding.

Which roads are considered "system
PENDING
infrastructure" and which are considered
"project infrastructure" have not been clearly
communicated to MRMPO staff. A map of
roadways expected to be "system
infrastructure" would help to clarify this, along
with the expected proportion of public
expenditures for each roadway, especially
onsite roadways.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
This was from the introductory paragraph of General
the MRMPO February 8th comments. Specific Comment
issues address in other comments.

9/16/16 - MRMPO staff have met with the
applicant and are working on solution to
address this. We are near agreement.
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##
7

Note Date
MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
Page 17B: Relatedly, MRMPO is also concerned with how additional elements in
the roadbed will be covered in each phase of roadway construction, such as bike
lanes, paths, sidewalks, and landscaping, which are depicted in the street sections
on page 16. Will these elements be implemented only at the final phase of
roadway construction? If so, this would greatly diminish bicycle and pedestrian
systems during the interim period, which in the case of a project this size, could
span decades.

Response
B. Multi-modal and landscape improvements will be phased
and it is expected that all roadways will include a
reasonable portion of these elements at each stage of
construction. Phased implementation of these
improvements will be ensured through each individual
Level C Plan applications and improvement agreements. For
example, until transit service is anticipated, the
construction of dedicated bus lanes is not warranted and
cannot be constructed. However, an emphasis will be
placed on ensuring that pedestrian and bicycle
improvements are in place as soon as practical. The phasing
of development within Santolina is included in the Level A
Development Plan document under section 6.3 Phasing of
Project and Infrastructure: “The Project shall be developed
in multiple phases at such times, location and size as
determined by market demand or the Owner. The Project
Infrastructure improvements shall be installed in phases on
an as needed basis and sized to serve the phase of Project
then proposed for and/or being developed.” The phasing of
development through future Level C Plan applications will
also be delineated further in the Level B Development
Agreement. Revised, page 18 Level A Trans Plan, p 61, Level
B Tech Report.

8

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 11, Section 2.2.2: The boundaries of the Residential Village Centers, which
have zoning implications described in Chapter 3, are not clearly defined in the
Level B Plan.

The Residential Village Boundaries are based off of the
approved Level A Land Use Plan and are also shown in
Exhibit 3 of this Level B Plan.

9

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016
10 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 19: The first sentence on this page incorrectly cites the University of New
Agreed, this has been revised throughout the document.
Mexico's Bureau of Business and Economic Research (BBER). It should cite the
UNM's Geospatial and Population Studies (UNM-GPS).
Page 19: The last statement references $5 billion of publicly financed roadway
Agreed, this has been revised
capacity projects. This is incorrect. The 2040 MTP identifies almost $6.3 billion for
all types of transportation projects by 2040, including roadway capacity,
rehabilitation, as well as multimodal projects. Of this $6.3 billion, publically
financed roadway capacity projects account for only $1,036,980,106 and privately
funded roadway projects account for only $1,555,881,922 for a combined total of
$2,592,862,028 in roadway capacity projects by 2040.

11 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 21: The first sentence of the Socioeconomic Forecast section should read
'Population projections for each county in New Mexico were developed
independently by UNM's Geospatial and Population Studies department, and
refined by MRCOG for the metropolitan area.'

Agreed, this has been revised. This will be revised.

12 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Technical Appendix T-1, Page 16: The fifth paragraph incorrectly cites (BBER), the
UNM Bureau of Business and Economic Research. It should read 'and UNM's
Geospatial and Population Studies department, who independently produces
county level population projections'

Agreed, this has been revised

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Please add the following language to the
Completed
Transportation chapter of the Level B Master
Plan. "Multi-modal and landscape
improvements will be phased and it is
expected that all roadways will include a
reasonable portion of these elements at each
stage of construction, as to provide adequate
multimodal infrastructure to at each stage of
development."

The boundaries of the Village Centers can be Completed
determined by the most recent zoning map in
the July draft of the Level B Master Plan

Completed

Completed

Change agreed to but not yet made in
document.

Completed

Completed
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##
Note Date
13 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Technical Appendix, page 5: The 2nd paragraph in Section E. states ''The original
Agreed, the text has been revised as suggested
Level A Transportation Master Plan used the MRCOG 2035 MTP socioeconomic
forecast, which was found to have overestimated population and employment in
2035. These overestimated forecasts were discovered after the completion of the
original Level A Santolina Transportation Master Plan analyses." MRCOG informed
the Santolina project team during the initial planning meetings for the Level A plan
that a new, lower, projection would be forthcoming. In addition, we request
removal of the term overestimation, which is an oversimplification. MRMPO
requests language similar to the following - "The original Level A Transportation
Master Plan used the MRCOG 2035 MTP socioeconomic forecast. Since that time,
the MRCOG board has approved a 2040 MTP socioeconomic forecast. The 2040
forecast is lower than the 2035 forecast due to the availability of new information
regarding growth trends in the region. The 2040 forecast was not finalized for use
at the completion of the original Level A Santolina Transportation Master Plan
analyses."

14 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Technical Appendix, page 9: A table displaying the number of modelled/proposed Agreed, the table has been added.
lane-miles by functional classification should be included to compliment Figure 3,
which depicts number of directional lanes at Full Buildout.

Completed

15 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Technical Appendix, page 15: A map should be included showing the number of
Agreed, the map and table has been added.
directional lanes for the Level B network (similar to Figure 3 for the Full Buildout
network). This map should also be accompanied by a table displaying the number
of modelled/proposed lane-miles by functional classification.

Completed

16 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Technical Appendix, page 22: The MTB establishes the regional transportation
project programming priorities for the AMPA, using estimates of anticipated travel
demand based on approved socioeconomic data and reasonably anticipated
funding levels. The current set of regional priorities identified in the 2040 MTP
anticipates the funding of Paseo del Volcan (PdV) north of I-40 including the
interchange at I-40 as being comprised of a combination of public and private
funding sources. PdV north of the interchange is not anticipated before 2040, with
the exception of potential right-of-way acquisition. The section of Paseo del
Volcan south of I-40 is anticipated to be funded entirely with private sources.

This is the correct summary of the current MTP.
Discussions in Santa Fe and recent Legislative funding
requests may result in changes to the current policy and
funding availability with respect to PdV.

17 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Technical Appendix, page 39: The "off-site roadway effects" can be considered
with inbound and outbound cordon-analyses and summary tables. See comment
above in the Level A update comments.

Screenline volumes for the Santolina Scenario are included
in Technical Appendix T-2 of the 2016 Level B
Transportation Master Plan Technical Appendix, p. 15 (full
Build), p. 27 (2025) and p. 51 (2040).

18 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Technical Appendix, page 45: Discussion of the interface between transit and
The current text addressing this has been expanded as
bike/ped should include "last mile" language and the need for an effective transit suggested.
system to have robust bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure connectivity to
stations in order to effectively penetrate the origins/destinations of
neighborhoods and employment areas.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

The original comment (meant for page 22 of Completed
the main document, not the technical
appendix) meant to clarify that the regional
transportation infrastructure priorities are
establish by the MTP, and projects listed in the
MTP must be fiscally constrained and based
on reasonably anticipated funded sources. For
more information about current funding
expectations for Paseo del Volcan see 2040
MTP Appendix B: Projects of Special Interest.

Completed

Completed
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Comments
Page 2, Section 1.2.1: This section incorrectly cites the Bureau of Business and
Economic Research (BBER) as the source for the projections. It should city the
University of New Mexico's Geospatial and Population Studies (UNM-GPS).

20 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 3, Section 1.2.1:The statistics in this sentence have been corrected and a
Agreed, this has been corrected.
projection year added - "The projections suggest that by 2040, approximately 44%
of the Albuquerque metropolitan area housing units will be located on the area
west of the Rio Grande River (West Side). Yet, employment distribution for the
West Side is projected to represent 27% of the jobs within the AMPA."

21 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 3, Section 1.2.1: The last statement in the first paragraph "The projections
Agreed, the text has been clarified.
highlight the longstanding need for new employment centers on the West Side" is
an opinion stated in the context of MRCOG's projections. MRCOG supports the
idea that we need successful employment centers on the West Side (whether they
are new or not). Please modify this statement or remove it from the context of
MRCOG's projections. Similarly, the first sentence of the second paragraph "Due
to land constraints, limited areas of the region can accommodate the forecasted
population growth" is an assumption framed in the context of MRCOG's
projections. MRCOG's forecast does indeed accommodate the vast majority of the
forecasted growth without Santolina, as described in Santolina's Transportation
Master Plan. Please remove this sentence or clarify that this is the viewpoint of
the project team and not a finding associated with the MRCOG forecast.

The edits that have been made do not
Completed
adequately address the initial concerns. In the
first paragraph, use of the phrase "anticipated
growth" still ties the statement to the 2040
MTP. Please remove the word "new" from
this paragraph, or state that this is the opinion
of the project team. The next paragraph also
continues to be inconsistent with the 2040
MTP. The sentence that reads "Due to land
constraints, limited areas of the region can
accommodate the forecasted population
growth without substantial redevelopment
and densification of existing developed areas"
is incorrect. The MTP contrasts with the
statement (added to the July draft) that
"Densification of existing developed areas
often places a strain on existing
infrastructure.” MRMPO supports
redevelopment as an efficient use of existing
infrastructure. Please remove this content or
clarify that this is the viewpoint of the project
team.

22 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 4, Section 1.2.1: This is the only mention of the Jobs-housing ratio in the
Level B Plan, and does not provide any additional information other than what is
found in the Level A Development Agreement.

It is anticipated that any further refinement of this shall be Andrew
addressed in the Level B Development Agreement.
Gingerich

See staff response for Level A Conditions of
Approval #3

Please see our response to the Level A Conditions of
Approval included as part of this Matrix.

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed
through the sequencing/phasing plan. See
Staff response to comment #46
The Conditions of approval state that this
should be provided in the Level B Plan and
does not mention the Development
Agreement. See MRMPO staff response for
Level A Conditions of Approval #3

23 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Condition #2 of the Findings and Conditions passed with the Level A Plan states
that "A plan for attaining the ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans,
such that the anticipated job development shall occur in relation to residential
development."

Response
Agreed, see previous response.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Completed

Andrew
Gingerich

PENDING

PENDING

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed
through the sequencing/phasing plan. See
Staff response to comment #46

Printed on: 9/29/2016

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page 49

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

##
Note Date
19 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016
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##
Note Date
24 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
Pages 8-14, Section 1.5.1 and all of Chapter 2: MRMPO is very encouraged to see We Agree.
the high level of nonresidential land uses proposed in the Level B Master Plan. As
is demonstrated by the Level A Transportation Plan, the development of these
non-residential uses will be critical to performance of the surrounding regional
roadway network as Santolina develops. MRMPO is also encouraged to see a
variety of housing densities proposed in the Level B plan and the close proximity
of housing to needed services. This will help shorten automobile trips as well as
make alternative transportation options, such as walking, biking, and future
transit, more viable. MRMPO is also very encouraged to see that each proposed
elementary school is located along an open space trail, separate from automobile
traffic. This will provide safe opportunities to for students to walk and bike to
school, helping to address public health issues articulated in the 2040 MTP
(Section 3.8).

25 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 12, Section 2.2.3: MRMPO has concerns about the proposal for a Primary
Education Campus and a Secondary Education Campus in the Urban Center
District. The character of the Urban Center will be critical to the success of the
multi-modal transportation system. In the Level A Plan, the Urban Center is
described on page 44 as "a dynamic, high-density core where office, commercial,
civic, educational, multi-family residential, retail and entertainment uses come
together and serves as a destination for residents to live, work, shop and play. It is
defined by a tight network of streets, wide sidewalks, tree lined streets, unique
architectural elements, street furnishings, pedestrian scale elements and urban
green space." While educational land uses are among those listed above, the
character described is that of an integrated urban environment. MRMPO is not
concerned with the proposed educational land use itself, but rather how well it
will be integrated into the urban center environment described in the Level A
Plan. Underlying these concerns is that recent secondary and primary education
developments have not been designed in a way that would fit with the described
character of the Urban Center District.

We have been in coordination with APS throughout this
Level B process. We are in discussion with APS/CNM to
ensure effective planning of future facilities within the Level
B Plan area.

The extended grid network into this part of
Completed
the Urban Center, along with the change in
zoning to allow for more flexibility of uses has
alleviated this concern.

26 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Rather, these developments have been built in a suburban style, with closed
access, and are not well integrated with the surrounding environment (see
Attachment 1). MRMPO believes that, in order to fit into the vision of the Urban
Center described in Level A, the proposed educational uses must be developed in
and urban style with a pedestrian campus, and must be fitted to the Urban Center
District as described (see Attachments 2 and 3). MRMPO is also concerned about
the size of the proposed education campuses, which totals 177.9 acres (91.3
primary education campus, 86.6 secondary education campus). For reference,
that is slightly larger than the of portion UNM main campus bounded by Central
Aye, Campus Blvd/Las Lomas Rd, University Blvd, and Girard Blvd 172.04 acres, see
Attachment 4).

We have updated the land use map to indicate general
school locations that are based on our conversations with
APS. The Urban Center Land uses have also been revised to
include a more general office/institutional, and education
area with additional roadways to better facilitate the grid in
this area. This also reduces the size of the land use blocks to
a more urban framework. This allows flexibility per our
evolving coordination with APS/CNM. We have included
institutional/civic uses in this land use area.

See comment 5

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Completed
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Note Date
27 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
Pages 16-31, all of Chapter 3: The Level A Master Plan states on page 29 that the
activity centers in Santolina are intended to "serve as vibrant, transit-oriented
urban places that encourage walking to destinations throughout each center."
This vision is complemented in several other places in the Level A Plan that show
the intention to use innovative land use planning strategies in Santolina including
form based zoning (pages 42, 53), transit oriented development or TOD (pages 43,
44, 53) and mixed-use development (pages 31,43, 44, 52). These strategies are
important tools that are becoming more widely used across the nation to create
built environments that support multi-modal transportation systems.
However, the zoning proposed in the Level B Plan is largely based on traditional
single-use Euclidian zoning with some variation by district, and there is no
mention of TOD or form-based zoning. Certain zoning categories in the proposed
Level B Plan do allow for mixed-use, but only as a conditional use. MRMPO
recommends, per their mention in the Level A Plan, that TOD and form-based
zoning strategies be articulated in the Level B Plan. MRMPO also recommends an
incorporation of a true mixed-use zone, and that mixed-use be considered a
permissive use where it is currently designated a conditional use in the Level B
Plan. These concerns apply in particular to the Urban Center and Village Center
Districts. For reference, the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan submitted diagrams and
tables to articulate building form dimensions (see Attachment 5). Also for
reference, the draft (October 2015) zoning districts proposed for the city of
Albuquerque's Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO) provide a good example
of how mixed-use zoning strategies can be implemented (see Attachment 6).

28 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 34, Section 4.1: Paragraph 3 in the Overview presents a comparison between Agreed, the text has been clarified.
the Level A Transportation analysis using the 2035 Forecast and the Level B
Transportation analysis using the 2040 Forecast (volumes go down on Central,
118th ...). MRCOG asserts that any comparison between the 2035 and 2040
forecasts is invalid due to the differences in the control totals. Please keep all
comparisons between the 2040 MTP forecast and the 2040 Santolina Scenario.

There is no red text (indicating an edit) in the
revised document, but it appears this change
has made.

Completed

29 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 34, Section 4.1: The statement regarding a 2040 reduction in river crossings
(0.1% and 0.5%) is well within the limits of model variability ("noise") and should
not be presented as a benefit.

Agreed, the text has been clarified. The authors considered
it of interest to the reader to state the number of river
crossings compared to the 2040 MTP. That portion of the
sentence was not intended to be construed as describing a
benefit, just a statement of the model results. The text will
be modified to indicate the 2040 model results is
comparable to the 2040 MTP river crossings.

This text has not been changed

Completed

30 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 36, Section 4.2.1: The Auto Transit Circulation, Full Buildout network takes
advantage of major opportunities to connect to surrounding areas. The Level A
Master Plan (page 74) states that a gridded roadway network would be identified
at Level B and C Plans. MRMPO appreciates that the area of Santolina north of
Dennis Chavez has achieved this, which includes the entire first Level B Plan Area.
The internal grid fulfills the Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Guide's
connectivity recommendations with the approximate quarter mile spacing of the
collector and arterial network together. MRMPO asks that this gridded network
continue to areas south of Dennis Chavez in future Level B Plans, and that Minor
Arterial connections be made south of Santolina.

When future Level B Master Plans come forward, the
additional roadway networks will be developed. It is
anticipated they will be similar to the gridded network
considered in the 2016 Level B submittal.

MRMPO is please to see this response

Completed

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
We have provided language in the Land Use Chapter that
addresses Transit Oriented Development. The Santolina
Master Plan envisions a mixed-use community of nonresidential and residential uses that are further defined in
the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan. We have also
included Design Standards to ensure that the future built
environment supports this mixed-use vision.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
MRMPO is very concerned to see that the
Completed
draft Design Guidelines Section of the Level B
Master Plan has been removed in the July
Draft. These guidelines were an important
step in the right direction and MRMPO staff
were pleased to see that they were being
developed. "Design criteria" is a part of the
Level B Planned Communities Criteria.
MRMPO is pleased to see that mixed-use is
more integrated into the zoning categories.
There are few places that may be
contradictory. See July 11th Comments for
more details.
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31 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
Page 37, Section 4.2.1: The phrase "once development occurs north of the
interstate" is inappropriate. There is currently no approved master plan in the
area north of I-40 near Shelly Road and an interchange there is not listed in the
2040 MTP. The federal long range transportation planning process conducted by
MRMPO will determine which transportation improvement projects are
prioritized in the future.
Page 39, Section 4.3: This section is presented as though the Level B traffic
volumes are based on the 2040 MTP. Please add a clarifying statement to the
opening paragraph that states that the Level B transportation analysis required
modifications to the 2040 MTP forecast to create a "Santolina Scenario" because
the 2040 MTP forecast does not reflect the level of anticipated development. This
is an important detail that belongs in the Level B Master Plan.

Response
The Level A Master Plan Area extends past the 2040
horizon, so this statement was presented in the context of
post-2040 roadway network requirements.

33 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016
34 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016
35 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 40, Section 4.3.2: This page should reference or include language related to
the ultimate cross section anticipated in the Full Build/Level A Plan.

Agreed, the text has been added.

Page 40, Section 4.3.2: Conduit associated with new intersections must be built
with input from agency staff and be consistent with regional Intelligent
Transportation Systems plans.
Page 41, Section 4.4.1: The sentence "roadways within the Level B Plan Area
consist of typical roadway functional classifications" is incorrect. FHWA classifies
roads as interstates, other freeways & expressways, principal arterials, minor
arterials, major collectors, minor collectors, and local roads. This section needs to
be rewritten using language according to federal criteria (for more information
see https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway
functional classifications/section03.cfm). Specifically, what is depicted and shown
as "local" in the Level B plan more closely resembles "minor collectors" according
to federal criteria.

Agreed, the text has been clarified.

Agreed, the text has been clarified. The text will be
modified to reference that major and minor collectors
categorization will be identified in the future.

Maps and text pertaining to the proposed
Completed
roadway functional classification should be
consistent with FHWA categories: Principal
Arterial, Minor Arterial, Major Collector, and
Minor Collector (Collectors could be mapped
as one category, but should at least reference
that Major and Minor categorization will be
determined in the future).

36 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 41, Section 4.4.1:186 feet is an exceedingly large right-of-way. A roadway
this wide is challenging for pedestrians to cross, and would difficult to integrate
with activity centers. Please see comments below related to activity centers, BRT,
and median size.

The proposed ROW has additional width for sidewalks/path
compared to the LRTP guideline, so this accounts for some
of the additional width, as does the ROW provided for dual
left turn lanes. The typical sections have been reviewed to
more accurately considered curb and gutter and median
curb widths.

MRMPO has been working on the issue of the
very wide right-of-ways for arterials in
Santolina. MRMPO will continue to work on
this with the applicant and Bernalillo County
staff.

Completed
(MRMPO defers
to the County
on this issue)

37 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please explain the purpose of a 30' wide median on the
principal and minor arterials. Is this to accommodate left-hand and right-hand
turn lanes at intersections? Or is this for the BRT routes to accommodate station
platforms? Or is this this space intended for future expansion? This is a
remarkably large median.
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please relate the roadway cross-section design to the
surrounding context by providing cross sections for roadways within activity
centers. Wider sidewalks in the urban, town and village centers are highly
encouraged. For example, please consider a multi-way boulevard where principal
arterials boarder the urban center or the town center (see Attachment 7.B). This
would allow free flow of regional traffic while also allowing access to the higher
intensity adjacent land uses.

The LRTP guideline has an 18' median. As many of the
principal and minor arterial intersections are expected to
require dual left turn lanes, an additional 12' was added to
the LRTP guideline median.

See comment 28

Completed
(MRMPO defers
to the County
on this issue)

We have provided three new roadway cross-section designs
that address this comment and various design
considerations.

MRMPO appreciates that this was attempted,
however this resulted in even wider right-ofway. See MRCOG Transportation comment
28.

Completed
(MRMPO defers
to the County
on this issue)

32 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

38 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Agreed, the text has been clarified.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Yes, this was written in post-2040 context, but Completed
MRMPO suggests changing the term "once" to
"should" or "if."

The rewrite of this paragraph is confusing.
Completed
Please remove the text "...anticipated
development of the…." This will clarify that
the Santolina Scenario with region consistent
with MTP 2040 control totals, but differs from
the Trend Scenario in terms of development
location.
Completed

Completed
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##
Note Date
39 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: The cross sections on the arterials and collectors show The typical sections has been revised accordingly. The
trail widths of 6'-10'. The AASHTO minimum trail width is 10', typically trail widths typical sections will be updated and coordinated with the
MPO.
range from 10' to 14'. The recommended clear sidewalk width in urban areas is
10'. The bicycle lane width shown in the 4-lane minor arterial cross section and
the 4-lane collector cross sections meets LRTS recommendations. For minor
arterials and collectors, please consider having the outside lane be wider (12')
instead of the inside lane. This helps if transit is provided along the roadway as it
will most likely run in the outside lane. Wider outside lanes also help with the
level of comfort for bicyclists and pedestrians and improve multi-modal level of
service scores.

40 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 42, Section 4.4.1: It is difficult to understand the elements that will make up
a 77' or 99' right-of way for a 2-lane collector. The combined minimum bicycle
lane and parallel parking width needs to be 13'.This also is an opportunity for back
angle parking in urban areas.

These typical sections were based on the LRTP major
collector typical section, and include ROW widths for wider
sidewalks, as well as the possibility of a two-way left turn
lane in the median.

41 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The two transit routes entering into Santolina have
been identified-Central Ave and Dennis Chaves Blvd. Please also take into
consideration Gibson Blvd which could provide a connection to the
Bridge/Westgate Route 54. Given the low density on Dennis Chavez Blvd the
Bridge/Westgate Route is probably more important than the Dennis Chavez Blvd
route. The likelihood of BRT within Santolina is minimal, and would be a
significantly lower priority than providing high-capacity and high-frequency service
in more dense parts of the region with proven ridership. More important than
identifying routes is developing a roadway network that does not preclude transit.
The current proposed grid network with approximate quarter mile spacing of the
arterial & collector network goes a long way to assist transit.

The typical sections were developed with the provision for
BRT in the future. A Gibson transit connection has been
added to the Transit section graphic and discussion, p. 4547.

42 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The current transit centers are adjacent to minor
Agreed.
arterials within the Town Center and Urban Center. Please continue to plan for
minor arterial and collector roadways to be integrated within centers and
concentrations of employment and retail so that these roads can be used by
transit. At some point in a transit round-trip, transit users need to cross the road
to get to a bus stop. If transit routes are aligned on minor roadways, then transit
users do not have to cross regional principal arterials, which improves pedestrian
safety and the regional network traffic flow.

43 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 47, Section 4.6.2: The open space network has the opportunity to provide an
off-street trail network that makes highly meaningful connections (to the urban
center, village centers, office parks and schools) as well as integrating and
connecting with residential development to make for a high quality of life.
Depending how the open space trail network interfaces with residences and with
roadway crossings, this trail system could provide a locally unique non-motorized
network, particularly since it penetrates the urban center from three different
directions. MRMPO encourages further planning and development of the open
space network to make meaningful connections and foster public space, where
people will want to live, travel and recreate. The on-street bikeway network in
Exhibit 12 goes above and beyond the Long Range Bikeway System. If the gridded
street network continues for the southern portion of Santolina in future Level B
submittals, MRMPO expects the on-street bikeway network to be included.

As future Level B Master Plan areas are submitted,
additional on-street bike and pedestrian network will be
provided, as they are included in the typical roadway
sections.

MRMPO is pleased with this response.

Completed

44 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

Page 77, Section 7.6: Remove two references to the MRCOG 2040 projected
population on this page. The connotation is that the need for new schools within
the Santolina Master Plan area is determined by our projections, and that is not
the case.

These references have been removed.

There is no red text (indicating an edit) in the
revised document, but it appears this change
has made.

Completed

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response
These changes have not been made to the
road section diagrams.

Status
Completed

See comment 28

Completed
(MRMPO defers
to the County
on this issue)
Completed

Completed
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##
Note Date
45 MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

46 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

Comments
Pages 80-84, Section 8.2: MRMPO is generally concerned that the Level B Plan
does not provide enough detail in the development phasing chapter. This makes it
difficult to assess the overall concept of the Level B Plan. The PCC states that the
Level B development agreement should contain a more detailed phasing plan than
what was is in the Level A (PCC, page 40). The proposed Level B Plan shows only
two phases, a 2025 phase and a 2040 phase. It is critical to have appropriately
sized phases because Level B Plans include an analysis of important performance
benchmarks including the jobs/housing balance (Level A Plan, page 35) and "no
net expense" policy (Level A Development Agreement, page 9). If the proposed
Level B Master Plan is approved with its current boundaries, MRMPO requests a
more detailed phasing strategy where such performance benchmarks can be
evaluated (for reference, the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan included four phases for
development, see Attachment 8).

Response
To address the phasing of development within this Master
Plan area, we have provided additional narrative to be
included as part of section 8.2 of the Level B Plan. As part of
the material we prepared for the Land Use and Zoning CPC
Hearing, we submitted this new redline on May 6, 2016.

MRMPO Letter dated 5/12/2016
1) MRMPO has continually expressed concerns about the possibility of fragmented
or incomplete development occurring in the Santolina development, which would
strain transportation infrastructure, and make the development less resilient to
changing circumstances. In comments to the County Planning Commission on
September 18, 2014 regarding the Level A Master Plan, MRMPO stated the
following:

The term “phase” and the concept of phased development,
as referred to in the new language added to section 8.2 of
the Level B Plan, shall be defined as follows: Ordered
sequencing of development based on the provision of
services, the establishment of the planned roadway
network, and the ABCWUA serviceability agreements that
will be finalized in the Level B Development Agreement. We
will provide this definition as part of Section 8.2 for clarity.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
While the added language regarding phasing PENDING
in section 8.2 is a very important and positive
addition, MRMPO still believes that a more
detailed phasing strategy is appropriate at
Level B. Other comparable plans have outline
smaller phases. See July 11th Comments for
more details.
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed
through the sequencing/phasing plan. See
Staff response to comment #46

“A phased development strategy for Santolina would guide more sound and stable
We are providing a phasing map to address this and similar
way forward amidst many uncertain conditions in our region’s future, be they
comments.
related to the wider economy, land-development market forces, demographic
trends, availability of natural resources, fiscal constraints, or a change in regional
development priorities. Building only some components of Santolina over large
areas independent of the Master Plan’s other components leaves the developer,
and ultimately the public, more vulnerable to potential changing conditions. It
allows the possibility of being stuck with a large incomplete development that is
not self- supporting. On the other hand, a phased development strategy would
reduce Santolina’s vulnerability to potential changing circumstances. Building
Santolina in smaller complete phases would ensure that it emerges in a more
sustainable and sound manner throughout its development rather than relying on
full build-out to achieve…positive contributions to the region.”

The applicant has delivered a draft of the
PENDING
sequencing plan to MRMPO staff. MRMPO is
very please to see this. The phases/sequences
are in logical order given what was approved
in the phasing maps in the Level A Master
Plan. The size of the phases are more
comparable in size to those in other larges
plans in the region, such as the Mesa del Sol
Level B Plan. The applicant also delivered a
set of tables to MRMPO staff that estimate
the jobs-housing ratio for each phase in the
new sequencing plan. However, not every
phase meets the jobs-housing ratio required
by the Level A Development agreement (see
attached table "Santolina Level B: Total JobsHousing Balance by Phase, Cumulative"),
albeit it is close in most phases.

The concern expressed above is the same general concern underlying the MRMPO
February 8th comments for the Level B Plan related to phasing.

Printed on: 9/29/2016
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##
Note Date
47 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

Comments
MRMPO greatly appreciates the language added to section 8.2 in the revised Level See Above.
B Plan that was included after the April 28th meeting. This demonstrates that the
applicant understands MRMPO concerns on this issue and goes a long way to
addressing them. However further clarification is needed to ensure that the
intention of these objectives are achieved, in particular the use of the term
“phase,” which is used in a variety of ways across different Santolina documents.
For example, the added language states that the 2025 and 2040 roadway network
phases will be the sequence of the development, however the objectives in the
added language allude to development in smaller phases. Meanwhile, the Level A
Plan equates Level B Plans with development phases (Level A Plan, page 35), and
section 6.3 of the Level A Development agreement refers to “Project
Infrastructure” that “shall be installed in phases on an as needed basis and sized
to serve the phase of the Project then proposed for and/or being developed.”
MRMPO recommends a clear definition of the term “phase” and an approximate
size for a typical phase area, that area being small enough to ensure the objectives
of Section 8.2. One possibility may be for phases to be comprised of the
approximate locations of expected development by 5-year increments, as was the
case in the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan (October 2006, pages 40-41). Another
possibility may be to outline phase areas that are 650-1200 acres— the “typical”
Level B size range listed in the Planned Communities Criteria (PCC, page 39).

48 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

2) MRMPO is also concerned the size of the Level B Plan and the phasing strategy
because of the evaluation of critical benchmarks that are, according to existing
Santolina documents, supposed to occur at Level B submittals. Namely, these are
an evaluation of no net expense, and a plan to achieve jobs-housing balance—a
requirement of the Level A findings and conditions. It’s the understanding of
MRMPO staff that, under what is currently proposed, these important evaluations
wouldn’t be required again until a new Level B Plan is submitted. This means it’s
conceivable that they may not occur again until beyond the year 2040, according
to the applicant’s expected time horizon for development. MRMPO sees these
requirements as critical to evaluating the progress of the Santolina development,
and given the very large size of the proposed Level B area, recommends that they
be performed on a more frequent interval than once per Level B submittal. This
could be achieved by combining these evaluations with the aforementioned
recommended phasing strategy.

49 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

For example, a plan with smaller phases could contribute toward the plan to
See Above.
achieve a jobs- housing balance. One possibility could be to expand “Table 3” on
page 18 of the Level B Transportation Master Plan. This table currently
demonstrates how Santolina will achieve a Jobs-Housing balance, per the Level A
Development Agreement threshold table (Level A Development Agreement, page
4) for the areas the developer expects development by 2025 and 2040. This table
could be expanded to include smaller area phases, once they are identified,
demonstrating how the smaller phases would also achieve the required jobs to
housing ratio. MRMPO recommends including this table in the Level B Plan.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response

Evaluation of critical benchmarks that are set out by this
Level B Plan are controlled through the Level B
Development Agreement. Evaluation of no net expense as
well as the jobs-to-housing balance is regulated by the Level
A and Level B Development Agreements. The assumption
that the evaluation of progress of development within
Santolina will only occur “once per Level B submittal” is
incorrect. The approval of future Level C Plans must comply
with the Level A and Level B Plans and Development
Agreements. Therefore, each application for a Level C Plan
will require an evaluation of benchmarks as set forth by
these governing Plans and Agreements.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
9/16/16 - Continued from comment #46…
PENDING
MRMPO understands that these are
estimates, but recommends that the applicant
adjust the phasing plan in a manner that the
jobs stay ahead of the jobs-housing balance
outlined in the Level A Development
agreement. MRMPO also requests a brief
documentation of the methodology used to
generate the jobs-housing balance. Also,
MRMPO has not seen a final version of the
sequencing plan and how it will be
incorporated into the Level B Plan.

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed
through the sequencing/phasing plan. See
Staff response to comment #46

PENDING

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed
through the sequencing/phasing plan. See
Staff response to comment #46

PENDING
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MRCOG 7.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Comments
Regarding Zoning
In the February 8th comments, MRMPO expressed concerns that the zoning
strategy put forward in the original draft of the Level B Plan did not provide
enough design guidance in order to achieve the vision of Santolina put forth in the
Level A Plan. MRMPO staff were particularly concerned about character of the
activity centers—the urban center, town center, and village centers. The character
of the developments is critical to the viability of transit oriented development in
Santolina. These centers are also critical to ensuring that there are complete
communities within Santolina, which will mitigate stress on the wider
transportation network.

51 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

Since that time the applicant has done much to address MRMPO’s concerns on
See Above.
this issue, and have incorporated many of MRMPO’s suggestions presented at the
April 28th meeting. These include the incorporation of a design standards section
that explains how Santolina will create a pedestrian oriented environment;
making mixed use development in the centers permissive instead of conditional;
extending the gridded street network into the urban center with more flexible
zoning, which will make it more likely that what development will be more urban
in character; a land use map indicating a scenario for certain levels of
development, including which areas of the Town Center are envisioned to be the
mixed-use pedestrian focused development; among other additions.

Completed

52 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

Yet, there are some elements of the zoning code that seem to be contradictory or See Above.
difficult to understand. Several additions could be made to improve the
document’s clarity, for example, the inclusion of diagrams and matrices to
demonstrate the dimensional aspects of design guidelines.

Completed

53 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

MRMPO also has concerns regarding roadway access for large retail facilities (May See Above.
6th Level B Zoning Chapter, page 32). However, MRMPO feels that most of these
issues can be cleaned up in future zoning drafts, which the applicant indicated
would be forthcoming. MRMPO will be in communication with the applicant and
the county on specific edits after new zoning chapter is submitted. In general, the
zoning chapter is improving and MRMPO appreciates the applicant’s work on this.

54 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

All of that said MRMPO would still like to see the following clearly incorporated
into the zoning code and land use plan:
• Minimum density requirements in activity centers to bolster the vibrancy of
these areas.
• Minimum pedestrian connectivity standards ¼ mile (this is nearly achieved with
the current grid system and trail system but should be a standard nonetheless)
• An assurance that village center commercial won’t be developed into residential

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
The Santolina Level B Plan is a living document. We intend
to continue working the Zoning Chapter as we move
through this process. We intend on providing diagrams as
part of the Design Standards that have recently been added
to the Zoning Chapter. We will evaluate the
recommendations of MRMPO with respect to minimum
densities, pedestrian connectivity, and assurance of the
intended character for the Village Center.

We have completely reworked the zoning chapter in
coordination with County Planning Staff. The new chapter
provides a streamlined approach that references the
County's Zoning Code to avoid redundancy and ensure
applicability. We have also included Design standards as
part of this chapter. The new Zoning Code addresses the
comments received in MRMPO's letter dated 5-12-16.

Responder

Staff Response

Applicant has agreed to language change

Status
Completed

PENDING

Complete
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##
Note Date
55 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

Comments
Regarding Street Sections
MRMPO appreciates that the applicant has attempted to incorporate MRMPO
staff suggestions for a multiway boulevard for principal arterials near the urban
center. However this has resulted in some very wide streets that may create a
barrier for pedestrians to cross. An environment that is difficult for pedestrians
will diminish the viability of transit. It seems that the 30’ median is to allow for
dual left turn lanes at intersections, but is this much space necessary at midblock? MRMPO recommends placing the bicycle lane in the parallel access route
and not with the center through lanes, eliminating the need to buffer the bike
lane. Another possibility would be to locate a two-way cycle track in the parallel
access route area. Below are ROW measures for the street sections submitted on
May 6th:

Response
In an attempt to address MRMPO suggestions for multiway
boulevards for principal arterials, we provided new Street
Sections as part of our submittal on May 6, 2016. We
understand MRMPO’s recent concern about the street
width and pedestrian crossings. We will continue to work
with MRMPO on these Street Sections to come up with a
mutually agreeable design solution.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed
(MRMPO defers
to the County
on this issue)

• Dennis Chavez at Urban Center (205’ to 209’ ROW = Ped crossing time 59-60
seconds)
• Atrisco Vista at Urban Center (183’ to 187’ ROW = Ped crossing time 52-53
seconds)
• Gibson at Urban Center (161’ to 165’ ROW = Ped crossing time 46-47 seconds)

56 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

Below are some approximate ROW measure in the region, found using Google
maps. These are for reference only:

See Above.

Completed
(MRMPO defers
to the County
on this issue)

• Louisiana at Uptown (approx. 140’)
• Paseo del Norte at Eagle Ranch intersection (approx. 175’)
• Paseo del Norte west of Eagle Ranch intersection (approx. 130’)
• I-40 near downtown with no frontage (approx.. 250’)
57 MRMPO
Letter dated
5/12/2016

MRMPO greatly appreciates the opportunity to participate the Level B Plan
We appreciate your participation and feedback in
discussions. Please feel free to contact MRMPO staff with any further questions or throughout this Level B planning process. We look forward
to our continued collaboration on this Plan.
concerns.

58 MRMPO
Letter dated
7/11/2016

Open Space
Exhibit 3 has been removed from the document.
Exhibit 3 is said, on page 17, to be based on MRCOG growth projections, however
it is inconsistent with the most recent 2040 MTP data. Please contact Kendra
Montanari (505-724-3601), to obtain the correct forecast data.

Applicant has agreed to change

PENDING

59 MRMPO
Letter dated
7/11/2016

Roadways
Pending Development Agreement.
It is unclear which on-site roadways will be considered project infrastructure and
which will be system infrastructure. A map showing these roadways as well as a
table that shows the proportionate share of funding would clarify this. Subsequent
Metropolitan Transportation Plans (MTPs) will incorporate the funding status of
these roadways if they are identified and funding is agreed upon by the Developer
and County. MRMPO expects limited additional public funding options in the
future, especially for capacity expansion projects (2040 MTP, page EX-1). MRMPO
has been working on the issue of the very wide right-of-ways for arterials in
Santolina. MRMPO will continue to work on this and will likely provide more
information at the July 21 hearing.

See response to comment #6

PENDING

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Completed
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MRCOG 7.A.d

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Comments
Response
Development Phasing and Jobs-housing
We have provided a phasing map to address this and similar
While the added language regarding phasing in section 8.2 is a very important and comments. We have revised referenced text in section 8.2.
positive addition, MRMPO still believes that a more detailed phasing strategy is
appropriate at Level B. Other comparable plans have outlined smaller phases. The
Mesa del Sol Level B Plan (2006) identified four phases for 3,082 acres in expected
four year increments. The Westland Masterplan (revised 2016), just north of
Santolina, shows six phases for 6,424 acres. The proposed Santolina Level B Plan
describes only 2 phases for 4,243 acres. Moreover, the Santolina Level A
Masterplan shows phasing that is more detailed than the 2025 and 2040 phases
shown in the Level B Plan (Level A Plan pages 34 and 36). A Level B plan should
have more descriptive phasing than the Level A Plan. A more detailed phasing plan
could also be integrated into the plan to achieve the [job-housing] ratio described
in Level A Conditions of approval #3. Calculating the jobs-housing ratio for each
phase would show a plan to maintain the ratio established in the Level A
Development agreement. Finally MRMPO is concerned about the following
sentence found in section 8.2 which states: Ensuring the financial tools are
available will allow the Developer to provide adequate public facility
infrastructure prior to new development. This sentence does not seem necessary.
It is the Developers responsibility to provide adequate infrastructure for new
development.

61 MRMPO
Letter dated
7/11/2016

Zoning and Land Use
We have clarified the definition for mixed-use and have
The zoning section has improved. MRMPO appreciates the inclusion of mixed-use added text to allow mixed-use as permissive in the Town
Center and Urban Center.
into the zoning code and the distinction between horizontal and vertical mixeduse. However, the definition of horizontal mixed use (page 20) as single-use
buildings on distinct parcels in a range of land uses within one block, is
insufficient. In order to be considered mixed-use, developments must not only be
near to each other, but must also be functionally and physically integrated.
Furthermore, it is possible to have horizontal mixed-use on the same parcel. The
Level B Plan envisions the Town Center and Urban center to have vertical mixeduse, but the zoning does not seem to have vertical mixed-use as a permissive use.
Perhaps these zones should reference the PC-S-C zone for permissive uses rather
than the C-2 zone. The proposed zoning allows vertical and horizontal mixed use
in the PC-S-C zone.

Complete

62 MRMPO
Letter dated
7/11/2016

Design Guidelines Section
MRMPO is very concerned to see that the draft Design Guidelines Section of the
Level B Master Plan has been removed in the July Draft. These guidelines should
be reintroduced and continued to be developed. "Design Criteria" is a part of the
Level B Planned Communities Criteria.

Complete

Printed on: 9/29/2016

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on
Design Standards to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this
Level B Plan.

Responder

Staff Response
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed
through the sequencing/phasing plan. See
Staff response to comment #46

Status
PENDING
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MRCOG 7.A.d

##
Note Date
63 MRMPO
Letter dated
7/11/2016

Comments
Section 8.5
This section outlines some possible mechanisms for funding project and
infrastructure. MRMPO recommends that the text should clarify that if outside
financial mechanisms are not available, the developer is responsible for financing
all, or their proportionate share (in case of "system infrastructure") adequate
infrastructure for new development.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
Responder
If outside funding and/or financial mechanisms are not
Andrew
available at the time of development, then the developer Gingerich
shall be responsible to advance the financing of all, or their
proportional share (in case of “system infrastructure”), of
the cost for the required infrastructure necessary to
support the new development consistent with the site
specific Traffic Impact Analysis.

Staff Response
9/16/16 - This is good language, can it be
added to section 8.5?

Status
PENDING
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/18/2016

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Comments
The Engineering Division of the Department of Municipal Development has
reviewed the subject applications and submits the following comments:
Permit # ZSPR 2016-0001 Santolina Planned Community Level B Master Plan
Transportation Section for a half-mile West of 118th St the future Gibson Blvd
will be a City-owned and maintained Community Principal Arterial that is
planned to contain bicycle lanes and a paved multi-use trail, per the Long
Range Roadway System Map and the Long Range Bikeway Systems Map. From
Dennis Chavez Blvd. to Gibson Blvd. 118th St. is also a City-owned facility.
Secondly, Gibson Blvd. through the eastern escarpment (much like Dennis
Chavez Blvd.) will likely have to be constructed at design grades that are
flatter than existing topography, which may require the dedication of more
right-of-way than a community principal arterials typical 156 feet. Dennis
Chavez's right-of-way through the eastern escarpment varies from 400 feet to
600 feet wide, due to it being cut into existing topography that is significantly
steeper than minimum allowable design slopes.
Identification of impacts to City-owned and maintained transportation
facilities should be coordinated in detail between the County Public Works
Division; the NMDOT, and the City's DMD/Planning Department during postmaster plan reviews in order to effectively define Santolina's offsetting traffic
mitigation measures.

Response
The proposed typical section includes bicycle
lanes and a sidewalk/trail. Right-of-way or
easements will be provided for the
necessary width for construction of the
proposed roadways.

Responder

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status
Completed
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NMDOT

##
Department
1 NMDOT

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
Department Comments:
" The NMDOT has programmed funding in the STIP (Statewide Transportation
Improvement program) to begin acquiring right -of-way for the proposed NM
347 (Paseo del Volcan) corridor. The final alignment has not been identified
and the spacing between interchanges shall be determined by NMDOT and
FHWA. " The NMDOT has not identified any funding for the construction of
the proposed roadway extensions or proposed interchanges or underpasses
shown in the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). If any of these
improvements do become funded, there is no guarantee that the design
and/or construction would coincide with the time frame of the plan phasing.
The developer shall commit cost sharing or matching a portion of the
construction costs associated with any future roadway extensions and
infrastructure outside, but in the vicinity of, the Santolina area. If Santolina's
phased development occurs prior to funding becoming available for the
proposed MTP improvements, then those improvements must be installed at
the cost of the developer. " Based on the transportation analysis prepared in
the Level 'B' report, increased congestion is projected as early as 2025 at
several existing interchanges including but not limited to, Atrisco Vista
Boulevard, 98th Street and Unser Boulevard. The developer shall identify
mitigation alternatives for each of the impacted locations at each
development phase for review by the NMDOT and FHWA prior to finalization
of these measures.

Response
It is our understanding that right-of-way for the
proposed PdV alignment has been identified and is in
the process of being acquired. This includes right-ofway for the roadway from I-40 to US550, as well as
the right-of-way for the proposed interchange
location. A supplemental report identifying
mitigation alternatives is being developed for County
review, and all future development proposals
requiring NMDOT review will include NMDOT review
and approval.

2

2/9/2016

Revise, Note 5, from The Notice of Decision dated December 12, 2014 as
follows: Written approval from the NMDOT will be obtained prior to the
improvement or expansion of state roads identified in the Level 'A' and Level
'B' submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration) review
and approval will be required for any Level 'C' plan defining any required
modifications and improvements to Interstate 40 and to other state facilities
as a result of the development of Santolina and its roadway network. The
approvals shall itemize financial obligations with participation and
commitments spelled out. The coordination of the time frames for the offsite
roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be identified.

It is our understanding the FHWA does not review
local land use development plans, and therefore will
not approve future Level C Plans. However, we do
agree that the approval of the NMDOT and/or FHWA
will be required prior to any construction
modifications on I-40 or associated ramps, State
facilities, or projects with Federal funding. We also
concur that all roadway improvements must be listed
in and follow the procedures of the MRCOG
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), which are
ultimately approved by the NMDOT and FHWA. We
anticipate that the approved Level A Master Plan and
future Level B plans will impact future MTP efforts.

NMDOT

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

7.A.d

Staff Response
Status
Agree with response with the following clarification. Any Resolved
proposed modification to interstate access or access to a
NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of New
Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.
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NMDOT

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/9/2016

4

NMDOT

7/12/2016

5

NMDOT

7/12/2016

6

NMDOT

7/12/2016

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Comments
Continued from previous line

Response
We suggest the following revision to the proposed
condition: Written approval from the NMDOT will be
obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of
state roads identified in the Level 'A' , Level 'B' and
Level 'C' submittals. NMDOT and/or FHWA (Federal
Highway Administration) review and approval, as
appropriate to the nature of the request (i.e., FHWA
review will be sought only for interstate facilities and
during the design review process), will be required
for any Level 'C' plan defining any required
modifications and improvements to Interstate 40 and
to other state facilities, that are proposed under a
Level C plan in Santolina as a result of the
development of Santolina and its roadway network.

Department Comments for Matrix of Comments and Responses:
NOTE 20- No additional comments.
NOTE 21- What is meant by "We anticipate that the approved Level A Master
Plan and future Level B plan will impact future MTP efforts"? NMDOT
reiterates that there is no guarantee that the design and/or construction of
Santolina would coincide with the time frame of the plan phasing. The MTP
may be affected if the developer installs improvements at its own cost prior
to the MTP plan.

We agree.

NOTE 22- No additional comments.

We agree.

The intent was to describe that as Santolina develops
general items in MTP Projects 719.0 and 719.1 may
become specific projects in the MTP. In addition, as
the MTP is updated it is anticipated the Level A and
Level B Master Plan area traffic analyses will also be
updated, possibly altering the required
improvements, depending on conditions at the time
of the future MTP.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Agree with response with the following clarification. Any Resolved
proposed modification to interstate access or access to a
NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of New
Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.

Resolved
Agree with response

Resolved

Resolved
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3 NMDOT
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NMDOT

##
Department
7 NMDOT

Note Date
7/12/2016

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Comments
Department Comments for Land Use Plan (dated June 28, 2016) NMDOT
concurs with the analysis provided in the Level 'B' On-site and Off-site
Locations of Interest Traffic Analysis with the understanding that the Level 'C'
analysis may require additional geometric changes. If the NMDOT determines
that a conversion to a one-way frontage road is required, the developer will
be required to construct the parallel internal based on a separate planning
study. When the level 'C' analysis for the Industrial and Business Park land use
moves forward then additional enhancements may be required consistent
with AASHTO design criteria for certain roadway classifications, such as but
not limited to, curb, gutter, sidewalks, bike lanes, shoulder, roadside ditches
etc. Access to NMDOT facilities shall adhere to the State Access Management
Manual and any locally developed access management plans. Comparison of
the anticipated volumes on the frontage road shall be made to the functional
classification volume criteria located I the State Access Management Manual.
The Land Use Plan exhibit dated June 28, 2016 does not appear to be
consistent with Section 4.4 Access of the Santolina Level B Plan A New
Community for new Economy revised July 2016. NMDOT is seeking a separate
developer agreement with Santolina to establish funding requirements and
phasing of development consistent with the 2040 MTP.

Response

Responder

7.A.d

Staff Response
Status
Any proposed modification to interstate access or access Resolved
to a NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of
New Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.
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##
Department
1 PNM

Note Date
7/13/2016

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Comments
Catherine, I have reviewed the latest version of the Santolina Level B plan and I have a question. In
the zoning chapter, there were changes made to the permissive uses language, however, I would
like to clarify the granting of public utility structure as a permissive use in all zones. The
permissive use of a public utility structure is explicit in the PC-S-LDR zone. In the PC-S MDR zone,
the language reads All uses permissive in the PC-S LDR Zone. When we get to the PC-S-O zone, the
following language is used, All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of
the O-1 Office and Institutional Zone B.2 and so on from there with the subsequent zones. It
would be PNMs preference to explicitly grant public utility structure in all zones. Are we covered
with the above language? Your thoughts?

PNM

Response
Responder
Staff Response
We have specifically called out
Ken Maestas PNM's concerns have been
addressed.
"public utility structure" as permissive
in the PC-S-LDR zone because it is not
permissive in the R-1 zone of the
Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
All other zones reference the O-1
zone which is included in the
commercial zones, and C-LI zone of
the Bernalillo County Zoning
Ordinance. Both of these zones
include public utility structures as
permissive uses. All zones have been
verified and include public utility
structures as a permissive use.

7.A.d

Status
Complete
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Commission Comments
Note Date
7/21/2016
Hearing

Comments
Follow up on when mitigation is necessary for the sites
that were named in the Class II Study.

Response
The following guidance concerning future mitigation steps were provided by
Andy Wakefield, RPA, Archaeologist with the New Mexico Historic
Preservation Division:
For private land only a permit for mechanical excavations would be required.
If land came into the ownership of the school district, county, or city, state
permits would be needed for testing and data recovery.
For the project as it is (private land, local ordinances/policy), SHPO
recommends that a testing and data recovery plan be prepared for the sites
that will be affected and that the plan be submitted to the County and our
office for consultation. The SHPO recommends using State regulations for
guidance for preparation of testing/data recovery plans.
Based on the Class II survey and input from the New Mexico Historic
Preservation Division, the recommendation is that the sites are avoided or
tested/mitigated should they have the potential to be affected. The owner’s
mitigation strategy is that for identified sites (areas identified in the Class II
survey), a treatment plan for preservation, testing, and mitigation is required
prior to development, if a site has the potential to be affected. For areas that
have not been surveyed, then a Class III survey shall be required prior to
development. This determination will be made in conjunction with a Level C
application, as required by the Planned Communities Criteria.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status
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##
Department
1 Commissioner
Hertel

Commissioner Comments from Hearing
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##
1
2

Comments
Response
Land Use
1. Identification of land uses by parcel, acreage and type - including residential The Land Use Chapter 2 Tables 2 & 3 describe the acreage, and uses
and retail/commercial or other non-residential space.
for each Level B Land Use District. The Level B Land Use Map Exhibit
2 provides the location, size, and use of each parcel within the Level
B boundaries.

3

2. Conceptual description of village characteristics in terms of market
potential and opportunities, including location and description of village
center--parcel sizes by use, suitability to natural topography, intensities;
service area of center.

4

3. Location and densities of neighborhoods and neighborhood centers within The Land Use and Zoning Chapters identify the location and
the village.
allowable densities of the neighborhoods within residential villages.
See page 13 of the Revised Santolina Level B Master Plan as well as
Exhibit 2.

5

4. Delineation of open space system, parks, recreation areas and links among The Land Use and Environment and Open Space Chapters discuss the
land uses, with identification of proposed ownership, management, and
Level B open space, parks, and recreation areas and identify means
maintenance.
of management, maintenance, and ownership. We have provided
additional text that address this topic in Santolina Level B Master
Plan Land Use Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 & Environment & Open Space
Chapter 5 .

6

5. Definition of important design characteristics, including typical
streetscapes, signage, building massing and setbacks, landscaping,
connections, ·parking, civic spaces.

7
8

Transportation
1. A disclosure statement regarding strict conformance with the Level A
Transportation System Plan will be required, or a substitute traffic analysis,
with consequential findings, recommendations, and proposed amendments to
the Level A Transportation System Plan and Level A Community Master Plan,
must be conducted prior to formal submittal of the Level B plan.

9

2. A Level B transportation system analysis, including specific traffic studies
The Revised Santolina Level B Transportation Master Plan Technical
for the particular plan submittal plus all other approved Level B plan elements Appendix has been submitted on July 1, 2016.
in the community, existing and projected demand (phased as appropriate),
and consequential noise and air quality impacts, must be conducted prior to
formal submittal of the Level B plan.

10 3. The traffic circulation system must be identified, including:
a. major roadways within the Level B area;
b. major roadway connections between the Level B area and the remainder
of the Level A area;
c. concept location for local street intersections with major roadways; and
d. major street access and access limitation concepts.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Staff Response

Status

(MRMPO comment) The drafted Design Guidelines
section of the Level B Master Plan went a long way
to meeting this requirement, unfortunately this
section was removed from the July draft.

Completed

The Land Use and Zoning Chapters delineate the location, acreage,
and mix of uses provided within the Village Center. We have also
provided a zone map to identify the various zones and their relation
to each other. Please refer to the land use and zoning maps.

The Zoning Chapter identifies regulations for streetscape, signage,
building massing, setbacks, connections, parking, civic spaces, etc.
We have worked closely with county Zoning to revise and update
this chapter.

Andrew
Gingerich

The Transportation Chapter 4 Sections 4.1.1 Conformity with the
Level A Transportation Master Plan & 4.2 Proposed Street Network
identify the Level B proposed street network and its conformance
with the Level A Master Plan.

A traffic circulation system has been identified by the Level B
Transportation Master Plan Figure 1 Level A Land Use and Road
Network.
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##
Comments
11 4. Typical roadway cross-sections for major roadways, including:
a. right-of-way widths;
b. number of lanes, including high occupancy vehicle lanes;
c. medians and median treatment;
d. streetscape character and special design features;
e. bus bays and other transit facilities; and
f. trails or bicycle lanes.

Response
Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.4 Access
Exhibit 7 provides typical roadway cross-sections for major
roadways.

12 5. The type and approximate location of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
elements of the transportation system must be specified.

The location and types of elements within the transportation system
for this Level B Plan area are identified in the Level B Master Plan
Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.5 Transit and 4.6 Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities.

13 6. A plan which identifies performance objectives for increasing transit
ridership as appropriate, as well as strategies for achieving a mode split that
maintains level of service D or better on all roads in the affected area, must
be submitted.

Performance objectives for increasing transit ridership are included
in the Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.7
Transportation Demand Management. Strategies regarding
"complete streets" along with the multi-modal cross sections are
provided.

14 7. Any remaining transportation problem or issues identified in the Level A
Transportation Systems Plan and appropriate to the detail of Level B review
must be resolved.

Congested locations have been identified and can be improved to
acceptable levels of service. Due to the jobs anticipated, the
transportation system is improved with minor problem areas
identified at certain Interstate on/off ramps.

15 Environment and Open Space
16 1. Analysis of slopes, drainage, soils, animal life, groundwater, vegetation,
airport noise zones, and other environmental characteristics which identify
unique and important site features for protection and optimum use or which
restrict development.

17 2. Strategy for meeting community air quality objectives and standards.

Responder

Site specific, unique environmental characteristics, which are
Dan McGreggor
important to consider and restrict certain development, are
identified in the Environment and Open Space Chapter. A
geotechnical study was conducted and provided. The
environmentally sensitive areas, that were identified in the Level A
Plan (the escarpments), are identified and proposed to be zoned PCS-MPOS. See Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.11) Major Public Open
Space.

Staff Response

Status

NRS - depth to groundwater has been identified,
and development of groundwater resources from
within the master planned area are not anticipated
as ABCWUA has been identified as the water
provider.

Completed

Air quality and noise standards are provided within the Environment Dan McGreggor A traffic related air quality impact study was
and Open Space Chapter. The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis provided and found to be acceptable.
Santolina Level B Master Plan has been submitted to County Staff
June 1 as part of this CPC process.

Completed

18 3. Strategy for promoting energy efficiency, maximizing options for alternative Energy efficiency and alternative energy sources are delineated in
energy sources.
the Environment and Open Space Chapter. 5 Section 5.6 Energy
Efficiency and Alternative Energy sources.
19 4. Conceptual drainage plan for management of watersheds and floodplains A conceptual drainage plan is provided in the Level B Master Plan
and preservation of arroyo corridor multiple-use opportunities.
Exhibits 14 & 15.
20 5. Update Class I literature search/and do Class II sample of geotechnical and A Class II Archaeological study has been completed and has been
archaeological features; mitigation strategy.
submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office with a copy
provided to County Staff on July 1, 2016.
21 6. Siting of industrial land uses to avoid groundwater contamination and toxic Industrial uses are allocated for the Industrial Park and Business Park Dan McGreggor Agreed. Depth to groundwater exceeds 700 feet
of this Level B Plan area. The location of these land uses is consistent
air emissions impacts on nearby residential or other sensitive areas.
and contamination potential is minimal.
with the Level A Plan. Permissive uses in these districts are specified
in the Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.9) & 10) Industrial & Business
Park.

Completed

22 Government and Public Services

Printed on: 9/29/2016
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7.A.d

Planned Communities Criteria
Responder

Staff Response

24 2. Facilities plan including detailed location, phasing of water systems, sewer
systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

The Utilities and Infrastructure Chapter of the Level B Master Plan as Dan McGreggor
well as the Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan and Terrain
Management Plan identify the location and phasing of water
systems, sewer systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

25 3. Annexation plan/agreement.
26 4. Statements of water availability and availability of public services including
liquid and solid waste management/recycling, cultural and human service
facilities, fire and police protection, transit services, and schools.

No annexation is proposed.
Water and public service availability is discussed in Chapter 6, Utility Dan McGreggor The Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan are
Infrastructure and Services. See also Water and Sanitary Sewer
conceptual and do not have the consent of the
Master Plan.
ABCWUA - a fully executed Development
Agreement from ABCWUA has not been provided.

27 5. Level B Development Agreement to:
28 5.a. Follow through with more detailed infrastructure/service agreement
covering phasing of the village master plan and its public services/facilities,
and designation of financial, operations, and management responsibility over
time.
29 5.b. Specify measures to mitigate negative consequences of the village's
development.

The Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan are
conceptual and do not have the consent of the
ABCWUA - a fully executed Development
Agreement from ABCWUA has not been provided.

Status

Condition of
Approval

Condition of
Approval

These items shall be included in the Level B Development Agreement
to be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.
We have added additional narrative to the plan that addresses the
phasing of development in Level B Master Plan Chapter 8 Section 8.2
Development Phasing.
The village center and urban center are identified and controlled
with more detailed zoning as provided in Chapter 3 Sections 3.4.6) &
7). The level B Plan implements both the Reserve Area and Centers
and Corridors policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

30 5.c. Augment Level A development agreements expressing items mutually
The Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved
agreed to by the City and/or County and the planned community developer
by the Bernalillo County Commission will be consistent with and
and committing to their permanency unless re-negotiated; any limitations on augment the provisions of the Level A Development Agreement. .
development established at Level A cannot be increased at Level B.
31 5.d. Provide a legal recording instrument.

The Level B Development Agreement shall be recorded following the
review and approval by the Bernalillo County Commission.

32 5.e. Identify more specifically any public incentives to the developer, or
public/private partnerships, including provisions for affordable housing.

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to be
reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission. A
funding strategy section has been added to Chapter 8 Section 8.5.

33 5.f. Identify more specifically any public incentives or agreements between
the local government and developer for the appropriate protection and
maintenance of the open space system.

The Major Public Open Space is identified in this Level B Plan and the
protection, dedication, and maintenance shall be included in the
Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved by
the Bernalillo County Commission.

Printed on: 9/29/2016
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##
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Response
23 1. Strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites, including Funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites will be
open space.
outlined in the Level B Development Agreement and have been
delineated in the Level B Plan as additional redline text. See Revised
Level B Master Plan Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 Open Space. Additionally
text has been provided outlining the implementation strategy for
Parks and Recreation facilities. These facilities have been added to
the Land Use Map Exhibit 2.
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##
Comments
1 1. A Level A Development Agreement shall be entered into between Bernalillo
County and the applicant which reflect this approval and a) clearly identifies
responsibilities for development of and infrastructure and other facilities in
Santolina; b) requires a link between housing and employment development
in Santolina; c) maintains an overall residential density that is consistent with
the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan density requirements
and is included in the Santolina Level A Plan; d) shall adhere to water use and
conservation requirements of Bernalillo County and the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority.

Response
The Level A Development Agreement was entered into between
Bernalillo County and Western Albuquerque Land Holdings on
August 10, 2015. The Development Agreement was officially
recorded on August 21, 2015.

2

2. Bernalillo County and the applicant agree on the "no net expense" clause of
the Planned Community Criteria. Nothing in any development agreement
shall commit this Commission and future Commissions to public funding or
financing mechanisms.

The Level A Development agreement defines this policy on lines 24
through 32, page 9: “The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned
communities shall not be a net expense to the County. The “no net
expense" policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a
responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including construction,
operation and maintenance, shared between the public and private
sectors. The "no net expense" test is satisfied if the County's on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures reasonably
allocated to the Project have been, or will be, offset by revenues
and/or economic and fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced)
from the Project.”

3

Jobs-housing
3. The Santolina development shall achieve a reasonable balance between
residential uses and employment uses such that it maintains the
characteristics of a self-sustaining community. As stated in the Santolina Level
A Master Plan, an approximate jobs to housing ratio of 2-1 shall be achieved
with a goal of creating no less than 75,000 jobs as indicated in the Level A
Santolina Plan at the time of full buildout of Santolina. A plan for attaining the
ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans, such that the anticipated
job development shall occur in relation to residential development.

This Level B Plan sets the stage for achieving the jobs to housing
ratio set out by the Level A Development Agreement in Section 4.4
Housing/Employment, Dwelling Units Thresholds/Jobs Table. See
Santolina Level B Master Plan pg 4 Table 1: Jobs to Households.
We are anticipating over 9,000 dwelling units for the first Level B
Plan, which requires 1.25 jobs per dwelling unit at full build out of
the Level B Plan area. The Level B Plan provides for and is
anticipated to exceed this requirement.
The Level B Plan includes a sequencing plan and table that provide
for jobs and housing broken out into smaller development phases.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder

Andrew
Gingerich

Staff Response

Status

(MRMPO comment) What is included in the
July draft of the Level B Master Plan does
not expand on what was established at the
Level A. This Condition of Approval implies
that jobs-housing will be discussed in more
detail at Level B, and asks for a "plan for
attaining the ratio." This plan needs to be
developed.

Pending

9/16/16 - MRMPO staff's main concerns on
this issue are being addressed through the
phasing/sequencing plan. This plan is not
yet in it's final version. See MRCOG
comment #46.
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Response
The Level B Transportation Plan was completed, submitted, and has
been revised to address ongoing comments. The Level A
Transportation Plan has been revised to address previous staff
comments.

5

a. The Santolina Access Management Plan (SAMP) with the Traversable
This has been completed, and was incorporated into the Level a
Median column added to Access Spacing Standards Table on Page 3 is
Transportation Plan.
approved. The SAMP shall be added to the Santolina Level "A" Transportation
Master Plan.

6

b. Revise the Level A Transportation Network model as required by BCPWD. The overall Level A Plan has been re-modeled per this condition.
Revisions/reanalysis shall include, but not be limited to, the 118111 St./I-40
interchange, the new proposed arterial roadways, the new urban center
layout, and any other changes to the Santolina roadway network. In
accordance with PCC criteria, when substantial variations are identified to the
Level A Master Plan, subsequent revision/reanalysis of the Level A
Transportation Network model shall be required, when upon coordination
with the developer, BCPWD deems it necessary.

7

c. All appropriate items in the Addendum to the Transportation Master Plan These have been incorporated into the Updated Level A
dated November 4, 2014 shall be placed in the appropriate Level A document. Transportation Master Plan.

8

5. Written approval from the proper state and/or federal authority will be
Coordination with these agencies is and will be ongoing. No
obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of State roads identified in improvements to NMDOT facilities are proposed at this time.
the Level A submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration)
review and approval will also be required for any required modifications and
improvements to Interstate 40 as a result of the development of Santolina
and its roadway network. Future coordination with NMDOT and FHWA will
be done in subsequent procedures including the Metropolitan Transportation
Plan, the Transportation Improvement Plan and the State-wide
Transportation Improvement Plan. The coordination of timeframes for the
offsite roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be
identified.

9

6. Funding for arterial streets and linkages, which are needed for Santolina
and not programmed in the Bernalillo County Capital Improvements Program
(CIP) or the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), shall be identified and
submitted to the County for recommendation for inclusion in the CIP or the
MTP.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

The MTP already has placeholders for Santolina arterials and
collectors, pre 2025 and post 2025. This is something the applicant
has and will continue addressing as studies are reviewed and
presented to the County and shared with MRCOG. It is anticipated
that modification to the MTP and CIP will be amended in the future
to include these facilities

Responder

Staff Response

Status
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##
Comments
4 4. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
The applicant will submit a proposed Level B Transportation Plan consistent
with the Level A Transportation Master Plan, as revised, of the Santolina
Level A Master Plan, prior to a Level B approval or future development
activities such as building permits, that generate 500 or more cumulative
peak hour trips when upon coordination with the developer BCPWD deems it
necessary.
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11 8. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the applicant
will provide a fully executed development agreement with the ABCWUA. The
development agreement should be structured to ensure compliance with the
ABCWUA's existing guidelines, policies, and ordinances and as may be
amended from time to time. The development agreement should, at a
minimum, address residential, industrial, institutional and commercial water
conservation provisions, guidelines, and design standards. The development
agreement should, at a minimum, address infrastructure improvements,
direct and indirect potable reuse, and water supply charges, as well as
provide; a Phasing Plan consistent with ABCWUA policies. This condition shall
in no way constrain the ABCWUA from imposing such requirements as it may
deem necessary.

Staff Response

Status

Dan
McGreggor

This condition has not been satisfied as of
7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
Condition of
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and
Approval
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

12 9. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C document, the applicant shall,
The Water Master Plan Technical Report is included in this submittal Dan
based on the approved ABCWUA development agreement, provide to the
and we are in discussion with ABCWUA.
McGreggor
County a written explanation of the projected Master Plan water use and
phasing and the subsequent level plans within the context of the 2024 Water
Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update (July 2013) or subsequent
updates.

This condition has not been satisfied as of
7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
Condition of
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and Approval
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

13 10. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
applicant shall provide to the County a water conservation plan that is
compliant with Bernalillo County and ABCWUA's guidelines, standards and
requirements and which achieves the conservation goals expressed in the
Bernalillo County Ordinance and ABCWUA's 2024 Water Conservation Plan
Goal and Program Update, July 2013 and which requires compliance with
subsequent revisions of the such guidelines, standards, requirements, and
plans. Residential development shall occur in a sequential manner adjacent to
existing infrastructure and consistent with ABCWUA's policies.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

We are coordinating with the ABCWUA staff regarding Santolina. A
draft Development Agreement has been provided to the ABCWUA.
ABCWUA is currently updating their Water Resources Master Plan,
which is anticipated to provide additional policy guidance for the
Santolina project. We respectfully request that this condition be
addressed prior to BCC approval.

Responder

This will be completed in concert with the ABCWUA. The Level B
submittal addresses all County requirements. In addition, a number
of design guidelines have been included that address landscaping
and Low Impact Design (LID) strategies to guide future development.
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##
Comments
Response
10 7. The submitted Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan, dated December 1,
This is addressed in the accompanying Drainage Master Plan.
2014, contains an addendum which includes minor inconsistencies within the
calculations to the revised Land Use Master Plan. However, these
inconsistencies do not alter the concept of the overall Drainage Master Plan
and therefore are acceptable for this Level A Master Plan. The applicant must
provide a Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan consistent with the proposed
Level A Master Plan with any Level B submittal.
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Comments
Response
14 11. Water and wastewater issues for the Santolina Master Planned
Agreed, see response to Condition #8.
Community shall be resolved between the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County
Water Utility Authority (ABCWUA) and the applicant prior to any Level B
approval. An agreement between the applicant and ABCWUA and regarding
timing, responsibilities, and maintenance of water and sewer facilities
required to service Santolina will be developed and agreed upon prior to any
Level B approval.

15 12. A drainage plan and stormwater management plan shall be submitted at
the time of any Level B submittal with provisions for revision as needed to
ensure consistency with any EPA-issued municipal separate stormwater
system permit provisions or requirements as issued for the Urbanized Area of
Bernalillo County.
16 13. Prior to any Level B Plan approval, the developer shall provide
documentation that the proposed development will comply with
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Air Quality Standards and will demonstrate
the intent to comply with air quality standards established by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
17 14. Development of Parks, Trails, and Open Space shall comply with the Level
A Master Plan. The location of open space corridors shall be developed in
accordance with the requirements of the Planned Community zone with
regard to the transportation grid. If the more detailed plan deviates
significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher level
plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan would
need to be amended.
18 15. The Planned Communities Criteria requirements regarding the study and
mitigation of archaeological and geotechnical resources shall be followed in
Level B and Level C Santolina Plans. Prior to any Level B approval,
documentation regarding the completed study and mitigation measures
within the Level B Plan area shall be provided.
19 Albuquerque Public Schools
16. The developer will work cooperatively with APS to locate school sites
within Santolina, which will be made available to APS on mutually agreeable
terms and conditions.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

Responder
Staff Response
Status
Dan
This condition has not been satisfied as of
McGreggor 7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
Condition of
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and Approval
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

We have provided a Drainage and Stormwater Management Plan
Technical Report as part of this Level B application.

The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis - Santolina Level B Master
Plan has been submitted to County Staff June 1 as part of this CPC
process.
The Parks and Open Space facilities and acreage are in compliance
with the Level A Master Plan and the Level A Development
agreement. Additional text has been provided to address the timing,
funding, and implementation of these facilities.

This has been In consultation with the SHPO a Class II Archeological
Survey was designed and completed in May 2016.

The level A Development Agreement and Level B Plan address this
item. The Level B Plan has been updated in response to APS
comments. We have and will continue to work with APS throughout
the process.

Dan
McGreggor

The analysis has been submitted and is
acceptable. This condition has been
satisfied.

Completed
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Response
This Level B application satisfies the Level B portion of this
condition.

22 19. Prior to or concurrent with the first Level B Plan approval, the subject
Level A master planned property shall be legally platted (the "Boundary Plat").
A summary platting procedure, such as that allowed for 'a minor subdivision'
under County ordinances, shall be permitted for the Boundary Plat, and for
any subsequent platting actions prior to a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision
plat approval. The Boundary Plat and any subsequent plats submitted in
advance of a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision plat approval shall provide
legal access (easements) to all existing and proposed tracts within the platted
area, but infrastructure installation or guarantee shall not be required prior to
Level C plan or Level C subdivision plat approval, because, before building
permits can be granted or development can proceed, additional land use
approvals and infrastructure installation and/or guarantees are required at
the Level C Plan approval stage and/or at the Level C subdivision plat approval
stage.

The Level A Master Plan property has been submitted for a
Boundary Plat to the CDRA. The CDRA hearing is scheduled for July
14th. Following adoption of this level B plan, the zoning districts will
be platted. Future level C plans will also require platting prior to
building permit approval.

23 20. Minor corrections to the plan, such as typographical and grammatical
corrections, editorial changes agreed to by County staff, or small changes to
acreage related to surveying may be incorporated in the final, adopted
version of the plan.
24 21. The request shall comply with all applicable Bernalillo County ordinances
and standards.
25 22. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:

These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Level A Master Plan.

Printed on: 9/29/2016

The approved Level A Development Agreement and this request for
a Level B Plan satisfies this condition. The zoning chapter of this
level B plan references County Special Use Permit regulations.
Furthermore, level C plans will adhere to the county's subdivision
ordinance as indicated in the zoning chapter, future non-residential
or apartment development over 5 acres will require site plan review
by the CDRA.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
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##
Comments
20 17. Level B and C Plans shall be required prior to development of the
Santolina Level A Master Plan Community. Level B and C development
agreements, as prescribed in the Planned Communities Criteria, shall be
provided. Consistency between Level A, Level B, and Level C plans shall be
required throughout the development of Santolina. If the more detailed plan
deviates significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher
level plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan
would need to be amended.
21 18. The Santolina Development Agreement shall include a section that
pertains to Interim Uses. This section shall indicate that all sites within the
Santolina Level A boundary area governed by a Special Use Permit or any site
expected to be developed with local, state and/or federal support shall be
governed by Sections 18, Special Use Permits and Section 24, Administration
of the Zoning Code until a Level B Plan, affecting such site, has been adopted
by Bernalillo County. No special use permit shall be issued without a
demonstration of available necessary infrastructure and utilities, including
water, electricity and sewer, to be installed before, or concurrently with,
development of the site. No building permits shall be granted on all remaining
sites until Level C plan affecting the subject property have been approved.
Any subdivision will occur in compliance with the County's Subdivision
Ordinance.

This submittal complies with Bernalillo County ordinances and
standards.
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
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Printed on: 9/29/2016

Response
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
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##
Comments
26 a. Chapter 4. Zoning, p. 47. Add the following sentence under Level A
Governance and Interim Uses (after ..Bernalillo County ..) "No building
permits shall be granted on all remaining sites until a Level C plan affecting
the subject has been adopted."
27 b. Change the language "publicly funded" on page 92 to "proposed for public
funding."
28 c. Chapter 6, Transportation, Level A Master Plan on page 95: remove the
sentence "The policy supersedes other policies that may be in place for
roadways within Santolina" regarding the SAMP, and remove "(by others)"
regarding the extension of Gibson Boulevard.
29 d. Exhibit I must be corrected to indicate that the Westland Master Plan was
approved by both Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque. The Board of
County Commissioners approved the Master Plan as a Rank III Plan in
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The City of Albuquerque also
approved a separate Sector Development Plan for the portion of the Master
Plan that has been annexed.
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Revised Matrix dated 10/20/16
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##
1

Department
Fire Department

Note Date
2/1/2016

Comments
Response
Final plans of the water supply system for fire protection shall be submitted to We agree. The FMO may review these
Level C plans when available/approved
the Fire Marshal's Office for Review and approval. Development Shall meet
the requirements of the Fire code with adopted amendments at time of build by the ABCWUA.
out.
We agree.

2

Fire Department

6/3/2016

The Location of the fire stations will be based off of a risk assessment
conducted by the Fire Department, station location presently show on site
plan may be needed to relocated to meet response criteria.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder
C.Gober

We agree. We will continue our
C.Gober
coordination with Bernalillo County Fire
at the Level C plans.

Staff Response
Status
Once the water system plans and future
Condition of
development plans are submitted they will be approval
reviewed and any corrections will be
addressed then.
This is an on-going process and shall be
completed prior to the issuance of building
permits

Finding
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##

Department

Hearing Date

Comments

Response

1

Zoning
Administrator
Review

7/14/2016

2

Zoning
Administrator
Review

2/22/2016

3

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Staff has noted additional language related to density and land use and
phasing, activity centers, jobs-housing ratio, mechanisms for ensuring these
levels are met will need to be developed. Staff has also noted the
modifications to the land use map and the inclusion of a zone map. The land
uses within this Level B Plan appear to be relatively consistent with the
adopted Level A Plan.

4

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

More details could be provided for land use. Smaller areas, neighborhoods, or We are providing a phasing map as part
commercial areas or more detailed phasing and descriptions could be
of this Level B Plan to address this and
depicted within the land use plan, also as an aspect of developing the
similar comments.
character of the community and jobs to housing balance (See the Level B
Planned Communities Criteria).

5

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Address the open space component. Will there be zoning for parks and open
space? Adequately address the Planned Communities Criteria for Parks and
Open Space (within Land Use).

The Zoning and Land Use Maps identify
Open Space within this Level B Plan
area.

6

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Further explain the change/increase in dwelling units in the revised Level B
Plan.

7

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

8

Chapter 3, Zoning of the Santolina Plan has been partially reviewed by the
Zoning Administrator. The Zoning Administrator has reviewed all of the
sections that contain zoning districts and the process section and some minor
changes may be required. The Zoning Administrator has not had the
opportunity to review the design section of the chapter since the applicant did
not this portion of the chapter until after the deadline for all submittals.
Review of the design section and a final review of the entire chapter will be
forthcoming.
The Level B plan should have a name beyond the Santolina Level B plan, since
there will be other Santolina Level B plans for the area.

We have reviewed and revised the
Design standards with the Zoning
Administrator. The Zoning chapter
reflects our coordination with County
Planning Staff.

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Status
Completed

Agent has agreed.

Completed

New documents to be reviewed.

Completed

New documents to be reviewed.

Completed

Comments Addressed

Completed

Need Clarification from Staff

Addressed on page 13. This change needs to
be made clear to reviewing agencies

Completed

The land use plan (e.g., tables on pp. 10-11) should be updated to reflect the
changes to the zoning; include acreage, density, where appropriate.

We have updated the Land Use table to
reflect the changes made to date.

Comments Addressed

Completed

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Zones within non-residential zones that seek to achieve additional potential
land use variation (e.g., office zone and commercial zone within Town Center
or Urban Center Zone) could also be depicted on the zoning map, or could
appear as uses rather than zones. Uses and zones appear to be used
interchangeably in the plan and should be clarified. This would facilitate the
mapping of the zoning. A Residential Village Center Zone is called out on p. 28
but does not appear on the maps.

Through our coordination with the
County Planning staff, we have created a
zone map and a Land Use Map. Each
map clearly distinguishes between
'zones' and 'land uses'. We have also
updated the Zoning Chapter to provide a
clearer distinction of uses and zones.

Zoning is still in process

Completed

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff
10 County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Mixed Use Development has been added as a use, but does not appear as
new (in red).
Per the meeting with the applicants agent, the Santolina Level B zoning
(particularly for land uses) could follow County Zoning more closely in order
to achieve clarity and minimize any confusion and redundancy. Design
standards may also require additional revision. Zoning document could be
more user-friendly, including charts and illustrations. (See for instance Mesa
del Sol Level A and Level B Plans). Additional more detailed comments will be
provided by zoning staff.

Need Clarification from Staff

Need additional review of the proposed zoning Completed

We have worked closely with County
Planning Staff to rewrite the Zoning
Chapter. The Zoning Chapter now
provides a streamline code based on the
County's Zoning Code. Design standards
have been added to this chapter and
include illustrations, where appropriate.

Zoning chapter is still under review

9

Printed On: 10/20/2016

We have indicated in the Zoning for this
Level B Plan to be distinguished as PC-S(Zone). Future plans can add S1, S2, etc..
to distinguish themselves from this first
plan.
We Agree

Staff Response

Parks and
Planning

Completed
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##

Department

Hearing Date

Comments

Response

11 County Planning 6/23/2016
Staff

Address the Phasing of the Development. From a regional perspective, there
could be more information provided about the phasing and implementation
of the Santolina development. The Level B Plan indicates two phases-2025
and 2040. Where there are still opportunities for different types of
development and infill in the more urbanized areas and some areas near the
site that have some development that could relate to the Santolina
development (e.g., Westland North, Atrisco Heritage High School), the
proposed phasing could be elaborated or further justified.

As part of our effort to address
comments relative to Land Use and
Zoning (in preparation for the May 26,
2016 CPC Hearing), we included
additional narrative to the Level B Plan,
section 8.2, that addresses phasing of
development.

12 County Planning 6/24/2016
Staff

A Level A Development Agreement has been agreed to for the Level A
Development. A Level B Agreement will also be required to ensure the
specifics of the plan and the financial responsibilities and the employmenthousing ratio are adhered to. Additional information on how employment
goals will he achieved is necessary.
Policy d of the Reserve Area states that "A planned community master plan
shall not be approved if it fails to demonstrate its own sense of place, selfsufficiency, environmental sensitivity, separation from the contiguous
Albuquerque urban area by permanent open space and the provision of
infrastructure which is not a net expense to the local government." Staff
comment/recommendation: The Level A Plan and the Level A Development
Agreement addressed this requirement The current Level B request needs to
more specifically demonstrate how these policies will be addressed in the
proposed development, for instance in such areas as water and sewer
availability, provision of parks and open space, residential neighborhoods,
commercial areas, and more specifically, unifying design standards, as well as
demonstrating not incurring expenses to the local government.

14 County Planning 6/26/2016
Staff

15 County Planning 6/27/2016
Staff

13 County Planning 6/25/2016
Staff

Printed On: 10/20/2016

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

Status

Phasing still under review

Completed

We agree. The Level B Development
Agreement will address this.

Level B Development Agreement

Condition of
approval

We have provided new narrative to be
included as part of the Level B Plan.
Section 2.2.8 addresses the
implementation mechanisms for parks
and recreation facilities. Section 8.4 has
been added to deliniate the various
funding mechanisms for future
development in this Level B Plan area.

Level B Development Agreement

Condition of
approval

Land Use- Open Space Network- calls for setting aside Major Open Space,
parks, trail corridors throughout the Comprehensive Plan area. Policies
encourage connections between and within the facilities. Open Space is
shown on the Santolina Land Use Map, although staff is requesting additional
information on the Open Space network, its dedication and maintenance, and
the required development agreement related to it.

The Level B Development Agreement
will address Open Space, Parks, and
trails. The Development Agreement will
be submitted to the County Manager.
Additionally, we have provided new
narrative that speaks to parks, open
space, and recreational services, their
dedication, and funding mechanisms.
Please see section 2.2.8 and 8.4

Level B Development Agreement

Condition of
approval

Community Resource Management - recognizes the importance of provision
of services in community development. The services include water, energy,
transportation, housing, economic development. In particular, as in staff and
agency comments provided below, additional information should be provided
on the proposed transportation system, water availability, along with
mechanisms for achieving economic development for the community.

The Level B Plan addresses economic
development through allocation of
specific uses designated by the Land Use
Plan for employment. Furthermore, the
Level A and Level B Development
Agreements provide requirements for
jobs (economic development) as the
Santolina community develops over
time.

Level B Development Agreement

Condition of
approval
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##

Department

Hearing Date

Comments

Response

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

Status

16 County Planning
Staff

It appears that these criteria do serve as a guideline for the Santolina Level B
Plan, but that more information is needed to show that they have been
adequately addressed. As noted in the above comments related to the
'Reserve Area' and also shown in staff and agency comments below, a more
detailed analysis of the Level B Santolina Master Plan should be provided for
each of the areas
-Land use
-Environment and Open Space
-Transportation system
-Government and Public Service
In addition, because of limited time to review the Plan and the application,
staff will need to provide additional analysis and comments specifically
related to the Planned Communities Criteria in the subsequent staff report.

17 County Planning
Staff

V. Southwest Area Plan/Westside Strategic Plan -The Southwest Area Plan
We agree.
and the Westside Strategic Plan both recognize the importance of Master
Planned Communities for the vacant areas within the Southwest Area/West
Side. They also recognize the importance of attention to environmental issues
and jobs development, and location of industrial development and design. It
would appear the Santolina Level A Master Plan generally addresses policies
in the Southwest Area Plan and the Westside Strategic Plan.

Generally ok.

Completed

18 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

It could be argued, given the goals of the request and for the Reserve Area,
that a greater variety of uses and descriptions of them could be provided
either in the Land Use Chapter, or in the Zoning Code for Santolina. Additional
details could also be provided for how all of these connect to the wider area
in which the site is located.

"We have been in coordination with the
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Chapter. We have worked closely with
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
on our discussion and her comments.
We have met 2-3 times a week during
the month of June to revise the zoning
chapter. We have submitted this
chapter as part of the redline to the
level B plan document."

Comments Addressed

Completed

19 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Types of and density/scale of land uses and zoning should be clearer and
consistent. The Santolina Level B Master Plan provides a more detailed Land
Use Map and details for each of the land uses than the Level A Plan. However,
more detailed information could be provided in the current request about the
more specific land uses and densities within Santolina Land Use Areas - for the
various areas or neighborhoods that will develop with residential uses, with
some additional parameters for density (e.g., average, maximum). Areas that
may be of mixed use or mixed densities, or areas that should have residential
(urban center, town center) are not detailed as such in the plan. It is still not
clear if residential use will be allowed in the Town Center.

"We have been in coordination with the
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Chapter. We have worked closely with
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
on our discussion and her comments.
We havemet 2-3 times a week during
the month of June to revise the zoning
chapter. We have submitted this
chapter as part of the redline to the
level B plan document."

Comments Addressed

Completed

20 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

The information listed in the Level B Plan for density under zoning (up to 50
dwelling units per acre) should be described ( e.g., in a table or map) in a
manner that demonstrates the development will not exceed the 3 dwellings
per acre limit in the Reserve Area. Based on the information provided staff in
the Level B Plan, a density higher and number of dwelling units could be
achieved than the approximate 9,444 units stated in the plan (page 4).

We have provided narrative and a table
as part of Chapter 2 Land Use Tables 3 &
4 to indicate how we will not exceed the
3 du/acre limit for the Reserve Area.

Condition of approval/development
agreement should confirm density and
mechanism for maintaining it.

Finding

Printed On: 10/20/2016

We have reviewed the latest Staff
Report. Recent comments and
responses from parks and open space
have been added in this matrix. This
matrix addresses Agency Comments
received relative to the topics for
Hearing 3.

Address any outstanding comments from staff. Finding /
Conditions of
Approval
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##

Department

Hearing Date

Comments

Response

21 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Additional information could also be given about the different characteristics
of business, commercial, and industrial areas, including the range of Floor
Area Ratios, and commercial building size. Zoning information for some of the
new land use areas, such as open space, educational campus are not provided
or consistent with the Level A Plan. Some particular land uses that fall in the
residential areas or more intense land use areas such as town center and
business park could be identified or described following the original zoning
chapter in the Level A Plan (see pages 43-53), Level A Plan. It is not clear if the
definitions of land uses included in the Zoning in the Level A Plan should apply
to the Level B Plan and will be added to or if the Level B Zoning will adhere to
the definitions, land uses, and procedures in the County Zoning Code. Site
characteristics and Design Features as in the Level A PC zoning Chapter also
do not appear to be carried through into the Level B Zoning.

This Level B Plan builds off of the
general intent and vision of the Level A
Plan. We have been in coordination with
the County Zoning Manager on revisions
to the Zoning Chapter (see previous
previous response). We have included
definitions, where needed,
following/referenced the County Zoning
Code (when available).

22 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Address Compatibility of Land Uses as in the Land Use Plan. The proposed
Land Use areas in the Santolina Plan Level B Plan are limited in number and
are presented as discrete zones. More information could be provided on how
the zones articulate with each other ( e.g., residential and industrial). There
could also be discussion of how mixed use areas will be achieved or if there
will be transitional areas between more intense and less intense uses within
or on the edges of the site. In addition, information could be provided about
how the development will articulate in areas of existing development-e.g.,
along West Central Ave. and the 1-40 Frontage Rd. where there already exists
various developments, and some parcels connect to these roads while others
do not.

23 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

24 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Printed On: 10/20/2016

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

Status

Zoning Chapter is still under consideration.

Completed

We have provided additional narrative
to address the compatibility of land
uses. We have also addressed horizontal
mixed-use and vertical mixed-use as well
as land use connectivity considerations.

Discussions have taken place about the land
use. (Zoning element is under consideration).

Completed

Although the Master Plan proposes mixed uses, and states it will meet the
other requirements of the Reserve Area, such as self-sufficiency, protecting
the non-urban development, and being bounded by open space, additional
information could be provided.

We have included additional language in
the Land Use Chapter that speaks to
mixed-use development and Transit
Orient Development.

Discussions about land use have taken place

Completed

It appears that a majority of the property in the Level B Plan falls within the
Reserve (3.0 dwelling units per acre density) or the Rural Area (1 dwelling unit
per acre). The request shows the intent to meet this requirement, with
approximately 9,444 dwelling units proposed on 4,243 acres (shown at
approximately 2.23 dwelling units per acre). However, as stated above given
the proposed zoning (Zoning Chapter) - with possible densities of up to 30 or
even 50 dwelling units per acre, the applicant will need to demonstrate how
the allowed gross density will not be exceeded. Staff comment: In order to
ensure this overall allowed density is maintained, staff recommends more
specific information be provided on the land use map or in a table that shows:
Average and maximum residential densities in each of the land use areas.
Allocation of the residential units allowed by the Comprehensive Plan in each
of the land use areas.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

Discussions have taken place. This will need to Finding
be confirmed in a conditon of approval
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##

Department

Hearing Date

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Comments

Response

25 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Policy c states development within Reserve Area shall take place either in
accordance with an approved planned community master plan (up to three
dwelling units per acre), or in accordance with the standards applicable to
Rural Areas. It should be stressed that if the Master Plan fails to meet the
criteria, the policies for the Rural Area are used instead of those of the
Reserve Area. If this is the case, the allowable density would be approximately
one dwelling unit per acre. The Reserve area thus creates a density bonus
when the policies are complied with. Staff comment: ensure the allotted
density is maintained in the development of Santolina.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

26 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

In summary, more information is needed on the specific land use and
densities for the Santolina site with reference to their compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies. It appears that the proposed
residential density for the site could exceed that allowed by the
Comprehensive Plan. In addition, a conceptual development agreement
eventually will need to be provided to show the willingness and ability of the
developer to implement the land uses and infrastructure proposed in the
Level B Plan.
Land Use - Activity Centers - designates existing and future activity centers
and corridors in Bernalillo County----on a map and in terms of a hierarchy of
centers with specific features (see p.19, Plan). This section could be further
addressed in the Santolina Level B Plan, which has different types of
commercial and activity centers. It might be helpful to situate the
development within the framework provided for Activity Centers in the
Comprehensive Plan. In some locations within the Level B plan area, it is not
clear where the Village Centers or Neighborhood Centers are located.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type. The
preparation of a Level B Development
Agreement is underway.

To be specified in Condition of
Approval/Development Agreement

Finding

This has been more clearly identified in
the introduction to the zoning chapter.

Additional information has been provided.
Pending final review of land use and zoning
maps.

Completed

IV. Zoning Ordinance/ The Planned Community Zoning for Santolina has been
established with the approval of the Level A Plan. However, the request must
continue to address the requirements specified in the Planned Communities
Zone. The request appears to be relatively consistent with Section 19.5
(Planned Community Zone) for a large-scale community. However, the
request may be larger than the village or employment center type
development that is identified in both the Level B Planned Communities
Criteria and those for Level B development in the B Zoning, where the typical
Village size range is 650 to 1200 acres. The applicant will also need to clarify
that other Level B Plans will be submitted, with appropriate naming, for the
remaining portions of the Santolina development.

We have included narrative in Chapter 8
(Approval Process) that speaks to future
Level B Plans.
The size of this Level B plan is only
slightly larger than and comparable to
the first two Level B plans at Mesa Del
Sol. The reason for this is to follow
through on two seperate commitments
mad as part of the Level A Plan process.
1. To preserve the La Ceja Escarpment
(almost 1,000 acres of Open Space is
preserved), and
2. The designation of a significant
acreage to job producing land uses.

The Level B plan area is not unprecedented,
although some agencies have a concern with
it.

Completed

27 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

28 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Printed On: 10/20/2016

Staff Response

Status

Discussions have taken place. This will need to Finding
be confirmed in a conditon of approval
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## Department
Note Date
1 Parks and
2/19/2016
recreation

Comments
The comments state that a preliminary review of the plan indicates that more
information needs to be provided:
1. A portion of the Level B Open Space and Parks network, is consistent with Level
A, but the following is not clear:
a. what all the types of Open Space and parks will be included in those areas;
b. whether that includes neighborhood parks and other recreation facilities;
c. general, whether the park areas by type and the other recreation facilities
cumulatively meet the Level of service standards set forth in the Level A plan for
the projected population for the Level B plan areas; and
d. when and how the Open Space, park and other recreation facilities will be
dedicated.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
Status
We are providing open space areas, parks, trails, undevelopable land,
Still in Discussion -- Leve B Completed
and areas with valuable environmental qualities to ensure the
Plan has been updated per
continued health, safety, and welfare of the community and to provide
staff comments from
locations for recreational activities. Furthermore we are preserving the
meeting on 9/16/16 and eescarpment area that makes up the eastern portion of the Level B Plan
mail on 9/19/16, except
area as open space. Please refer to the Level B Land Use Map. We
that add'l languague was
have provide an analysis of the PROS Plan level-of-service standards
included, which was not
relative to the Level B Plan based on project populations. Please see
discussed, which should be
deleted because the Level B
new redline to section 2.2.7 of the Level B Plan.
plan and agreement are a
refinement and are more
detailed as to Community
Facilities and therefore
supercede the Level A
Agreement by definitiion.
Once this paragraph is
removed, then this would
be complete.

2 Parks and
recreation

2/19/2016

2. It does not appear that there is an Open Space zone as described in the Level a
plan.

We have added a Major Open Space Zone to the Zoning Chapter and
the Zone Map.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

3 Parks and
recreation

2/19/2016

3. We have a question as to why the open space area to the north of the
escarpment open space described in Level B plan has not been included. Related
to that question, there is parcel was recently acquired to be a Route 66 gateway
park, that would also function potentially as trailhead for the escarpment open
space, that we wanted to ensure open space connectivity to.

We are coordinating with Bernalillo County Parks and Recreation
Department on identifying the noted parcel so that we can determine
its applicability to the Level B Plan.

No Adverse Comment

Pending

4 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

Although there is somewhat more detail than in the Level A Plan, in general, there
is insufficient detail in the Santolina Level B plan at this point for us to recommend
approval even with conditions. I have the following findings/comments pertaining
to the new level B submittal:
1. The overall acreage of open space and parks is sufficient to meet the
requirements in the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Facilities Master Plan
(PROS Plan). Similarly, there is more than enough of the community parks to meet
the requirements of the PROS Plan.

We agree. Based on our analysis of the PROS Plan Level of Service
standards (Section 2.2.7 of the Level B Plan document) and the parks,
open space, and recreational facilities planned for by the Level B
Master Plan, we exceed the PROS Plan standards.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

Printed on: 10/20/2016
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Parks Recreation 7.A.d

## Department
Note Date
5 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation Letter

Comments
Response
2. The number and location of neighborhood parks have not been identified. Based We have updated our Land Use Plan to indicate the location of future
on our calculation there should be 23 acres of neighborhood parks, which based
neighborhood parks that will range from 3 to 5 acres. This satisfies
on our definition, there would be anywhere from 5 to 23 parks. Therefore, the
your request.
plan does not comply with the PROS Plan and in our opinion does not satisfy the
requirements of the Planned Community Criteria for a Level B plan. In order to
serve the community adequately, a diversity of facilities is needed with a
reasonable distribution of them across the planned community area.

6 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

3. In the Level B Plan, the projected need for the number of community centers
We have updated our Land Use Plan to indicate the location of 2 future
and aquatics facilities is closer to 2 than 1 (1.54), and should be amended to reflect community centers and aquatics facilities. This satisfies your request.
the number 2 in both instances as required by the PROS Plan, especially given the
land uses proposed (the Town Center and Urban Center) and the potential for
higher density of housing.

Add'l language provided in Complete
Level B Plan to provide for
Regional Park in next Level
B plan

7 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

4. With respect to the Regional Park and Fully Inclusive Playgrounds, it is our
A park is identified for the southern portion of the Urban Center. This
position that the plan should be amended to include the regional park shown in
park land will be part of a larger Regional Park that will expand over
the level A plan immediately to the West of the main community area and location future Level B Plans.
should be shown for the Fully inclusive Playground, given the development of the
Town Center and Urban Center and the projected time-span for development,
there will be a need for both of those facilities in this part of our future
community.

Same as #1

8 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

5. Dedication: Given that all the open space areas and parks shown in this the
We have provided additional language as part of Section 2.2.8 Parks
Level B Plan will serve only the communities in Santolina, these areas and facilities and Recreation Implementation Strategy to delineate the
should be dedicated to the County and the Plan should be amended to state that. Implementation of future parks, open space, and recreational facilities.
As part of this new narrative, we have provided provisions for
dedication to Bernalillo County as well as coordination on future
programming, design, and construction.

Language and tables
Completed
relative to "sequencing"
has been added, which
satisfies the orginal
comment, except there
should be an addition of
"community facilities" in
the first sentence of the
first bullet on page 105.
Then this comment will be
complete.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Staff Response
No Adverse Comment

Status
Complete

Completed
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Parks Recreation 7.A.d

## Department
Note Date
9 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation Letter

10 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

Comments
6. It is unclear what the phasing and process of dedication of the open space and
parks facilities will be. This should be spelled out in detail in a PCC level B Plan. The
description in the plan appears to be circular it will happen as development
happens, but it is unclear what the intention for phasing of development is. From
our perspective, there would seem that there needs to be a more detailed
development phasing plan, and there needs to be a clear correlation in the fiscal
analysis that there will be sufficient tax revenues accruing to the county from that
development of this area of Santolina to support the O&M costs of the facilities at
each phase of development, so that it is clear that the proposed development will
occur at no-net expense to the County. Based on the submittal to-date, it is not
possible to make that determination.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
We have provided additional narrative as part of our May 26, 2016
Pending review of most
Hearing submittal. We have redlined the Level B document to include
recent Fiscal Analysis
additional narrative as a new Section 8.4 Development Phasing. This
new narrative delineates the management of future growth in the
Level B Plan area through ordered phasing of development through the
provision of services.

With respect to the fiscal analysis, we have the following comments:
1. the parks and recreation units arrived at in the fiscal analysis do not correspond
to the Level B Plan or the PROS Plan (e.g. 2 community centers vs. 1 in the Plan,
and 307 acres of park land vs. 183.6 in the Plan), so it is hard to understand
whether the plan as envisioned will result there being "no net expense" to the
County. I.e. per the above, there should be a minimum of 2 community centers, 2
pools, the regional park (70 acres), 2 to 4 community parks (46 acres), 5 to 23
neighborhood parks (23 acres) and one the fully inclusive playground facility.

Yes, the Fiscal Analysis evaluates a larger Parks/Open Space footprint,
so the costs are higher than they would otherwise be. The Study is still
incredibly positive. Less space would result in less costs, so we have
provided a more conservative approach, fiscally.

Status
Completed

We have also provided new narrative as part of a new Section 8.5
Project and System Public Infrastructure Funding Strategy. This section
identifies the various funding mechanisms available to the future
development of this Level B Plan area.

Pending review of most
recent Fiscal Analysis

Completed

The Fiscal Study tackles 623 acres of Open Space and 307 acres of
Developed Parkland, the latter which encompasses all the
neighborhood, community, and regional parks. That is a total of 930
acres.
The Level of Service utilized is exactly what was provided to us by the
Bernalillo County Parks and Open Space Department. Please review
Exhibit A-10 of our fiscal analysis.

Printed on: 10/20/2016
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Parks Recreation 7.A.d

## Department
Note Date
11 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation Letter

Comments
2. The unit cost per employee only accounts for the salaries and benefits of
employees and not the actual O&M cost of the facilities, which would include
materials and water costs as well. The PROS Plan has also indicated the following
standards level of service: 100 acres of open space per employee and 10 acres per
employee for park land. We would be willing to sit down with the applicant's
financial analyst and share updated cost figures for Parks and Recreation facilities.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
We do include O&M costs for the integrated facilities, approximately
See Staff Response #1
$800,000 annually. The salaries are as requested by the Parks and
above.
Recreation Department. All incidental costs requested were included.
We have outlined over $2 million in annual costs for this initial Level B.

Status
Completed

With respect to LOS, we have 75 acres per employee for OS, that's a
higher standard than what is required, and the standard for Parkland is
identical (10 per 100 = 7.5 per 75).

12 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

With respect to our previous comments, we have the following comments:
See response to Item #1 listed above.
1. Comment 1 has only been partially addressed with table and narrative in the
Level B Plan. Per the above comments, substantial changes to the Level B Plan are
requested.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

13 Parks &
Recreation
14 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter
6/15/2016
Letter

2. Comment 2 has been addressed in the Level B Plan.

We agree.

See Comment #3

Pending

3. Comment 3 has not been fully discussed, but there has been an effort to
coordinate between Agent and the County.

We agree. We requested clarification on this comment in an email
dated June 1, 2016. We never received a response.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

15 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

As you know, we (Debbie Jo, you and myself) met with the agent for the applicant We have provided responses to your following comments.
two weeks ago, and certain changes have been made to the document. Because a
number of my comments are not included in the matrix, I am providing comments
based on how my comments delivered at the June 23rd meeting of the CPC have
been addressed by the applicant in the current draft of the Level B Plan. I am also
providing additional comments on the changes that have been made by the agent
and on any new changes to the document that we have not reviewed up until this
point in time. All my current comments are in bold green. In general, it should be
stated that Parks and Recreation Department at this time has no funding or plans
to plan, design, construct, operate or maintain any Parks and Recreation facility or
Open Space in the Santolina Level B plan area. Parks and Recreation has met with
the agent for the applicant and appreciates the changes that have been made to
date. However, there remain some outstanding items that we would like to see
addressed further and changed in the Plan prior to recommending approval,
because this is a Level B Plan and will be the last time that these concerns,
especially those surrounding phasing and the fiscal implications of the Plan can be
addressed in a comprehensive manner to ensure that the dedication and
subsequent operations and maintenance of Parks and Recreation facilities in the
Level B plan area will be at no net expense to the County in the Plan Area.

See Comment #1

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016
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## Department
Note Date
16 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
1. In the Parks and Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the
community parks facilities should be referred to as "Project infrastructure" and in
no way should be considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition, they
are intended to provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of
the Level B "Project Area".

Response
Parks that will solely serve the project will be "project infrastructure".
However any regional parks (e.g. regional sports complexes) which
serve the project as well as other real property will be system
infrastructure with standard costs. This has been clarified in Section
2.2.8.

17 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

2. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed.

18 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

3. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed. However, in the Parks and
Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the community parks facilities
should be referred to as "Project Infrastructure" and in no way should be
considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition they are intended to
provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of the Level B
"Project Area".

19 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Staff Response
No Adverse Comment

Status
Complete

We agree.

See Comment #1

Completed

See response to Item #1 listed above.

This comment has been
addressed.

Complete

4. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed. However, in the Parks and
See response to Item #1 listed above.
Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the community parks facilities
should be referred to as "Project Infrastructure" and in no way should be
considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition they are intended to
provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of the entire Level A
"Project Area" at build-out. Given the extent and number of Community Parks
proposed in the current Level B plan, Parks and Recreation accepts that the
Regional Park will be a part of a future Level B plan to the west of the current level
B Plan as shown in the Santolina Level A Master Plan , and no provision for the
regional park is needed at this time.

This comment has been
addressed.

Complete
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## Department
Note Date
20 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
Response
5. Dedication has been addressed in the new Section 2.2.8. However, Section 2.2.8 See response to Item #1 listed above.
should be amended to state that dedication process for all parks and recreation
facilities shall be triggered 1) when the area that includes (or is adjacent on more
than one edge to) the location in the Level B plan for the facility comes in for
subdivision, or 2) if the subdivision of lots shall result in the planned construction
of dwelling units for any and all areas of the Level B plan that exceed any of the
thresholds for the corresponding facilities:
1000 dwelling units - neighborhood park
3000 dwelling units - community park
5000 dwelling units - aquatics facility & community center
10,000 dwelling units - fully inclusive playground
Because by definition, all these facilities are considered "Project Infrastructure" to
support the future residents of the Level B Area based on the level of service
standards of the County , dedication of all these facilities shall include planning,
design and construction of facilities plus two years of maintenance at no cost to
the County.

21 Parks &
Recreation

Phasing of the Level B plan remains unclear for Land Use or for Community
Facilities including parks and recreation. At a minimum, Section 2.2.8 should be
amended to include changes stated above in the revised comment 5 that include
thresholds in the subdivision process to trigger the dedication of Parks and
Recreation facilities. The Financial Analysis should be updated as stated below in
Comment B, in order for it to correspond with what is currently in the current
version of the Plan, so that the Plan can be evaluated as to "no net expense". In
addition as per the Planned Community Criteria Level B: Village Master Plan
Section D, a "strategy" for funding and maintenance of community facilities shall
be provided.

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 10/20/2016

We have provided a sequencing plan that provides for 8 residential
phases and 4 non-residential phases. It should be noted that there are
some non-residential uses within the residential phases and some
limited residential uses in the mixed use portions of the nonresidential phases. With regards to funding mechanisms, on August
rd
23 , 2016 the Board of County Commissioners approved the
establishment of the Santolina Public Improvement Districts (“PIDs”) to
fund public improvements within the Districts. As a part of, of the
evaluation of the establishment of the Santolina PIDs the County
commissioned an independent fiscal impact analysis of Santolina and
the impact PIDs to the County. The County’s economic and fiscal
consultant concluded Santolina and the establishment of the PIDs will
be at a “no net expense The Santolina Tax Increment Development
Districts (“TIDDs”) which will fund public improvements have not yet
been established but are currently being considered by the County
based on the County’s independent fiscal impact analysis which
estimates a fiscal benefit to the County in the amount of
approximately $5.8 billion for the buildout of the Project. It is our
opinion that with these changes, that the Level B plan has addressed
the Planned Communities Criteria as it relates to Park and Recreation
facilities.

Responder

Staff Response
See Staff Response #1
above and #9

Status
Completed

See Staff Response #1
above and #9

Completed
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## Department
Note Date
Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
Continued from above
The applicant has recently added Section 8.5, which outlines tools for funding the
various public facilities. However, the intended strategy for funding them using the
various tools has not been identified, now how those tools interface with the
financial analysis - i.e. what revenues will be used cover which costs and when?
This is critical to determine whether there will be sufficient revenues from the
development coming to the County support the additional staff and other costs to
operate and maintain the dedicated facilities two years after construction. The
applicant has stated that it would prefer these issues be resolved either in the PID
or TID process, and/ or in the development agreement for this Level B Plan, but it
is not possible to determine whether the "no net expense" criteria has been met
for the purposes of recommending approval without a more defined strategy. We
would request that the Section 8.5, the Financial Analysis be revised and that a
draft of the development agreement be completed in order to evaluate whether
the applicant's plan has satisfied the "no-net expense" criteria. Our concern is that
Level B approval will be the last time that the fiscal implications of the facilities in
the Level B Plan can be addressed in a comprehensive and meaningful manner.

Response
Continued from above .
Additional items concerning the implementation of this Level B Plan
will be addressed with the Level B Development Agreement to be
approved by the Board of County Commissioners.

22 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments on Fiscal Analysis 1&2:
These Comments have not been addressed. As yet there is no updated financial
analysis that corresponds to the current draft of the Plan.

23 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter

Previous Comments 1,2,&3:
The first two comments have been largely addressed in the current draft of the

24 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Additional Comment:
We have removed the PROS Plan map from Chapter 2.
1. Ch. 2 Exhibit 3 is not credited (PROS Plan and MRCOG) and I am not sure of the
relevance to this particular section of the plan, because all level of service
standards are keyed off of projected build-out. Also, the level of service standards
and Parks and Recreation Implementation strategy would seem to be a better fit
for Chapter 7 Government and Public Services section.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Pending review of most
recent Fiscal Analysis

Status
Completed

The independent fiscal impact analysis commissioned by the County is
based on dwelling units (by type) and non-residential square footage
which have no significant change. The Land Use Plan has been refined
to reflect and show the conceptual locations of parks and recreation
facilities, which have always been assumed to be included, but were
not graphically shown. These have now been added to the plan. Since
the cost of the majority of these facilities, are assumed to be project
infrastructure, the capital costs will be borne by the developer and as
such, are not relevant to the fiscal impact and no net expense analysis.
The fiscal impact analysis does not and should not reflect specific
project level costs, but rather general fund revenues and expenses to
the County (based on the County budget) over the buildout of the
project. The fiscal impact analysis commissioned by the County utilizes
the most recently approved 2017 County budget and assumes expense
will increase commensurate with the increase in population and
required services.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

We agree.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

No Adverse Comment

Complete
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Santolina Level B Master Plan, (R-12)
AMAFCA staff reviewed the Level B Master Plan with respect to drainage
concepts and has no adverse comment. Staff also met with the engineer to
discuss maintenance responsibilities and impacts on capacity of AMAFCAs
Westgate Dam. These items will be addressed with future, detailed
development plans.

Response
We agree.

Responder
Lynn Mazur

Staff Response
Acceptable

7.A.d

Status
Completed
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##
Department
1 AMAFCA

AMAFCA

Printed on: 10/20/2016
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##
Department
1 APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
SPR2016-0001 Santolina is a Level A Master Planned Community that is
We agree.
approximately 13,851 acres, and is bounded by Interstate 40 to the north,
118th Street and the escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa
on the south and the escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on
the west The master planned area (Level A) will consist of 34,000 residential
units built out over the next 40-50 years.
After approval of the Level A Master Planned Community in June 2015, the
developer is currently requesting approval for Phase 1 Level B Master Planned
Community. This phase will include 9,444 dwelling units and will encompass
4,243 acres. Santolina development (Level A Master Plan) will impact G.I
Sanchez ES, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, Atrisco Heritage Academy HS
and West Mesa HS. Currently, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS and Atrisco
Heritage HS enrollments exceed capacity; these schools are overcrowded.
Please refer to the table provided by APS, in the Original comments, indicating
capacity, enrollment, and excess/shortage of capacity for each of the listed
schools.
Albuquerque Public Schools recently built and opened George I. Sanchez K-8
school in 2015-16 to address growth and overcrowding of schools in the
southwest quadrant of the District.
In addition, with the recent passage of the Bond/Mil Levy 2016 election, APS
will continue plans to construct a new K-8 school to alleviate current
overcrowding in the Northwest; and specifically, to relieve overcrowding at
Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, and SR Marmon ES.

2

2/9/2016

To address overcrowding at schools noted in the table above, APS will explore We agree.
various alternatives. A combination or all of the following options may be
utilized to relieve overcrowded schools.
(i) Provide new capacity (long term solution)
a. Construct new schools or additions
b. Add portables
c. Use of non-classroom spaces for temporary classrooms
d. Lease facilities
e. Use other public facilities

APS

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

APS
Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended to be added
as the last sentence in Secion 7.6.

Status
Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment;
complete.

A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment;
complete.

7.A.d
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##
Department
3 APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
(ii) Improve facility efficiency (short term solution)
a. Schedule Changes
i. Double sessions
ii. Multi-track year-round
b. Other
i. Float teachers (flex schedule)
(iii) Shift students to Schools with Capacity (short term solution)
a. Boundary Adjustments/Busing
b. Grade reconfiguration
(iv) Combination of above strategies

Response
We agree.

APS
Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS comment;
complete.

Pertains to Level A Plan.

Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment;
complete.

All planned additions to existing educational facilities are contingent upon
taxpayer approval.

4

APS

2/9/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

(i) APS finds that the residential development of 34,000 housing units
proposed by the Santolina Master Plan Level A would generate 15,846 K-12
students at build out. These students would need taxpayer approved school
facilities at a cost of $587 million (does not account for cost of land) in today's
dollars for construction of 13 elementary schools, 3 middle schools, and 2
high schools.
(ii) APS would need approximately 366 acres to develop the 18 schools
needed to serve the Santolina Level A Master Development Plan at full build
out.

We have been in coordination with APS
throughout this Level B Plan process. We
are in discussions with APS to ensure
effective planning of future facilities
within the Level B Plan area.

7.A.d
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##
Department
5 APS

APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
The following is an addendum to Albuquerque Public Schools comments for We agree.
SPR2016-0001, a request for approval of Phase 1 Level B Santolina Master
Planned Community. APS comments are based on the original Level B
submittal of 9,444 dwelling units.
(i) This Phase 1 Level B plan covers 28% of the entire Level A Santolina Master
Planned community in terms of dwelling units.
(ii) APS will be contacting WAHL and seeking to find a consensual and
collaborative process that will facilitate the smooth provision of school sites
and to possibly obtain assistance from WAHL with the building of schools in
the subject area.
(iii)According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan; the District
would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school and
one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to deliver a
K8 instructional model, this would call for two (2) K-8 schools and one half (.5)
of a High School. APS will provide educational program models that are cost
effective and in alignment with the District Curriculum models of instruction.
(iv) Within these three residential villages, three elementary schools have
been proposed by the Plan. It is unclear, as to where the additional levels of
educational service, namely middle and high school level of services, is
proposed. It assumed by APS that the asterisk indicated on the Level B Land
Use Plan Map, indicates K-5 schools, and that these schools are located at the
center of each residential village. However, additional clarification is needed.

2/9/2016

(v) Albuquerque Public Schools has been engaged with ongoing discussions
with Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC (WALH):
a. Timely identification and acquisition of land for future school facilities is
being requested of the applicant by APS, and the APS school district will be
looking to finalize such land acquisitions as the plan is being approved.
b. APS land acquisitions will at least be proportional to the quantity of schools
presented on the Level B Land Use Plan map dated May 4, 2016 and part of
the applicant’s current submittal. Land needs are determined by APS
educational curriculum, enrollment, and construction standards.
(vi) According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan, the District
would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school and
one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to deliver a
K-8 instructional model, this would call for two (2) K-8 schools and one half
(.5) of a High School. APS will provide educational program models that are
cost effective and in alignment with the District Curriculum models of
instruction.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

APS
Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
(i) Santolina
Master Plan
Level B language
is in alignment
with APS
Comment;
complete. (ii)
In progress;
MOU agreement
between WAHL
and APS is not
complete yet.
(iii) Santolina
Master Plan
Level B language
is in alignment
with APS
Comment;
complete. (iv)
Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment;
complete.
In progress, not
complete. Still
working on this.
Not complete

7.A.d
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##
Department
6 APS

Note Date
7/12/2016

Comments
A summary of the most current APS July 12, 2016 comments are below, and We agree
the full APS submittal is attached: July 12, 2016 APS comments: All previous
Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) comments continue to apply to the current
applicant submittal. In particular, for the scale of development as proposed by
the Santolina Level B Plan, calling for 9,444 dwelling units, the District would
need at least 101.6 acres of land, 5 schools (assuming a typical and traditional
educational curriculum model) and at least $162,944,857 for new
construction, not including the cost of land. Such figures are consistent with
APS previous comments regarding the applicants submittals. All new and
future construction is contingent on taxpayer approval.

7

APS

7/12/2016

8

APS

7/14/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

APS
Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
(iii) Santolina
Master Plan
Level B language
is in alignment
with APS
Comment;
Complete.

Regarding the most current Santolina Level B Plan (Revised July 2016), the
We agree
applicant identifies in Section 7.6 Schools (pages 86 and 87) that 134.6 acres
are needed to plan for new APS school facilities and that would sustain
approximately 9,444 dwelling units; APS concurs with this assessment. The
District continues to work with the applicant and hopes to come to an
agreement with the applicant so that land can be conveyed to Albuquerque
Public Schools as per the quantity of land acreage indicated in Section 7.6
Schools (Santolina Level B Plan, Revised July 2016, pages 86 and 87) for APS
public school facilities. Again, according to the Santolina Level B Plan, the
quantity of land needed for APS school facilities is 134.6 acres. APS would also
like to note that the curriculum model of all future schools to be located
within Santolina Level B Plan (i.e. K-12 model versus a K-5/middle school/high
school traditional model) will be determined by the District and in response to
community educational needs.

A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment.
An MOU that
may discuss land
conveyance is
pending and not
complete yet.

Id like to also point out that the assertion in the Santolina Level B Plan in
We have revised this text to address this
Section 7.7.6 Existing Schools (page 88) stated in the last sentence of the
comment.
second paragraph saying, and in reference to Atrisco Heritage Academy High
School, Rudolfo Anaya, Jimmy Carter Middle School and GI Sanchez, that
These existing APS facilities can temporarily accommodate the initial
residential development within the Level B Plan until the APS facilities within
the Level B Plan are constructed and open for enrollment, is incomplete in
that it dismisses the fact that population growth from Santolina growth would
exacerbate existing overcrowding at Atrisco Heritage High School and Jimmy
Carter Middle School. Similarly, GI Sanchez school capacity was designed to
relieve overcrowding at existing various west side schools including Rudolfo
Anaya ES and Jimmy Carter Middle School MS. In our submitted comments
we include this information that provides current overcrowding conditions at
Atrisco Heritage Academy High School, Painted Sky ES, and Jimmy Carter MS.

Edits to current Level B submittal
have been made.

Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment;
complete.

7.A.d
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##
Department
9 APS

Note Date
7/12/2016

Comments
All previous Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) comments continue to apply to
the current applicant submittal. In particular, for the scale of development as
proposed by the Santolina Level B Plan, calling for 9,444 dwelling units, the
District would need at least 101.6 acres of land, 5 schools (assuming a typical
and traditional educational curriculum model) and at least $162,944,857 for
new construction, not including the cost of land. Such figures are consistent
with APS’ previous comments regarding the applicant’s submittals. All new
and future construction is contingent on taxpayer approval.
Regarding the most current Santolina Level B Plan (Revised July 2016), the
applicant identifies in Section 7.6 Schools (pages 86 and 87) that 134.6 acres
are needed to plan for new APS school facilities that would sustain
approximately 9,444 dwelling units; APS concurs with this assessment.
The District continues to work with the applicant and hopes to come to an
agreement with the applicant so that land can be conveyed to Albuquerque
Public Schools as per the quantity of land acreage indicated in Section 7.6
Schools (Santolina Level B Plan, Revised July 2016, pages 86 and 87) for APS
public school facilities. Again, according to the Santolina Level B Plan, the
quantity of land needed for APS school facilities is 134.6 acres.
APS would also like to note that the curriculum model of all future schools to
be located within Santolina Level B Plan (i.e. K-12 model versus a K-5/middle
school/high school traditional model) will be determined by the District and in
response to community educational needs.

10 APS

7/12/2016

The assertion in the Santolina Level B Plan in Section 7.7.6 Existing Schools
(page 88) stated in the last sentence of the second paragraph saying, and in
reference to Atrisco Heritage Academy High School, Rudolfo Anaya, Jimmy
Carter Middle School and GI Sanchez, that “These existing APS facilities can
temporarily accommodate the initial residential development within the Level
B Plan until the APS facilities within the Level B Plan are constructed and open
for enrollment”, is incomplete in that it dismisses the fact that population
growth from Santolina growth would exacerbate existing overcrowding at
Atrisco Heritage High School and Jimmy Carter Middle School. Similarly, GI
Sanchez school capacity was designed to relieve overcrowding at existing
various west side schools including Rudolfo Anaya ES and Jimmy Carter
Middle School MS. In our submitted comments we include this information
that provides current overcrowding conditions at Atrisco Heritage Academy
High School, Painted Sky ES, and Jimmy Carter MS.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

APS
Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment;
complete. Land
Conveyance is
pending
completion of
an MOU
Agreement
between WAHL
and APS.

APS viewed updates to the draft
(page 100 and attached with APS
8/19/16 comments); The edits to the
Plan B Santolina Text as noted will
suffice.

Santolina Master
Plan Level B
language is in
alignment with
APS Comment;
complete.
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

12 APS

Note Date
8/19/2016
NEW

Comments
8/19/16 Comments
APS met with the agent for Western Albuquerque Land Holdings, Consensus
Planning, on 8/15/16 to further the discussion regarding school facility needs
due to the magnitude of the Level B Santolina Plan (i.e. development of 9,444
dwellings). APS is still working to obtain a land use agreement to address
infrastructure issues and needs (e.g. land conveyance to the District from the
Santolina Developer) commensurate to the number of dwelling units
proposed. This item is still unresolved and pending an agreement between
the Santolina Developer and Albuquerque Public Schools.

Comments
due 10/10/16 Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) and Western Albuquerque Land Holdings
(WAHL) have been working on the following:
a) Siting and acquisition of school sites within the Santolina Master Plan Level
B
b) Site infrastructure issues for potential schools
Both items a) and b) above will eventually be included in a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between the Board of Education and WAHL. APS and
WAHL are still working on this.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status
Unresolved
pending a formal
agreement
Condition of
Approval

In progress, not
complete. Still
working on this.
Condition of
Approval
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Public Works 7.A.d

##
1

Department
Note Date
PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

Comments
COMMENTS FOR LEVEL B PLAN
1) Page 53 - see "Compliance with MS4 permit requirements, as adopted by
the County for individual non-residential tracts. Includes requirements that
tracts are designed to retain the 90th percentile storm event". Revise to
include residential lots also as any development, residential or commercial,
over 1 acre will be required to comply with our MS4 water quality
requirements.

Response
Responder
We agree and have revised accordingly. See page 64 of the Revised Level Don Briggs
B Master Plan.

2

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

2) Page 54 and other locations - Remove the term "First Flush" and replace
with "EPA Water Quality Volume".
First Flush is not a defined volume.

We agree and have revised accordingly.

3

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

4

Staff Response
ACCEPTABLE

Status
Completed

Don Briggs

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

Completed

3) Page 55 - Exhibits 14 and 15 appear to be missing from the pdf copy of the We have supplied these Exhibits.
plan.

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

4) Page 56 - Copy construction phased practices to Terrain Management
We agree and have revised accordingly.
section from LID section. Also discuss limiting development in sensitive areas
such as the escarpment areas as a Terrain Management practice.

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

5

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

5) Page 58 - Revise references to First Flush, two yr. storm volumes and 0.5'' We agree and have revised accordingly.
of rainfall to more precise EPA Water Quality Volume.
As this area is currently outside the defined "Urban Area" the 90th percentile
storm rainfall event presented in the EPA technical document is not be
appropriate.

Don Briggs

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

Completed

6

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

The rainfall event that initiates runoff for this area should be determined at
this time and used to determine required EPA Water Quality Volumes in the
LEVEL C plans. This method is acceptable under e terms of the Bernalillo
County MS4 permit and is preferred. See "Estimating Predevelopment
Hydrology in the Middle Rio Grande Watershed, New Mexico" (Kosco et al.,
201 ) for the accepted methodology to do this.

We agree, and have determined this new rainfall value. We have
supplied this value.

Don Briggs

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed

7

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

6) Discuss the possibility of 100% water harvesting within the playa basins
due to not having to deliver water to the Rio Grande in these basins.

100% harvesting within the basin is planned and identified in the Master Don Briggs
Plan. Harvesting will occur onsite and offsite relative to individual site
development characteristics and in accordance with Bernalillo County
MS4 permit.

8

PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

COMMENTS FOR SANTOLINA LEVEL B DRAINAGE MASTER PLAN AND
We generally agree. We will seek to "incise" the impoundments to the
TERRAIN MANAGEMANT PLAN
extent possible, and whenever possible, and/or provide/import the
I) Part of the "concept" of this Level B master plan is to have temporary
appropriate engineered dam construction material.
impoundments constructed with engineered earthen berms. Bernalillo
County would prefer fully incised impoundments as the Bernalillo County Soil
Survey indicates that the soils in the Santolina area are not well suited for
dam construction.

9

PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

2) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated We agree, and this determination has already been made and will be
"Urban Area",
supplied.
Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply calculations for "PreDevelopment Hydrology" using the methodology indicated in EPA Publication
Number 832R-14-007. This pre-development hydrology will be used to
calculate the required water quality volumes needed to mimic predevelopment conditions. The discussion regarding the 0.44 inch storm needs
to be revised.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

Don Briggs

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed
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Public Works 7.A.d

##
Department
Note Date
10 PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

Comments
3) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from a We agree.
basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An undisturbed
basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter from the
basin. The MS4 permit address the concept of "pre-development hydrology"
or the point at which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as the water
quality volume. An undisturbed basin will not have a water quality volume.

11 PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for postdevelopment water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan by
using "water quality volume" in place of first flush.

12 PW Drainage Review 7/11/2016

The following comments have not been addressed in the latest version of the These Pre-Development Hydrology calculations are completed and will
Santolina Level B Master Plan. Please address these comments.
be supplied shortly to PW Drainage staff.
1) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated
"Urban Area", Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply
calculations for "Pre-Development Hydrology" using the methodology
indicated in EPA Publication Number 832-R-14-007. This pre-development
hydrology will be used to calculate the required water quality volumes
needed to mimic pre-development conditions. The discussion regarding the
0.44 inch storm needs to be revised.

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed

13 PW Drainage Review 7/11/2016

2) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from All references to 'first flush' will be deleted from the technical reports
a basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An
and the master plan.
undisturbed basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter
from the basin. The MS4 permit address the concept of "pre-development
hydrology" or the point at which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as
the water quality volume. An undisturbed basin will not have a water quality
volume. Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for
post-development water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan
by using "water quality volume" in place of first flush.

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

14 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 47 Strike the last sentence or change to the more stringent of the two
will apply

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16. Staff has Pending
reviewed and commented based on the condition as
written and intended.

15 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48, Item I. Change considered to will be utilized to the maximum extent Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
practicable
applicable.

ABCWUA is the intended provider. Designation of a
Pending
different water provider or structure will require revision
of the Level A Master Plan (9/16/2016). No development
agreement with the ABCWUA has been provided as of
9/16/16

16 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48. Add a new Item J and subsequently renumber. Add the following
Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
new item. All commercial and residential developers will evaluate
illustrations where appropriate.
opportunities for Green Infrastructure / Low Impact design elements prior to
permit application and will incorporate such elements where practicable. The
evaluation will be based on the techniques and practices identified in the
most current version of Bernalillo County's Water Conservation Development
Standards and Guidelines and/or as specified in any related stormwater
ordinances.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

We agree and will revise accordingly.

Responder

Staff Response
Comment only.

Don Briggs

Is not complete. Please search document for First Flush
and correct. Page 65, 2 occurrences, Page 68, 5
occurrences, Page 69, 1 occurrence.

Status
Completed

Completed

Completed

Pending

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page 22

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Packet Pg. 4719

Public Works 7.A.d

##
Department
17 PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
5/18/2016

Comments
Response
Page 48 Add new Item K and subsequently renumber. Each commercial site or Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
illustrations where appropriate.
area of common development will provide for stormwater treatment and
removal of floatables prior to discharge of stormwater from the site or area,
or provide for an acceptable alternative.

18 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48. Item M. Add & and also the most current version of the County's
Water Conservation Development Standards and Guidelines.

19 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 49 Item 3d. Add the landscape islands and any landscape buffers will be Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
depressed from the surface and utilized for water harvesting / stormwater
illustrations where appropriate.
treatment to the maximum extent practicable

Condition 8 & 9 have not been satisfied. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Pending

20 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 52, Item H2. Modify to read & away from buildings and into on-site
stormwater treatment facilities

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Based on changes proposed in June 22,2016 Draft
Changes to Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan, the
minimum requirements of Condition 10 have been met.

Completed

21 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 52, Item I3, Modify to read & conveyance of drainage and stormwater
treatment.

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Not addressed. Infrastructure for reuse has not been
adequately addressed, nor has Condition 8 or an
acceptable Level B Water Master plan, denoted by
ABCWUA as acceptable been provided.

Pending

22 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

Comments that still need to be addressed as of 07/11/16:
1. The requirement for residential to development to participate in the NM
Green program should be added current language allows an out if Water
Sense fixtures are used. (First matrix response provided by applicant).

Since water conservation programs like NM Green will be replaced or
modified over the lengthy 50 year life of Santolina, we propose language
be supplied in the master plan as follows: 'Residential water
conservation practices such as those employed in the NM Green
program, or an equivalent program, will be employed'.

Acceptable. Requirement for residential development to Completed
participate in the Green NM program must be specifically
stated in the revised master plan. 6. A proposed water
conservation plan draft was provided as part of the Water
and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan on June 22, 2016. The
proposed changes in that document are acceptable. The
statement regarding required participation in the Green
NM program needs to be added to the Water
Conservation Plan as well and was not. Current
statement in 6.1.4 is that its option if Water Sense
Fixtures are used .Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16

23 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

2.Several responses refer to the Zoning Chapter. Water conservation
requirements and relation to 2024 ABCWUA goals is not addressed in that
section

Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
illustrations where appropriate.

Due to lack of a development agreement, the use of
Pending
"reclaimed" or potable reuse has not been adequately
addressed in the proposed revisions and is shown on the
conceptual Master Plan for Level A (see previous
comments). This comment has not been adequately
addressed as part of the water conservation plan in either
6.1.4 or in the Water And Sanitary Sewer Master Plan.

24 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

3.A fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement has yet to be provided. While significant progress towards a Development Agreement is being
made with the ABCWUA, the requested approved Development
Agreement (in accordance with the approved Level A Condition of
Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval of the Level B master
plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire that the intent of this
Condition be adhered to.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Responder

Staff Response
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16

Status
Pending

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a Pending
express written concurrence of a Level B Utility Plan
acceptable to ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

A fully executed development agreement has not been Completed
provided as of 9/9/16. Zoning chapter has no mention of
water conservation goals by zoning type, nor is water
conservation by zoning type addressed in the water
conservation plan of 6.1.4 or in the proposed changes to
water and sewer master plan. Current statement of
7/1/16 indicates Green NM is optional if WasterSense
fixtures are used. Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16
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##
Department
25 PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
7/11/2016

Comments
4.The timing/phasing for installation and availability of water reuse and the
construction of the satellite wastewater treatment plant need to be
specifically addressed. This should be addressed as part of the conceptual
Utility Plan but is not. The conceptual Utility Plan of necessity should reflect
those elements that are in agreement with the ABCWUA. However, without
the executed Development Agreement, which has yet to be provided, there is
no way to ascertain if the Utility Plan is acceptable.

Response
The conceptual Utility Plan (for Water and Sewer, an associated timing
and phasing) can only be supplied upon the completion and approval of a
Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. While significant progress
towards a Development Agreement is occurring, the requested approved
Development Agreement (in accordance with the approved Level A
Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval of the
Level B master plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire that
the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

26 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

Condition of Approval as of 7/11/16:. 1. If prior CPC Condition 8 of the CPC is
set aside and the plan is recommended for approval by the CPC, the applicant
must provide a fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement and revised
Utility Plan at the time of submittal of the Level B plan for BCC approval.

The requested approved Development Agreement (in accordance with
the approved Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to
BCC approval of the Level B master plan. Condition #8 does not
reference 'prior to submittal'. The ABCWUA has also indicated their
desire that the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Drainage master Plan and Terrain Management Plan.
Must be incorporated in Revision.

27 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

NRS responses have been completed. Unable to add additional comments at
this time. Comments would be as follows:
1. The requirement for residential to development to participate in the NM
Green program should be added current language allows an out if Water
Sense fixtures are used. (First matrix response provided by applicant).

See response to Item #14 above.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/9/16. Utility
Pending
Plan will need to be revised as well. Planned Community
Criteria for an acceptable Master Utility Plan cannot be
said to have been satisfied without ABCWUA express
written concurrence.

28 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

2.Several responses refer to the Zoning Chapter. Water conservation
requirements and relation to 2024 ABCWUA goals is not addressed in that
section

We will revise text that points all water conservation questions to Zoning
chapters.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/9/16. Utility
Pending
Plan will need to be revised as well. Planned Community
Criteria for an acceptable Master Utility Plan cannot be
said to have been satisfied without ABCWUA express
written concurrence.

29 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

3.A fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement has yet to be provided. While significant progress towards a Development Agreement is
occurring, the requested approved Development Agreement (in
accordance with the approved Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be
supplied prior to BCC approval of the Level B master plan. The ABCWUA
has also indicated their desire that the intent of this Condition be
adhered to.

Acceptable. Requirement for residential development to Completed
participate in the Green NM program must be specifically
stated in the revised master plan. 6. A proposed water
conservation plan draft was provided as part of the Water
and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan on June 22, 2016. The
proposed changes in that document are acceptable. The
statement regarding required participation in the Green
NM program needs to be added to the Water
Conservation Plan as well and was not. Current
statement in 6.1.4 is that its option if Water Sense
Fixtures are used .Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16

30 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Zoning Chapter Comments That need to be addressed prior to final approval. Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
Page 47 Next to last Paragraph the referenced plant pallet and xeriscape
applicable.
principles appendix was not posted and is not readily available for review as
of May 18 and is subject to later review and comment.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16. Utility
Plan will need to be revised as well. Draft of proposed
Design Standards section was not made available to PW
for review as of 9/16/16.

31 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

4.The timing/phasing for installation and availability of water reuse and the
construction of the satellite wastewater treatment plant need to be
specifically addressed. This should be addressed as part of the conceptual
Utility Plan but is not. The conceptual Utility Plan of necessity should reflect
those elements that are in agreement with the ABCWUA. However, without
the executed Development Agreement, which has yet to be provided, there is
no way to ascertain if the Utility Plan is acceptable.

The conceptual Utility Plan (for Water and Sewer), including the
availability, timing and planning for reuse water and the satellite
treatment plant, can only be supplied upon the completion and approval
of a Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. While significant
progress towards a Development Agreement is occurring, the requested
approved Development Agreement (in accordance with the approved
Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval
of the Level B master plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire
that the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Completed
level B Master Plan, Chapter 5. Must be incorporated in
Revision.

Pending

Condition 8
Development
Agreement:
Pending

Design
Standards:
Complete
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Pending
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16.
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##
Department
32 PW Natural
Resources 1

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
CPC NOD
Condition 8. Per the special conditions from the Level A Master Plan, the
Level B master plan cannot be approved until the applicant provides a fully
executed development agreement with the ABCWUA, the water utility
provider identified in the Level A plan. Page 3 states that Coordination with
ABCWUA to identify final water and sanitary sewer system and master plans
for Santolina and execute a Development Agreement is on-going. Staff cannot
recommend CPC approval until such time as the required development
agreement has been fully executed.

Response
The Level A conditions also state "prior to Level B" approval, which
approval occurs at BCC, after the CPC process. Accordingly, and
conversely, staff should not recommend disapproval (this may already be
intended/inferred from the staff comment).

33 PW Natural
Resources 1

2/8/2016

This condition coincides with the Level B criteria, which requires the applicant
to provide statements of water availability. There are multiple comments
throughout the Water Plan, particularly page 9, which states that Santolina
will be owned and operated by an independent water utility, anticipated to
be the ABCWUA & elements of the above described systems are subject to
change& established with the adopted utility provider; And similar on page
12, which indicates that the ABCWUA may provide water and sewer service
for the project Please be advised that the Level A approval was based on
identification of the ABCWUA as the utility provider and if that changes,
resubmittal of the Level A plan may be required.

The Level A Master Plan allowed for other utilities; however, there is no
intent at this time to use another utility. We agree that if a new utility
provider is utilized (or added), this will be discussed with County staff
based on details, merits, and nature of any proposed provider change.

34 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Pending
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Condition 8/
Development
Agreement:
Pending
Design
Standards:
Complete

Condition 9 is dependent on the approved ABCWUA development agreement We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
being provided prior to a Level B approval. Without submittal of such an
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
agreement, the water use and phasing cannot be placed in context of the
2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Condition 8/
Development
Agreement:
Pending
Design
Standards:
Complete

35 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

There is no clear explanation of how the proposed phasing fits within the Goal We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
and Program Update.
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Condition 8/
Development
Agreement:
Pending
Design
Standards:
Complete

36 PW Natural
Resources 2

37 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

2/8/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

There is no discussion or design criteria listed which aligns with the new
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
program elements listed in that plan such as xeriscaping requirements or
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
installation of rainwater harvesting. Figure 1 of the goals and updates call for plans will be supplied at that time.
reuse and recycling, yet this Level B does not identify how or when this might
be implemented. Consistent with Table 1 and Figure 6 of the Goals and
Update, the Level B plans are expected to provide a breakdown of expected
water use by land use type and proposed design criteria that will be
incorporated in to each type of land use to achieve or maintain the ABCWUA
2024 water usage of 135 GPCD.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

As observed in the Level B Village Master Plan 21% of land use is proposed as
low density residential zones. Outdoor usage is the significant variable
between the identified land use classifications, particularly between low
density and high density residential - there is generally less land to irrigate
per unit within high density residential areas as compared to that of low
density and rural residential areas. Level B should incorporate design
standards or criteria designed specifically to lower water usage for outdoor
landscaping in Low Density Residential zones to meet 135gpcd 2024 ABCWUA
Water Conservation Plan goal.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design Standards Dan
to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan to be incorporated McGreggor
as a separate section, addressing low water usage landscaping in all
zones, but specifically Low Density Residential zones. Future residential
development will be required to participate in the Home Builders
Association of Central NM Build Green NM program. Standards
specifically address ABCWUA 2024 Water Conservation Plan goal to
meet 135 GPCD.

Condition 8/
Development
Agreement:
Pending
Design
Standards:
Complete

Condition 8/
Development
Agreement:
Pending
Design
Standards:
Complete
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##
Department
38 PW Natural
Resources 3

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Condition 10. Compliance with Condition 10 has not been satisfied. The
section of the Water Master Plan (p.6) captioned as Water Conservation Plan
is inadequate and is a solely a summary of existing Water Conservation
Ordinance requirements. No additional concepts or measures needed to
meet the planned water use of 135 gpcd have been identified in this Level B.
This need for revision is consistent with Level B criteria. for land use wherein
there is to be definition of important design characteristics, including
streetscapes, setbacks, landscaping, parking, etc.

Response
(1) We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures are being required by this Master Plan
(though they may be encouraged on a Level C plan basis).
(3) 135 qpcd already met under existing Water Conservation ordinances.
Additional conservation requirements are not presented here, but are
subject to future County and ABCWUA regulation changes.

39 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

The Water Conservation Plan (which can be used across several Level B plan
submittals, and modified as needed for submittal specifics) should address by
design principles, standards, or guidelines how the development is going to
ensure compliance with ABCWUA and Bernalillo County water conservation
provisions, guidelines and design standards and the related development
agreements. For instance, Level A plans mention water reuse, to the Level B
plan should include indirect potable reuse as more than just a remote
possibility. One would expect at Level B to see more detail and conceptual
infrastructure to address eventual water reuse, for example a design criteria
that all development would be constructed with piping to allow future
introduction of water reuse.

(1) We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures over and above current County Ordinances,
are being required (though may be encouraged), though specific future
Level C or Level B plans may do so.
(3) 135 qpcd has already been met (even with old water technology).

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Completed
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Condition 8/
Development
Agreement:
Pending
Design
Standards:
Complete

40 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

Additionally landscape design standards with appropriate techniques and
specifications to address lower water usage should also be included. Santolina
Master Community will be located in an area with predominantly silty and
sandy soils, less than average precipitation, higher than average
temperatures and higher evapotranspiration rates compared to other parts of
the region. Outdoor water usage could be significantly higher than in other
service areas because of this natural variability. The Water Conservation Plan
should address exterior best management practices and design criteria
specific to the zone that significantly reduce water use and chemical use by
proposed densities. For example soil amendment program, passive water
harvesting, irrigation design standards and other techniques should be
included to address water usage in landscape design.

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design Standards Dan
to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan for low water
McGreggor
usage landscaping. Future residential development will be required to
participate in the Home Builders Association of Central NM Build Green
NM program. As requested, a revised Water Conservation Plan (Chap 6,
Section 1.4) will be supplied prior to the June 26th Environment Hearing
to address exterior best management practices.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft.
Revised language must be incorporated.

Completed

41 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

A good example of the level of detail and explanation of what is needed is
provided in the Stormwater Master Plan. ln many instances, the techniques
and approaches listed may serve both purposes, particularly as regards
outdoor water use and conservation. However, these elements should be
evaluated separately with respect to the use of reclaimed water and water
conservation principles. This would include separately addressing capture
and reuse of rooftop rain water capture from other site runoff which has to
be treated as stormwater runoff.

We agree. A revised Water Conservation Plan (Chap 6, Section 1.4) has Dan
been provided and includes the level of detail and explanation sought for McGreggor
by this comment.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft.
Revised language must be incorporated.

Completed

42 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

SANTOLINA LEVEL B LAND USE PLAN
p. 5 ABCWUA letter. The letter was adequate per CPC decision. However it is
not adequate for Level B approval a fully executed development agreement is
needed prior to approval. Zoning p.16 - The Level B Plan includes portions by
land type use Design principles, guidelines; and standards demonstrating how
2024 Water Conservation goals are to be met should be included in the
proposed zoning for each land type use. That discussion probably should be
addressed in either Chapter 5 or Chapter 6.

The Zoning Chapter now includes 2024 Water Conservation goals for
Dan
each land use. Future residential development will be required to
McGreggor
participate in the Home Builders Association of Central NM Build Green
NM program. Chapter 6, Section 1.4 addresses how the ABCWUA's 2024
goals will be met.

Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Drainage master Plan and Terrain Management Plan.
Must be incorporated in Revision.

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016
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##
Department
43 PW Natural
Resources 4

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Stormwater System Design Approach page 53 Compliance with MS4 permit We agree and will revise accordingly.
requirements, as adopted by the County for individual non-residential tracts.
Language must be corrected to read Compliance with MS4 permit
requirements, as adopted by the County for all new development and
redevelopment projects that disturb greater than or equal to one acre,
including projects less than one acre that are part of a larger common plan of
development or sale.

44 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

45 PW Natural
Resources 4

Staff Response
Defer issue to PW Drainage Engineer

Status
Completed

Terrain Management p.60 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils,
We agree and will revise accordingly.
and other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important
site features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils to
wind erosion, their locations within the Level B plan, and the particular
techniques that will be used to prevent excess wind erosion during
construction and development.

Stormwater is not mentioned in the Zoning Chapter.
Changes to the Drainage/Stormwater Master Plan
proposed on June 22, 2016 are generally acceptable to
NRS, but decision is deferred by NRS to the Drainage
Engineer

Completed

2/8/2016

Water System Planning page 63 The proposed Santolina Level B Water
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
System remains consistent with the system as proposed with the Level A
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
Master Plan approval. Level B does not incorporate into the water and
wastewater design maps a reclamation/reuse plan nor does it incorporate the
infrastructures to deliver the reclaimed/reused water. Please revise the water
system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure and provide an indication
of what phasing/timing will incorporate the use of the reclaimed water which
will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build out water use
estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Water Master Plan. Revised language must be
incorporated. Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16

46 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

WATER MASTER PLAN
We agree and will revise accordingly.
Water Master Plan p. 3 bullet list. Condition & specifies consideration of
direct and indirect potable reuse as one of the elements for the
Development Agreement. It should specifically be included in this bullet list,
accordingly, as it is a summary of Condition 8, which is not yet satisfied.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Water Master Plan. Revised language must be
incorporated. Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16

47 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.4, next of last P. The preceding paragraphs are short on We agree and will revise accordingly.
a description of approaches used to achieve the 135 gpcd goal by existing
users. It fails to identify which of WATER MASTER PLAN those might be
incorporated as design criteria for this Level B. This paragraph calls out the
opportunity to utilize new development standards and practices to achieve
significant water savings over time, but fails to identify what those may be.
Please identify and discuss these new development building standards and
practices as part of the Water Conservation Plan section for each type of land
use. Also if existing system users can achieve 135 gpcd, as stated as having
already occurred, and the WRMS draft indicates that new construction is
expected to use between 25 to 50 percent less water relative to existing
residential properties, than that expectation should be expressed in Santolina
water conservation goals and the design criteria used to achieve should be
conceptually identified at Level B and identified in the Water Conservation
Plan.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

48 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.4 the potential for utilizing water reclamation
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
methodologies is mentioned here. However, the water conservation plan fails current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
to discuss this opportunity, specify design criteria for doing so, does not
plans will be supplied.
specify expected opportunities in this Level B plan to do so, and the water
use plan for this Level B shows no infrastructure for implementing this
opportunity.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

49 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Please revise the water system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
and provide and indication of what phasing will incorporate the use of the
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
reclaimed water which will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build plans will be supplied.
out water use estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

Incorporated by reference in the June 22, 2106 Water
Plan. Proposed revision must be incorporated

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Completed
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##
Department
50 PW Natural
Resources 5

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Water Master Plan p.5 continue the conservation practices. Please specify
which practices Santolina should continue.

Response
We agree and will revise accordingly.

51 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5. The development agreement required in Condition 8
is needed to ensure that ABCWUA is in conceptual agreement with the Level
A and Level B master plan. There is no assurance to the County that the
proposed Level B water infrastructure is satisfactory to the ABCWUA as this
involved cross-trunk connection and jumping of development across multiple
pressure zones rather than successive development to higher zones albeit it is
consistent with the Level A approach previously approved by the BCC.

The ABCWUA and the developer are reviewing and studying the water
infrastructure at this time (including the above raised funding and
phasing issues). The BCC condition refers to sequential extension of
infrastructure based on location of existing infrastructure (not successive
zone-by-zone extension).

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

52 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5, last bullet. That statement is made that service
approach includes participation in new water supply acquisition by paying a
Water Supply Charge, which is of course allowable ABCWUA policy for new
development. However, on page 7, the document indicates that water supply
will generally come from outside the Level A Plan Area from existing
infrastructure. If existing sources are available and adequate, then one or the
other of these statements needs to be revised.

We will provide additional clarity.
The intent here is to say that water supply (however acquired) will be
generally delivered via existing infrastructure (and also new
infrastructure).

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

53 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.6 Water Conservation Plan. This section is inadequate
and needs to address Santolina specific design criteria that are above and
beyond the Bernalillo County Water Conservation Ordinance. As this is a large
and very large user (i.e., a Master Plan) a water conservation plan identifying
techniques; approaches, design criteria, and water use goals for various water
land use sectors as laid out in the WRMS need to be provided and tied back to
the various criteria - show us what you are going to do to meet the reductions
specified in the WRMS. For example landscape design standards with
appropriate techniques and specifications to address lower water usage
should be included in this session.

The interpretation of the Ordinance's "large user" as being equal to a
Level A "Master Plan" requires further discussion. It seems logical that
Level C plans should address "techniques, approaches, etc." that can be
relevant to the "large user" specifics. The Level A conditions allow for
Level C compliance with this comment. The BCC Level A condition
references "prior to Level B approval".

Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Completed
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, not appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

54 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.8 and 9 - please revise to discuss the projected water
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
use with the context of the 2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal as specified in current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
Condition 10. What portion of the projected water use does this constitute,
plans will be supplied at that time.
what design criteria will be use to ensure that projected decreases in
commercial/industrial use are realized, etc.

Not acceptable. Language should be such that
participation in similar or successor programs will be
required, not just simply "those practices that are
employed." Or are you now backing away from such an
innovative level commitment for this Master Plan?

55 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p. 9 There is no apparent use of reclaimed water
identified in this Level B master plan. As part of the water conservation plan,
please identify the conceptual users of reclaimed water and identify the
infrastructure necessary to supply it to those land use areas.

We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Completed
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, no appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

56 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

What design criteria will be used/imposed on developers to ensure the 180
gpcd maximum is achieved.

We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Completed

Condition 8/
Development
Agreement:
Pending
Design
Standards:
Complete

Printed on: 10/20/2016
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##
Department
57 PW Natural
Resources 6

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Water Master Plan p.10 How will reclaimed sewage for reuse purposes be
used within the boundaries of this level B, given the lack of infrastructure in
the water plan to deliver the same? Where is the conceptual infrastructure
identified to convey sewage to the potential future satellite Water
Reclamation plant in the southern portion of the Santolina Level A Plan Area
and or what is the phasing/ timeline to do so for this Level B plan? And on
page 11 the timing of that construction should likely be included in the
Development Agreement though here you say its to correspond with the
WRMS policy document. But you say later on page 11 that it may be available
to the Santolina Level B Plan area will it or will it not be constructed and
available for this Level B plan area and if so, in which phasing?

58 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.12. Much of this paragraph is a restatement of portions We agree and we will revise accordingly.
of the Bernalillo County Level A development agreement. However, the
paragraph should be removed as minor modifications of the language from
the development agreement have been introduced, particularly regarding
anticipation of that the ABCWUA will provide water and sewer to ABCWUA
may provide water and sewer, and expansion throughout the paragraph from
solely Owners to owners and developers, and a third change from negatively
affect current County water or sewer service to negatively impact the System.
Given that those provisions are in the development agreement, this should
either be deleted or incorporated by reference only.

Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Pending
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

59 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan - p.5 High density urban development results in increased
We agree.
impervious area, leading to increased runoff volumes and velocities.
Accordingly, reduced application of the water harvesting principles is counter
intuitive the MS4 permit specifies system alternatives, but only if on-site
measures cannot be obtained. Only alternatives demonstrated and allowed
by the MS4 permit will be considered at the Level C review.

Not acceptable. Language should be such that
participation in similar or successor programs will be
required, not just simply "those practices that are
employed." Or are you now backing away from such an
innovative level commitment for this Master Plan?

60 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan P.11 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils, and
We agree and will revise accordingly.
other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important site
features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils, their
locations within the Level B plan, and the particular techniques that will be
used to prevent excess wind erosion during development.

Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Completed
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, not appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

61 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan p13 - The MS4 permit requirement is for on-site
We agree and will revise accordingly.
management of the 90th percentile storm. Because of the west mesa location
of this development, the applicant needs to define and develop the numeric
values for runoff using the methodology specified EPA 832-R-14-007 and
using site appropriate data. This may be in excess of the 0.44-inch storm
event or other first-flush volumes called out in the DPM and in the
Stormwater Master Plan.

Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Completed
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response
Responder
We agree with the request for additional clarity. Accordingly, further
Dan
explanation has been supplied to address the question of reclaimed
McGreggor
sewage infrastructure. Reclaimed (reuse) water distribution
infrastructure will be provided in appropriate street corridors at the time
of initial subdivision/site development activity. Additionally, please note
that reclaimed water will not be available to Level B until the Water
Reclamation Plant is installed in the Master Plan area (see Level A plans),
as can be seen in the Level B Sewer Master Plan. A Development
Agreement with the ABCWUA may have more to say about specific
timing of the Reclamation Plant.

Staff Response
Status
Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Pending
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Completed
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##
Department
62 PW Natural
Resources 7

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Stormwater Plan p.15. The MS4 permit requirements are briefly summarized,
but fail to mention post-construction stormwater management requirements
including on-site management of the 90th percentile storm event, the need
for post-construction and recurring inspection requirements, and on-going
mechanism to ensure effective post-construction operation and maintenance
of best management practices. The details of these requirements can be
addressed at Level C, but should be at least mentioned in passing at Level B.

Response
Responder
Additional narrative and design standards has been included in the Level Dan
B Plan to address the use of LID techniques. A revised Stormwater Plan McGreggor
will be supplied to address post-construction stormwater management,
impervious cover limitations, and removal/correction of the table
reference.

Staff Response
Status
Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Completed
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Bernalillo County Staff has indicated this comment will be removed. See Richard
PCC criteria and Level A Development Agreement. These protections are Meadows
built into the process.

Correct. Staff has removed this comment.

Completed

P. 46, paragraph 7

Completed

Stormwater Plan - p.15 The stated percentages listed in Table 4 should be
considered as maximum impervious cover limitations allowed. The use of LID
techniques implies that efforts, techniques, and approaches should strive to
minimize the amount of impervious cover, and particularly the amount of
directly connected impervious cover. Please address this table as maximum
anticipated impervious cover percentages and techniques that can be used to
address the high parking/paving percentages for commercial/industrial; and
low density mixed use, and educational/institutional. Also there is a reference
to a Table 22.13.1 that doesn't exist in this document.

63 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Comments on Level A (Revised) and B Transportation Plan and Technical
Report
1. Prepare a guideline that defines the parameters in which the Level A and
Level B plans remain relevant and when exceeded shall require appropriate
modifications to these plans and the subsequent review by the County. This
guideline and the associated parameters shall apply to all appropriate
sections of the plans.

64 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

2. Include adequate information to ensure that appropriate land/ROW for all This is addressed in the Level B Land Use Plan. PdV south of I-40 has
major onsite corridors shall be provided to allow for the transition from
been planned to be consistent with the ROW north of I-40.
interim to ultimate buildout conditions. This is especially relevant regarding
the extension of PDV south of I40, as there is the possibility that this road will
ultimately become a freeway.

65 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

3. Functional Classification Maps Provide consistent language or footnote
Level B MP - Exhibits 3, 4, 5 and 6; Updated Level A Transportation MP, Richard
differences: primary = principal arterial, secondary = minor arterial. Consider Figures 1, 2, 3 and 21 and Level B Transportation MP, Figures 1, 10, 11, Meadows
12 will be modified to maintain consistency with Functional classification.
minor and major collectors.
Updated Level A Transportation MP, Figures 13 and 43 and Level B
Transportation MP, Figures 2, 13 and 21 has been revised to clarify the
functional classification is based on MRCOG model link definitions. See
September 2016 Level B Technical Report revision, p. 8, for additional
clarification.

Ex. 5-8 still use incorrect terminology (primary instead of
principal arterial) in MP. Correct in Fig. 1, 10, 11, 12 in
Transportation Tech. Document. Some differences
between modeled roads and plan roads shown. Text
added to explain why different.

Completed

66 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

4. LRTS Guide/ Complete Streets Add text describing green infrastructure
techniques used in roadways. Provide a section describing ITS techniques
and adaptive signals as a best practice to consider in Santolina.

p. 51 added text on GI and ITS. P. 48 added text on ITS.

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Richard
Meadows

Text describing green infrastructure techniques used in roadways and
Richard
describing ITS techniques and adaptive signals as a best practice to
Meadows
consider in Santolina has been added to the 2016 Level B Transportation
Master Plan, Section V, p. 41.
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##
Department
67 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
5. 2040 V/C Off-site LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations and identify mitigation requirements.
*Provide AM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
a. I40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista/118th St Ramps
b: I40 WB between Unser Blvd and 98th St interchanges.
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40 and approach to Gibson
d. Unser Blvd NB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd NB between
Rio Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd NB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.
e. Gun Club Rd WB approach to 118th St.
f. 114th St NB approach to Central Ave
g. Central Ave WB near 118th St; Central Ave EB approach to 98th St

Responder
Richard
Meadows

*Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
a. I-40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista Ramps
b. I-40 EB between 118th St and Unser Blvd interchanges
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40
d. Dennis Chavez Blvd WB approaches to Unser Blvd and Broadway Blvd
e. Central Ave WB and EB approaches to 118th St and 98th St
f. Unser Blvd SB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd SB between Rio
Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd SB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.

Staff Response
2025 offsite: 1-2. pp 14-15 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
2040 offsite: 1-2. p. 19-21 I-40/118th St WB-EB
3. p. 21 118th Central
4. p. 23 118th/ Gibson
5. p. 24 118th/ D. Chavez
6. p. 26 118th/ Gun Club
7. p. 29 Central/ 98th
8. p. 30 Central/ 106th
9. p. 33 D. Chavez/ Unser
10. p. 34 D. Chavez-Rio Bravo/ Coors
11. p. 35 Rio Bravo/ Isleta
12. p. 37 Rio Bravo/ Broadway
13. p. 38 Gun Club/ Unser
14. p. 39 Gun Club/ Coors
15. p. 40 Gun Club/ Isleta
16-17. p. 43-44 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
18. p. 45 Atrisco Vista/ Central
19-20. p 46-47 PDV/ I-40 WB-EB
21-22. p. 48-49 I-40/ Unser to 98th WB-EB

Status
Completed

2040 on-site:
1. p. 51 PDV/ I-40 Frontage
2. p. 52 Atrisco Vista/ Parallel Rd
3. p. 53 Atrisco Vista/ Gibson
4. p. 53 D. Chavez/ Loop Rd.

Completed

68 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Continued from previous line (Item 5)

Continued from previous line

69 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

6. 2040 V/C On-site LOS Analysis:
Provide AM/PM Peak on-site mitigation recommendations:
* 118th St NB/SB between Dennis Chavez and Gun Club Rd

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.

Richard
Meadows

70 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

7. 2025 V/C LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
* Provide AM Peak off-:site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB on-ramp

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.

Richard
Meadows

2025 offsite: 1-2. pp 14-15 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
2040 offsite: 1-2. p. 19-21 I-40/118th St WB-EB
3. p. 21 118th Central
4. p. 23 118th/ Gibson
5. p. 24 118th/ D. Chavez
6. p. 26 118th/ Gun Club
7. p. 29 Central/ 98th
8. p. 30 Central/ 106th
9. p. 33 D. Chavez/ Unser
10. p. 34 D. Chavez-Rio Bravo/ Coors
11. p. 35 Rio Bravo/ Isleta
12. p. 37 Rio Bravo/ Broadway
13. p. 38 Gun Club/ Unser
14. p. 39 Gun Club/ Coors
15. p. 40 Gun Club/ Isleta
16-17. p. 43-44 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
18. p. 45 Atrisco Vista/ Central
19-20. p 46-47 PDV/ I-40 WB-EB
21-22. p. 48-49 I-40/ Unser to 98th WB-EB

Completed

Continued from previous line

Richard
Meadows

2040 on-site:
1. p. 51 PDV/ I-40 Frontage
2. p. 52 Atrisco Vista/ Parallel Rd
3. p. 53 Atrisco Vista/ Gibson
4. p. 53 D. Chavez/ Loop Rd.

Completed

* Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB off-ramp

71 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Continued from previous line (Item 7)

Completed
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##
Department
72 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
8. Transit MP: Page 62. Although no commuter/ BRT service currently exists The text on page 62 of the Updated Level A Transportation Master Plan
on Dennis Chavez & Mention there is an existing Route 222 transit service on has been revised to mention existing Routes 222 and 98. The text has
now been revised.
Dennis Chavez that serves South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing
Route 98 transit service on 98th St and Dennis Chavez that serves Rio
Bravo/Coors commercial center.

73 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

9. Pedestrian and Bikeways MP: Proposed trail network runs through the
proposed street network. Describe how trails will cross roadways (grade
separation, signalized arterial crossings, mid-block crossings, etc.).
Disconnected trail network through urban center and other locations. Add
more connectivity to trail network. Describe how trails will integrate with onstreet bicycle and pedestrian network. Describe safety design features for onstreet bike-ped network (buffered bike lanes, cycle tracks, bike intersections,
etc.).

74 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

75 PW Transportation
Review

76 PW Transportation
Review

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Updated Level A Transportation MP Section F.3 (p. 67) and Level B
Transportation MP Section V11.A (p. 58) has been revised. as follows:
"Mid-block, unsignalized pedestrian/trail crossing treatments has been
evaluated using the latest research procedures, such as TCRP
112/NCHRP 562 "Improving Pedestrian Safety at Unsignalized Crossings."
This research identifies the safest approaches for safely crossing
roadways at mid-block and unsignalized locations." "At the intersection
of the trails and on-street network, the trails will enter at-grade with the
sidewalk and provide access to the on-street bicycle network, or
proposed crossing. At locations where high traffic volume and high
pedestrian or bicycle traffic volume are present, if a traffic signal is not
present, a pedestrian traffic signal (such as a HAWK) has been evaluated.
In rare circumstances, a grade separated structure has been considered."

P. 61 text added. Map not updated.
P. 69
Level A, p. 62 Level B language added to support grade
separated crossings on open space network @ PDV,
Atrisco Vista, and Dennis Chavez (9-15-16).
7 ft. bike lane, 3 ft. buffer added and language included
that dimensions allow for cycle tracks p. 62, Level B (9-1516)

Nearly
Completed minor
modification

Continued from previous line (Item 9)

Text from the Level B Tech report section V Typical Sections (p. 53), has
been added to both the Updated Level A (p. 65) and Level B
Transportation (p. 58) MP's bicycle sections (p. 65 Level A and p. 58) to
highlight that the proposed typical sections for principal and minor
arterials provide for a buffer between the vehicular and bike lanes. The
base for the Level A exhibits has been corrected to show this open space
connection. The overall open space network has been finalized with
future Level B plans.

P. 56-57, typical sections

Completed

2/8/2016

10. Performance indicators, page 59. While vehicle hours travelled (VHT),
congested lane miles and vehicle hours of delay (VHD) are reduced on the
system network in 2040, vehicle miles travelled (VMT) increases by 2.6% in
2040. This measure has implications for regional air quality degradation and
related health outcomes, meeting new federal ozone standards, and
increased greenhouse gas emissions.
Describe possible reasons for increases to network VMT e.g. induced demand
and provide realistic mitigation recommendations e.g. promoting transit use,
mixed use development, compact/ walkable development, etc.

The likely reason for the increase in VMT is the location of the jobs in
Santolina results in slightly longer commute trips, as residents of the east
side travel to the west side for employment. Although this does result in
increased VMT, it more efficiently utilizes the existing transportation
infrastructure that is underutilized in the current west-to-east morning
commute, and the east-to-west evening commute. The Transportation
Demand Management section of the Transportation section (Section 4.7,
p. 49) of the Level B Master Plan describes the strategies for promoting
transit use, mixed use development, walkable development, etc. Air
Quality is also discussed in the Level B Master Plan, in Section 5.4, page
53, and a separate Air Quality analysis is being prepared for submittal.

Text added to report, Level A, Tech Appendix

Completed

2/8/2016

11. Transportation infrastructure no net costs. Page 19 identifies total 2040
MTP public and private costs. The 2040 MTP estimates $155.5 million on-site
Santolina transportation costs ($55.5 million by 2025) not including PDN
interchange ($15A million) and PDN roadway through Santolina ($11.6
million), and Gibson through escarpment {$1.6 million) by 2040.
Off-site improvements listed in the MTP include 118th St roadway ($4.8
million) and 118th St/1-40 interchange ($25 million) by 2040. Provide on-site
and off-site Santolina roadway costs and potential funding mechanisms for
Level B 2025 and 2040 build-out.

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
Richard
discuss these locations. This report will include cost estimates of the on- Meadows
site and off-site infrastructure. The cost sharing arrangements has been
included in the Development Agreement. The funding mechanisms will
likely include PID's, TIDD's, developer imposed fees or other methods to
be developed in concert with the County over the lifetime of the
development of Santolina.

Summary of improvement costs - pp. 3-4. Still not clear
Pending;
on which on-site improvements are project infrastructure Condition of
Approval
costs and which are system infrastructure costs.
Development agreement should itemize list of
improvements by type. Infrastructure funding strategy
added on pp. 95-97 in MP. See Comment 101

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder
Richard
Meadows
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##
Department
77 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
12. Level A Minor corrections:
* Page 14. Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Roadway Design
Guidelines
* Page 22. Footnote: For purposes of this analysis&
* Page 41. &providing opportunities for commuting in the reverse of the
typical west-to-east anticipated in the MPO forecast.

78 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

13. Level B Minor corrections:
We are in agreement with these changes and they have been
* Page 45. Transit service within the County areas is provided on a contract
incorporated into the document.
basis with ABQ Ride.
* Page 46. An existing Route 222 provides transit service on Dennis Chavez to
South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing Route 98 on 98th St and
Dennis Chavez serves Rio Bravo/Coors commercial center.
* Page 55. As a transit market grows, the Santolina Master Plan.

79 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

14. Level B Major Corrections:
Page 43 & Exhibit 10: Replace "Local Street 3: with a cross-section of a "Major
Local" which has 60ft: ROW and 36ft: face-of-curb to. Face-of-curb drivable
width. Contact BCPWD for a copy of the cross-section typical of County Street
Standards.

80 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

1) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 9: - Is the existing frontage road south of I- NMDOT wishes the Frontage Road to remain a two-lane road and the
40 adequate as a 2-lane (1 lane per direction) facility adequate to carry the
modeling was done to satisfy that request. Turn lanes may be required
future full buildout traffic volumes? Might a 4-lane (2-lane per direction) be at some point in the future at major intersecting roadways to achieve
considered?
acceptable levels of service.

81 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

2) General Comment, Pages 11 - 13: for the full buildout traffic volume maps Agreed, the maps have been revised to include a legend.
(ADT page 11, AM Peak page 12 and PM Peak page 13) should consider
providing a legend for the reader to identify the volumes shown are in
hundreds or thousands.

82 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

3) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 14: How many lanes for the full buildout I40/PDV interchange WB exit ramp and EB entrance ramp are considered?
Since this interchange is planned for future buildout after 2025 shouldn’t it
have a better LOS and v/c condition in 2040 other than severe? Maybe
consider increasing the number of ramp lanes (if only considering 1 lane) and
re-run the model to improve the condition.

83 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

84 PW Transportation
Review

85 PW Transportation
Review

P. 42 MP

Status
Completed

P. 53 MP

Completed

Major local by reference. Ex 12 private road or as
approved by County. Add 60 ft. major local drawing.

Completed

Richard
Meadows

P. 45 text

Completed

Richard
Meadows

Technical Appendix: pp. 13-14, Fig. 6-7; p. 25, Fig 17; p.
49, Fig 37

Completed

The MRCOG model assumes a single lane for the ramps, and at the
Richard
intersections with future PdV. The poor performance is due to the low
Meadows
capacity used on the off-ramp or on-ramp link in the model. This
indicates the expectation that the intersection will be signalized.
Improvements will be identified in the supplemental report at the
intersection with PdV, however final configuration will be dependent on
future NMDOT studies of the interchange.

P. 47 table 43

Completed

4) General Comment, Page 15: Same comment as #2 above.

Agreed, the maps have been revised to include a legend. The Legend on Richard
page 11 will be updated.
Meadows

p. 11 ADT directional not in 000s

Completed

2/26/2016

5) General Comment, Page 16, second paragraph: Regarding the discussion of
the roundabouts. Maybe consider providing potential candidate locations for
future roundabouts. If only to earmark those intersections for possible
roundabouts and planning real estate needs. Right-of-Way most of the time
becomes an issue when constructing a roundabout footprint.

It is considered unlikely roundabouts will be located on major principal Richard
arterials (Atrisco Vista, Paseo del Volcan, Gibson, Dennis Chavez and the Meadows
Loop Road). Minor/minor intersections, and minor/collector
intersections could be considered possible candidates for roundabouts. A
statement have been added that says "Roundabouts are not precluded in
this Master Plan, and can be considered at appropriate locations, in
consultation with Bernalillo County Transportation Staff. Right-of-way
will be provided in the event previously granted ROW is not adequate."

P. 16 text added

Completed

2/26/2016

6) General Comment, Pages 26 – 28: for the 2025 build traffic volume maps Agreed, the maps will be revised to include a legend.
(ADT page 26, AM Peak page 27 and PM Peak page 28) same comment as #2
above, should consider providing a legend for the reader to identify the
volumes shown are in hundreds or thousands.

p. 27 Fig 16; p. 35 Fig. 24

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response
We are in agreement with these changes and they have been
incorporated into the document.

Responder
Richard
Meadows

Richard
Meadows

14. The major local typical section have been included in the revised
Richard
Technical Appendix. The proposed Local Street 3 will be maintained, but Meadows
we have added clarifying language to indicate it is proposed for low
volume streets with ADT < 1,500.

Richard
Meadows

Staff Response
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##
Department
86 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/26/2016

Comments
7) Traffic Modeling Comment, Pages 27 – 28 and 34 – 35: – In the AM/PM
peak hour volumes exhibit, in the year 2025, there are traffic volumes at the
end of Shelly Road but in the year 2040, this traffic volume “disappears”.
Could this be explained?

87 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

8) General Comment, Page 34 and 38: Did the traffic modeling analysis factor 2025 has it incorporated correctly, 2040 does not. See response above.
in traffic to/from the Metropolitan Detention Center and Sandia
Motorsports?

88 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

9) General Comment, Page 66: - Is there sufficient evidence to justify that the
Santolina development will affect EB traffic on US-550 and Alameda Blvd? Can
this scenario be explained as to how the model factored these volume
reductions?

89 PW Transportation
Review

3/10/2016

Prepare a Transportation Conformity Determination for air quality by June
2016.

90 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

The following Conditions of Approval are required within 30 days of BCC
We Agree
approval of Level B Santolina Master Plan: The Level B Transportation Master
Plan/Technical Appendix text and maps will be revised to address agency
comments.

91 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

Level B Development Agreement will address no net cost PCC criteria for all
on-site and off-site transportation improvements related to the Level B
Santolina Master Plan using the appropriate funding mechanism.

92 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

The following items are required prior to CPC approval of Level B Santolina
Will be submitted based on comments previously received.
Master Plan: Addendum to the Level B Transportation Master Plan/Technical
Appendix with revised text and maps addressing agency comments

Completed

93 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

An Air Quality Study per PCC criteria will be performed by June 2016 using
Completed and submitted to BCPWD.
EPAs Motor Vehicles Emission Simulator (MOVES 2014) model identifying
regional pollutants in National Ambient Air Quality Standards and, if needed,
localized analysis of 2 on-site, 2 off-site high volume intersections using
CAL3QHC dispersion model.

Completed

94 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

To address Public Works and other agency transportation comments already
submitted on the Level B Transportation Master Plan, BHI provided the
following at the end of March 2016: Spreadsheet documenting all
transportation-related agency comments and how they will be addressed.

Completed

95 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

Level B Santolina Transportation Master Plan Mitigation Report analyzing on- Completed and submitted to BCPWD.
site and off-site roadway impacts for 2025 and 2040 and mitigation
improvements required and their costs. The report addresses comments
related to improvements to the network at select intersections to achieve
acceptable level of service.

96 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

Ref. Santolina Level B Master Plan Transportation Comment Matrix:
Condition: Revise Transportation MP to address agency comments within 30
days of BCC approval:

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response
Responder
There was a coding error in the connector from the zone south on
Richard
Shelley Road for 2040. The existing uses (Detention Center, Landfill and Meadows
Motor Sports Park) were mistakenly connected to the Loop Road.
However the base year model (2012) from MRCOG shows just 100 vph in
the peak hour on Shelley, and also shows no employment growth for the
existing uses in 2040. Adding these 100 trips to the 2040 volumes
shown in Figures 25 and 26 would still result in v/c less than 0.90 in
2040. No change is proposed.

OK

Status
Completed

OK

Completed

These reductions on US 550 and Alameda are due to the normalization of Richard
the socioeconomic forecast required to maintain regional control totals Meadows
of households and employment, as directed by MRCOG. Households,
and retail and service jobs, from the west side of Albuquerque/Bernalillo
County and Rio Rancho were reassigned to Santolina (to maintain
regional control totals). This reduces the traffic generation in those parts
of the metro area. The result is fewer river crossings on US 550 and
Alameda in the Santolina scenario as compared to the MRCOG Trend
scenario.

No changes.

Completed

Per discussions with Bernalillo County Staff, an Air Quality analysis has
been submitted prior to the June Environment Hearing.

Submitted. Summarized in MP pp 61-63.

Completed

We Agree

Richard
Meadows

Richard
Meadows

Staff Response

Completed
See comment 101.

Pending;
Condition of
Approval

The matrix is attached

Agreed

Completed

Comments have been included in revised Level B
Transportation Plan

Completed
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Public Works 7.A.d

##
Department
97 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
7/13/2016

Comments
3. Ex. 5-8 still uses incorrect terminology (primary instead of principal arterial) Will be revised

98 PW Transportation
Review
99 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

8. The text on p. 62 still has not been revised to mention existing routes 222
and 98.
9. Bikeways and Trails Map has still not been updated to reflect increased
connectivity.

100 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

10. Typical sections still not final. Remove 220 ft. R/W section. Modify the 186 Will be revised
ft R/W section as multi-way boulevard, if possible.

Additional comments on roadway sections. Text added
Completed
regarding future revisions to standards, geometry design
per updated traffic studies.

101 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

12. Mitigation improvement cost summary in supplemental report - still not We agree that this comment should be provided as a condition of
clear on which on-site improvements are project infrastructure costs and
approval.
which are system infrastructure costs. Development agreement should
itemize list of improvements and cost by infrastructure type corresponding to
funding mechanism identified on pp. 95-97 in MP. Condition: Provide within
30 days of BCC approval.

BHI will provide a project list with costs for off-site and
system improvements needed by 2025 and 2040

7/13/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

Will be revised
Will be revised

Responder

Staff Response
Terminology has been revised in Level B Transportation
Plan
Terminology has been revised in Level A Transportation
Plan
To be revised in the Level B Master Plan

Status
Completed

Completed
Completed

Pending;
Condition of
Approval
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ABCWUA 7.A.d

##
Department
1 ABCWUA

Note Date
2/12/2016

Comments
1. The development has requested a water and sanitary sewer serviceability
statement. This serviceability statement will outline the specific water and
sanitary sewer improvements needed to serve the entire development and
the Level B Master Plan. The Water Authority will determine the forecasted
potable and nonpotable water demands along with the projected sanitary
sewer flows based on the land uses approved by the CPC and ultimately the
BCC.

2

ABCWUA

2/12/2016

2. The Water Authority requests that the CPC make the determination on the We agree.
proposed Level B plan so as to provide some level of certainty on the
approved land uses for the Level B plan This will allow the Water Authority to
finalize the water and sewer uses in the serviceability statement. The
serviceability statement will then supplement the Development Agreement
which must be approved by the Water Authority Board.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

3

ABCWUA

2/12/2016

3. The Water Authority's understanding is there is a condition of approval
from Level A that requires a Water Authority Development Agreement. The
Water Authority is requesting that the condition of the Water Authority
Development Agreement be revised to state prior to BCC approval for the
Level B Plan so as to be a concurrent process.

We agree, prior to Level B (BCC)
approval.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

4

ABCWUA

6/15/2016

The Water Authority is negotiating a development agreement with the
developer which is to be concurrent with the Level B Master Plan.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

5

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

I would like to add the following to my previously submitted comments: 1.
We agree.
Santolina has requested a water and sanitary sewer serviceability statement.
This shall be issued prior to the Water Authority development agreement as it
supplements the development agreement.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

6

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

2. The Water Authority Development agreement will then need approval
from the Water Authority Board.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

Pending

7

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

3. The Water Authority is aware of the Level A and Level B process.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response
We agree.

Responder
Kristopher
Cadena

Staff Response

Status
Pending
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##
1

Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
GENERAL COMMENTS
Letter dated MRMPO concerns are largely related to the size of the Level B Plan Area. At 4,243 acres, it is
2/8/2016
nearly one third of Santolina's total 13,851 acres. The Planned Communities Criteria (PCC)
indicates that Level B Plans are to be submitted for Village Master Plans, Community Center,
Employment Center, or Urban Center Plans, and that these plans are typically 650 to 1200
acres in size (PCC, page 38). Having an appropriately sized Level B Plan is important
because, in the case of Santolina, the Level B plans are equated with phasing (Level A Plan,
page 35). If the Santolina Level B Plan is approved at the currently proposed size, MRMPO
strongly recommends a more detailed phasing strategy to ensure predictable and
contiguous development, as well as to evaluate important benchmarks (see comments for
SANTOLINA Level B MASTER PLAN, pages 80-84). A detailed phasing strategy for the Level
B Master Plan would alleviate the majority of MRMPO concerns. Closely related to phasing,
MRMPO is concerned about different stages of development of roadways within Santolina
during the course of its development: Specifically MRMPO has concerns regarding funding
of roadway widening projects, and how multi-modal elements will be accommodated at
each stage of roadway development. (see comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER PLAN
UPDATED TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN, page 17).

2

MRCOG
MRMPO is concerned about certain design elements of Santolina in the Level B Master Plan. We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design
Standards to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan.
Letter dated MRMPO is very encouraged to see the high level of non-residential land uses proposed in
The addition of these standards will alleviate these concerns.
2/8/2016
the Level B Master Plan. As was demonstrated by the Level A Transportation plan, the
development of these non-residential uses will be critical to performance of the
surrounding regional roadway network. MRMPO is also encouraged to see a variety of
housing densities proposed in the Level B plan and the close proximity of housing to
services. This will help shorten automobile trips as well as make alternative transportation
options, such as walking, biking, and future transit, more viable. However, MRMPO is
concerned that the proposed zoning will be inadequate to ensure the development of
certain aspects of the built environment envisioned in the Level A Plan (see comments for
SANTOLINA LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, page 12, and pages 16-31).

3

MRCOG
MRMPO appreciates that the Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Guide is referred to See Above
Letter dated for roadway designs. However MRMPO has some specific roadways design concerns (see
2/8/2016
comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, pages 41-42).

See Above

4

MRCOG
Finally, MRMPO has concerns about the way in which the 2040 MTP Trend Scenario is
Letter dated referenced in the Level B documents in specific areas. MRCOGs Socioeconomic Program
2/8/2016
Manager was consulted throughout the development of the alternative 2025 and 2040
socioeconomic datasets that were required for the analyses contained within the Level B
Master Plan Transportation Master Plan. The methodology is consistent with those
discussions. However, several references to the 2040 MTP Trend Scenario in the Level B
documents need to be modified or clarified (See multiple comments).

This was from the introductory paragraph of the General
MRMPO February 8th comments. Specific issues Comment
address in other comments.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response
Responder
As part of this Level B Plan, we are allocating approximately 1,000 Andrew
acres, or 22% of the Plan area, to Open Space. Additionally, this
Gingerich
level B Plan includes the entire Town Center that will serve all of
Santolina at full buildout. We recognize that the Town Center will
develop over the life of the project. In order to meet the
benchmarks set out by the Level A Development Agreement, we
are allocating approximately 45% of the Level B Plan area to
support institutional, commercial, and businesses.

See MRCOG comment response matrix.

Andrew
Gingerich

Staff Response
Status
This was from the introductory paragraph of the Completed
MRMPO February 8th comments. Specific issues
address in other comments.

MRMPO is very concerned to see that the draft Completed
Design Guidelines Section of the Level B Master
Plan has been removed in the July Draft. These
guidelines were an important step in the right
direction and MRMPO staff were pleased to see
that they were being developed. "Design
criteria" is a part of the Level B Planned
Communities Criteria. In regards to the zoning
chapter, MRMPO is pleased to see that mixeduse is more integrated into the zoning categories.
However there are few places that may be
contradictory. See July 11th Comments for more
details.

Completed
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##
5

Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
Page 1: Atrisco Vista widening from Dennis Chavez to north of 1-40 is not proposed to be
Letter dated publicly funded in the 2040 MTP. Would this widening project fall under 719.0 and 719.1 in
2/8/2016
the 2040 MTP project listing under proposed privately funded projects? Paseo del Volcan
(PdV) construction south of 1-40 is also not proposed for public funding. Please specifically
identify which projects in this paragraph are proposed for public funding and which are
proposed for private funding per the 2040 MTP.

Response
The Level A and Level B Development Agreements identify the
shared funding responsibilities for system and project
infrastructure, and should be incorporated into future MTP's as
the Development Agreements identify. The supplemental
mitigation evaluation report submitted to Bernalillo County
identifies the updated funding amounts for 719.0 and 719.1.
Widening of Atrisco Vista is included in those project numbers, as
are all roadways within Santolina. Revised Page 1

6

MRCOG
Page 17A: Under Strategies for Street Construction and Dedication, the statement is made
Letter dated that "the initial 2-lanes of permanent roadways, intersections, and other elements to serve
2/8/2016
the development will be constructed by the developer, per the Planned Communities
Criteria and the Development Agreement." It then states that additional widening, based on
"actual demand and short term projections," could be conducted through local government
capital funding mechanisms. The transportation analysis demonstrates the need for
additional on-site roadways to be widened to 4 or 6 lanes in order to adequately serve the
proposed levels of development seeking approval. This means the results of the study are
dependent on the widening occurring. The potential for reprioritization of public monies for
roadway infrastructure needed to serve any approved levels of development is a concern,
given the emphasis on "no net expense" language throughout the submitted documents.
MRMPO expects limited additional public funding options in the future, especially for
capacity expansion projects (2040 MTP, page EX-1). The current program 2040 MTP, with
the exception of the widening of Dennis Chavez east of Atrisco Vista, does not anticipate
any public funding for roadways within Santolina before 2040, with the exception of the
PdV I-40 interchange at the north boundary of the Santolina, which is expected to have
combined private and public funding.

A. Not quite. This language simply repeats the PCC language
Andrew
regarding roadway improvements. The Level A and Level B
Gingerich
Development Agreements have and will identify under what
conditions the developer will pay for project and system
infrastructure, which are based on proportional use of the
required improvements. The transportation analysis shows that
widening is required to support development. Therefore, it is
reasonable to conclude that a portion of the improvements will be
funded by the developer. However, to be clear, the Level A
Development Agreement defines “no net expense” as the
following: “The "no net expense" policy is a mutual commitment
to achieve the goal of a responsible balance of infrastructure
costs, including construction, operation and maintenance, shared
between the public and private sectors. The "no net expense" test
is satisfied if the County's on-site public expenditures and off-site
public expenditures reasonably allocated to the Project have
been, or will be, offset by revenues and/or economic and fiscal
benefits (direct, indirect and induced) from the Project.” It is also
assumed that as the MTP is updated every 5-years, that specific
funding and construction projects will be updated to reflect
decisions, and approvals relate to both public and private funding.

Which roads are considered "system
Complete
infrastructure" and which are considered
"project infrastructure" have not been clearly
communicated to MRMPO staff. A map of
roadways expected to be "system infrastructure"
would help to clarify this, along with the
expected proportion of public expenditures for
each roadway, especially onsite roadways.

MRCOG
Page 17B: Relatedly, MRMPO is also concerned with how additional elements in the
Letter dated roadbed will be covered in each phase of roadway construction, such as bike lanes, paths,
2/8/2016
sidewalks, and landscaping, which are depicted in the street sections on page 16. Will these
elements be implemented only at the final phase of roadway construction? If so, this would
greatly diminish bicycle and pedestrian systems during the interim period, which in the case
of a project this size, could span decades.

B. Multi-modal and landscape improvements will be phased and it
is expected that all roadways will include a reasonable portion of
these elements at each stage of construction. Phased
implementation of these improvements will be ensured through
each individual Level C Plan applications and improvement
agreements. For example, until transit service is anticipated, the
construction of dedicated bus lanes is not warranted and cannot
be constructed. However, an emphasis will be placed on ensuring
that pedestrian and bicycle improvements are in place as soon as
practical. The phasing of development within Santolina is included
in the Level A Development Plan document under section 6.3
Phasing of Project and Infrastructure: “The Project shall be
developed in multiple phases at such times, location and size as
determined by market demand or the Owner. The Project
Infrastructure improvements shall be installed in phases on an as
needed basis and sized to serve the phase of Project then
proposed for and/or being developed.” The phasing of
development through future Level C Plan applications will also be
delineated further in the Level B Development Agreement.
Revised, page 18 Level A Trans Plan, p 61, Level B Tech Report.

Please add the following language to the
Completed
Transportation chapter of the Level B Master
Plan. "Multi-modal and landscape improvements
will be phased and it is expected that all
roadways will include a reasonable portion of
these elements at each stage of construction, as
to provide adequate multimodal infrastructure to
at each stage of development."

7

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Regardless of what is agreed to by the developer Completed
and Bernalillo County, this section incorrectly
references the 2040 MTP project list. Please
clarify which projects are considered to be
publicly funded, privately funded, or publicly and
privately funded, according to the 2040 MTP.
You can qualify your future funding expectations
in a different sentence.

9/16/16 - MRMPO staff have met with the
applicant and are working on solution to address
this. We are near agreement.
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##
8

Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 11, Section 2.2.2: The boundaries of the Residential Village Centers, which have zoning The Residential Village Boundaries are based off of the approved
Level A Land Use Plan and are also shown in Exhibit 3 of this Level
Letter dated implications described in Chapter 3, are not clearly defined in the Level B Plan.
B Plan.
2/8/2016

9

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016
MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

10

Page 19: The first sentence on this page incorrectly cites the University of New Mexico's
Agreed, this has been revised throughout the document.
Bureau of Business and Economic Research (BBER). It should cite the UNM's Geospatial and
Population Studies (UNM-GPS).
Page 19: The last statement references $5 billion of publicly financed roadway capacity
Agreed, this has been revised
projects. This is incorrect. The 2040 MTP identifies almost $6.3 billion for all types of
transportation projects by 2040, including roadway capacity, rehabilitation, as well as
multimodal projects. Of this $6.3 billion, publically financed roadway capacity projects
account for only $1,036,980,106 and privately funded roadway projects account for only
$1,555,881,922 for a combined total of $2,592,862,028 in roadway capacity projects by
2040.

Responder

Staff Response
The boundaries of the Village Centers can be
determined by the most recent zoning map in
the July draft of the Level B Master Plan

Status
Completed

Completed

Completed

11

MRCOG
Page 21: The first sentence of the Socioeconomic Forecast section should read 'Population Agreed, this has been revised. This will be revised.
Letter dated projections for each county in New Mexico were developed independently by UNM's
2/8/2016
Geospatial and Population Studies department, and refined by MRCOG for the metropolitan
area.'

12

MRCOG
Technical Appendix T-1, Page 16: The fifth paragraph incorrectly cites (BBER), the UNM
Letter dated Bureau of Business and Economic Research. It should read 'and UNM's Geospatial and
2/8/2016
Population Studies department, who independently produces county level population
projections'

13

MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 5: The 2nd paragraph in Section E. states ''The original Level A
Agreed, the text has been revised as suggested
Letter dated Transportation Master Plan used the MRCOG 2035 MTP socioeconomic forecast, which was
2/8/2016
found to have overestimated population and employment in 2035. These overestimated
forecasts were discovered after the completion of the original Level A Santolina
Transportation Master Plan analyses." MRCOG informed the Santolina project team during
the initial planning meetings for the Level A plan that a new, lower, projection would be
forthcoming. In addition, we request removal of the term overestimation, which is an
oversimplification. MRMPO requests language similar to the following - "The original Level A
Transportation Master Plan used the MRCOG 2035 MTP socioeconomic forecast. Since that
time, the MRCOG board has approved a 2040 MTP socioeconomic forecast. The 2040
forecast is lower than the 2035 forecast due to the availability of new information regarding
growth trends in the region. The 2040 forecast was not finalized for use at the completion
of the original Level A Santolina Transportation Master Plan analyses."

Completed

14

MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 9: A table displaying the number of modelled/proposed lane-miles Agreed, the table has been added.
Letter dated by functional classification should be included to compliment Figure 3, which depicts
2/8/2016
number of directional lanes at Full Buildout.

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Agreed, this has been revised

Change agreed to but not yet made in document. Completed

Completed
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##
15

Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 15: A map should be included showing the number of directional
Letter dated lanes for the Level B network (similar to Figure 3 for the Full Buildout network). This map
2/8/2016
should also be accompanied by a table displaying the number of modelled/proposed lanemiles by functional classification.

Response
Agreed, the map and table has been added.

16

MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 22: The MTB establishes the regional transportation project
Letter dated programming priorities for the AMPA, using estimates of anticipated travel demand based
2/8/2016
on approved socioeconomic data and reasonably anticipated funding levels. The current set
of regional priorities identified in the 2040 MTP anticipates the funding of Paseo del Volcan
(PdV) north of I-40 including the interchange at I-40 as being comprised of a combination of
public and private funding sources. PdV north of the interchange is not anticipated before
2040, with the exception of potential right-of-way acquisition. The section of Paseo del
Volcan south of I-40 is anticipated to be funded entirely with private sources.

This is the correct summary of the current MTP. Discussions in
Santa Fe and recent Legislative funding requests may result in
changes to the current policy and funding availability with respect
to PdV.

The original comment (meant for page 22 of the Completed
main document, not the technical appendix)
meant to clarify that the regional transportation
infrastructure priorities are establish by the MTP,
and projects listed in the MTP must be fiscally
constrained and based on reasonably anticipated
funded sources. For more information about
current funding expectations for Paseo del
Volcan see 2040 MTP Appendix B: Projects of
Special Interest.

17

MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 39: The "off-site roadway effects" can be considered with inbound Screenline volumes for the Santolina Scenario are included in
Technical Appendix T-2 of the 2016 Level B Transportation Master
Letter dated and outbound cordon-analyses and summary tables. See comment above in the Level A
Plan Technical Appendix, p. 15 (full Build), p. 27 (2025) and p. 51
2/8/2016
update comments.
(2040).
MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 45: Discussion of the interface between transit and bike/ped
The current text addressing this has been expanded as suggested.
Letter dated should include "last mile" language and the need for an effective transit system to have
2/8/2016
robust bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure connectivity to stations in order to effectively
penetrate the origins/destinations of neighborhoods and employment areas.

Completed

19

MRCOG
Page 2, Section 1.2.1: This section incorrectly cites the Bureau of Business and Economic
Letter dated Research (BBER) as the source for the projections. It should city the University of New
2/8/2016
Mexico's Geospatial and Population Studies (UNM-GPS).

Completed

20

MRCOG
Page 3, Section 1.2.1:The statistics in this sentence have been corrected and a projection
Agreed, this has been corrected.
Letter dated year added - "The projections suggest that by 2040, approximately 44% of the Albuquerque
2/8/2016
metropolitan area housing units will be located on the area west of the Rio Grande River
(West Side). Yet, employment distribution for the West Side is projected to represent 27%
of the jobs within the AMPA."

18

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Agreed, see previous response.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Completed

Completed
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##
21

Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 3, Section 1.2.1: The last statement in the first paragraph "The projections highlight
Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Letter dated the longstanding need for new employment centers on the West Side" is an opinion stated
2/8/2016
in the context of MRCOG's projections. MRCOG supports the idea that we need successful
employment centers on the West Side (whether they are new or not). Please modify this
statement or remove it from the context of MRCOG's projections. Similarly, the first
sentence of the second paragraph "Due to land constraints, limited areas of the region can
accommodate the forecasted population growth" is an assumption framed in the context of
MRCOG's projections. MRCOG's forecast does indeed accommodate the vast majority of the
forecasted growth without Santolina, as described in Santolina's Transportation Master
Plan. Please remove this sentence or clarify that this is the viewpoint of the project team
and not a finding associated with the MRCOG forecast.

22

MRCOG
Page 4, Section 1.2.1: This is the only mention of the Jobs-housing ratio in the Level B Plan,
Letter dated and does not provide any additional information other than what is found in the Level A
2/8/2016
Development Agreement.

It is anticipated that any further refinement of this shall be
addressed in the Level B Development Agreement.

Responder

Andrew
Gingerich

Staff Response
Status
The edits that have been made do not
Completed
adequately address the initial concerns. In the
first paragraph, use of the phrase "anticipated
growth" still ties the statement to the 2040 MTP.
Please remove the word "new" from this
paragraph, or state that this is the opinion of the
project team. The next paragraph also continues
to be inconsistent with the 2040 MTP. The
sentence that reads "Due to land constraints,
limited areas of the region can accommodate the
forecasted population growth without
substantial redevelopment and densification of
existing developed areas" is incorrect. The MTP
contrasts with the statement (added to the July
draft) that "Densification of existing developed
areas often places a strain on existing
infrastructure.” MRMPO supports
redevelopment as an efficient use of existing
infrastructure. Please remove this content or
clarify that this is the viewpoint of the project
team.

See staff response for Level A Conditions of
Approval #3

Complete

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46
23

MRCOG
Condition #2 of the Findings and Conditions passed with the Level A Plan states that "A plan Please see our response to the Level A Conditions of Approval
included as part of this Matrix.
Letter dated for attaining the ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans, such that the
2/8/2016
anticipated job development shall occur in relation to residential development."

Andrew
Gingerich

The Conditions of approval state that this should Complete
be provided in the Level B Plan and does not
mention the Development Agreement. See
MRMPO staff response for Level A Conditions of
Approval #3
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

24

MRCOG
Pages 8-14, Section 1.5.1 and all of Chapter 2: MRMPO is very encouraged to see the high
We Agree.
Letter dated level of nonresidential land uses proposed in the Level B Master Plan. As is demonstrated
2/8/2016
by the Level A Transportation Plan, the development of these non-residential uses will be
critical to performance of the surrounding regional roadway network as Santolina develops.
MRMPO is also encouraged to see a variety of housing densities proposed in the Level B
plan and the close proximity of housing to needed services. This will help shorten
automobile trips as well as make alternative transportation options, such as walking, biking,
and future transit, more viable. MRMPO is also very encouraged to see that each proposed
elementary school is located along an open space trail, separate from automobile traffic.
This will provide safe opportunities to for students to walk and bike to school, helping to
address public health issues articulated in the 2040 MTP (Section 3.8).

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Complete
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##
25

Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 12, Section 2.2.3: MRMPO has concerns about the proposal for a Primary Education
We have been in coordination with APS throughout this Level B
Letter dated Campus and a Secondary Education Campus in the Urban Center District. The character of process. We are in discussion with APS/CNM to ensure effective
2/8/2016
the Urban Center will be critical to the success of the multi-modal transportation system. In planning of future facilities within the Level B Plan area.
the Level A Plan, the Urban Center is described on page 44 as "a dynamic, high-density core
where office, commercial, civic, educational, multi-family residential, retail and
entertainment uses come together and serves as a destination for residents to live, work,
shop and play. It is defined by a tight network of streets, wide sidewalks, tree lined streets,
unique architectural elements, street furnishings, pedestrian scale elements and urban
green space." While educational land uses are among those listed above, the character
described is that of an integrated urban environment. MRMPO is not concerned with the
proposed educational land use itself, but rather how well it will be integrated into the urban
center environment described in the Level A Plan. Underlying these concerns is that recent
secondary and primary education developments have not been designed in a way that
would fit with the described character of the Urban Center District.

26

MRCOG
Rather, these developments have been built in a suburban style, with closed access, and are
Letter dated not well integrated with the surrounding environment (see Attachment 1). MRMPO believes
2/8/2016
that, in order to fit into the vision of the Urban Center described in Level A, the proposed
educational uses must be developed in and urban style with a pedestrian campus, and must
be fitted to the Urban Center District as described (see Attachments 2 and 3). MRMPO is
also concerned about the size of the proposed education campuses, which totals 177.9
acres (91.3 primary education campus, 86.6 secondary education campus). For reference,
that is slightly larger than the of portion UNM main campus bounded by Central Aye,
Campus Blvd/Las Lomas Rd, University Blvd, and Girard Blvd 172.04 acres, see Attachment
4).

We have updated the land use map to indicate general school
locations that are based on our conversations with APS. The
Urban Center Land uses have also been revised to include a more
general office/institutional, and education area with additional
roadways to better facilitate the grid in this area. This also reduces
the size of the land use blocks to a more urban framework. This
allows flexibility per our evolving coordination with APS/CNM. We
have included institutional/civic uses in this land use area.

See comment 5

27

MRCOG
Pages 16-31, all of Chapter 3: The Level A Master Plan states on page 29 that the activity
Letter dated centers in Santolina are intended to "serve as vibrant, transit-oriented urban places that
2/8/2016
encourage walking to destinations throughout each center." This vision is complemented in
several other places in the Level A Plan that show the intention to use innovative land use
planning strategies in Santolina including form based zoning (pages 42, 53), transit oriented
development or TOD (pages 43, 44, 53) and mixed-use development (pages 31,43, 44, 52).
These strategies are important tools that are becoming more widely used across the nation
to create built environments that support multi-modal transportation systems.
However, the zoning proposed in the Level B Plan is largely based on traditional single-use
Euclidian zoning with some variation by district, and there is no mention of TOD or formbased zoning. Certain zoning categories in the proposed Level B Plan do allow for mixeduse, but only as a conditional use. MRMPO recommends, per their mention in the Level A
Plan, that TOD and form-based zoning strategies be articulated in the Level B Plan. MRMPO
also recommends an incorporation of a true mixed-use zone, and that mixed-use be
considered a permissive use where it is currently designated a conditional use in the Level B
Plan. These concerns apply in particular to the Urban Center and Village Center Districts. For
reference, the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan submitted diagrams and tables to articulate
building form dimensions (see Attachment 5). Also for reference, the draft (October 2015)
zoning districts proposed for the city of Albuquerque's Integrated Development Ordinance
(IDO) provide a good example of how mixed-use zoning strategies can be implemented (see
Attachment 6).

We have provided language in the Land Use Chapter that
addresses Transit Oriented Development. The Santolina Master
Plan envisions a mixed-use community of non-residential and
residential uses that are further defined in the Zoning Chapter of
this Level B Plan. We have also included Design Standards to
ensure that the future built environment supports this mixed-use
vision.

MRMPO is very concerned to see that the draft Complete
Design Guidelines Section of the Level B Master
Plan has been removed in the July Draft. These
guidelines were an important step in the right
direction and MRMPO staff were pleased to see
that they were being developed. "Design
criteria" is a part of the Level B Planned
Communities Criteria. MRMPO is pleased to see
that mixed-use is more integrated into the
zoning categories. There are few places that may
be contradictory. See July 11th Comments for
more details.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
The extended grid network into this part of the Complete
Urban Center, along with the change in zoning to
allow for more flexibility of uses has alleviated
this concern.

Complete
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##
28

Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 34, Section 4.1: Paragraph 3 in the Overview presents a comparison between the Level Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Letter dated A Transportation analysis using the 2035 Forecast and the Level B Transportation analysis
2/8/2016
using the 2040 Forecast (volumes go down on Central, 118th ...). MRCOG asserts that any
comparison between the 2035 and 2040 forecasts is invalid due to the differences in the
control totals. Please keep all comparisons between the 2040 MTP forecast and the 2040
Santolina Scenario.

29

MRCOG
Page 34, Section 4.1: The statement regarding a 2040 reduction in river crossings (0.1% and Agreed, the text has been clarified. The authors considered it of
Letter dated 0.5%) is well within the limits of model variability ("noise") and should not be presented as a interest to the reader to state the number of river crossings
compared to the 2040 MTP. That portion of the sentence was not
2/8/2016
benefit.
intended to be construed as describing a benefit, just a statement
of the model results. The text will be modified to indicate the
2040 model results is comparable to the 2040 MTP river crossings.

This text has not been changed

Complete

30

MRCOG
Page 36, Section 4.2.1: The Auto Transit Circulation, Full Buildout network takes advantage
Letter dated of major opportunities to connect to surrounding areas. The Level A Master Plan (page 74)
2/8/2016
states that a gridded roadway network would be identified at Level B and C Plans. MRMPO
appreciates that the area of Santolina north of Dennis Chavez has achieved this, which
includes the entire first Level B Plan Area. The internal grid fulfills the Long Range
Transportation System (LRTS) Guide's connectivity recommendations with the approximate
quarter mile spacing of the collector and arterial network together. MRMPO asks that this
gridded network continue to areas south of Dennis Chavez in future Level B Plans, and that
Minor Arterial connections be made south of Santolina.

MRMPO is please to see this response

Complete

31

MRCOG
Page 37, Section 4.2.1: The phrase "once development occurs north of the interstate" is
The Level A Master Plan Area extends past the 2040 horizon, so
this statement was presented in the context of post-2040
Letter dated inappropriate. There is currently no approved master plan in the area north of I-40 near
2/8/2016
Shelly Road and an interchange there is not listed in the 2040 MTP. The federal long range roadway network requirements.
transportation planning process conducted by MRMPO will determine which transportation
improvement projects are prioritized in the future.

Yes, this was written in post-2040 context, but
MRMPO suggests changing the term "once" to
"should" or "if."

Complete

32

MRCOG
Page 39, Section 4.3: This section is presented as though the Level B traffic volumes are
Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Letter dated based on the 2040 MTP. Please add a clarifying statement to the opening paragraph that
2/8/2016
states that the Level B transportation analysis required modifications to the 2040 MTP
forecast to create a "Santolina Scenario" because the 2040 MTP forecast does not reflect
the level of anticipated development. This is an important detail that belongs in the Level B
Master Plan.

The rewrite of this paragraph is confusing.
Complete
Please remove the text "...anticipated
development of the…." This will clarify that the
Santolina Scenario with region consistent with
MTP 2040 control totals, but differs from the
Trend Scenario in terms of development location.

33

MRCOG
Page 40, Section 4.3.2: This page should reference or include language related to the
Letter dated ultimate cross section anticipated in the Full Build/Level A Plan.
2/8/2016

34

MRCOG
Page 40, Section 4.3.2: Conduit associated with new intersections must be built with input Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Letter dated from agency staff and be consistent with regional Intelligent Transportation Systems plans.
2/8/2016

35

MRCOG
Page 41, Section 4.4.1: The sentence "roadways within the Level B Plan Area consist of
Agreed, the text has been clarified. The text will be modified to
Letter dated typical roadway functional classifications" is incorrect. FHWA classifies roads as interstates, reference that major and minor collectors categorization will be
identified in the future.
2/8/2016
other freeways & expressways, principal arterials, minor arterials, major collectors, minor
collectors, and local roads. This section needs to be rewritten using language according to
federal criteria (for more information see
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway functional
classifications/section03.cfm). Specifically, what is depicted and shown as "local" in the
Level B plan more closely resembles "minor collectors" according to federal criteria.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

When future Level B Master Plans come forward, the additional
roadway networks will be developed. It is anticipated they will be
similar to the gridded network considered in the 2016 Level B
submittal.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
There is no red text (indicating an edit) in the
Complete
revised document, but it appears this change has
made.

Agreed, the text has been added.

Complete

Complete

Maps and text pertaining to the proposed
roadway functional classification should be
consistent with FHWA categories: Principal
Arterial, Minor Arterial, Major Collector, and
Minor Collector (Collectors could be mapped as
one category, but should at least reference that
Major and Minor categorization will be
determined in the future).

Complete
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Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
Page 41, Section 4.4.1:186 feet is an exceedingly large right-of-way. A roadway this wide is
Letter dated challenging for pedestrians to cross, and would difficult to integrate with activity centers.
2/8/2016
Please see comments below related to activity centers, BRT, and median size.

Response
The proposed ROW has additional width for sidewalks/path
compared to the LRTP guideline, so this accounts for some of the
additional width, as does the ROW provided for dual left turn
lanes. The typical sections have been reviewed to more
accurately considered curb and gutter and median curb widths.

37

MRCOG
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please explain the purpose of a 30' wide median on the principal
Letter dated and minor arterials. Is this to accommodate left-hand and right-hand turn lanes at
2/8/2016
intersections? Or is this for the BRT routes to accommodate station platforms? Or is this
this space intended for future expansion? This is a remarkably large median.

The LRTP guideline has an 18' median. As many of the principal
and minor arterial intersections are expected to require dual left
turn lanes, an additional 12' was added to the LRTP guideline
median.

38

MRCOG
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please relate the roadway cross-section design to the
We have provided three new roadway cross-section designs that
Letter dated surrounding context by providing cross sections for roadways within activity centers. Wider address this comment and various design considerations.
2/8/2016
sidewalks in the urban, town and village centers are highly encouraged. For example, please
consider a multi-way boulevard where principal arterials boarder the urban center or the
town center (see Attachment 7.B). This would allow free flow of regional traffic while also
allowing access to the higher intensity adjacent land uses.

MRMPO appreciates that this was attempted,
Complete
however this resulted in even wider right-of-way.
See MRCOG Transportation comment 28.

39

MRCOG
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: The cross sections on the arterials and collectors show trail
Letter dated widths of 6'-10'. The AASHTO minimum trail width is 10', typically trail widths range from
2/8/2016
10' to 14'. The recommended clear sidewalk width in urban areas is 10'. The bicycle lane
width shown in the 4-lane minor arterial cross section and the 4-lane collector cross
sections meets LRTS recommendations. For minor arterials and collectors, please consider
having the outside lane be wider (12') instead of the inside lane. This helps if transit is
provided along the roadway as it will most likely run in the outside lane. Wider outside
lanes also help with the level of comfort for bicyclists and pedestrians and improve multimodal level of service scores.

The typical sections has been revised accordingly. The typical
sections will be updated and coordinated with the MPO.

These changes have not been made to the road
section diagrams.

Complete

40

MRCOG
Page 42, Section 4.4.1: It is difficult to understand the elements that will make up a 77' or
Letter dated 99' right-of way for a 2-lane collector. The combined minimum bicycle lane and parallel
2/8/2016
parking width needs to be 13'.This also is an opportunity for back angle parking in urban
areas.
MRCOG
Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The two transit routes entering into Santolina have been
Letter dated identified-Central Ave and Dennis Chaves Blvd. Please also take into consideration Gibson
2/8/2016
Blvd which could provide a connection to the Bridge/Westgate Route 54. Given the low
density on Dennis Chavez Blvd the Bridge/Westgate Route is probably more important than
the Dennis Chavez Blvd route. The likelihood of BRT within Santolina is minimal, and would
be a significantly lower priority than providing high-capacity and high-frequency service in
more dense parts of the region with proven ridership. More important than identifying
routes is developing a roadway network that does not preclude transit. The current
proposed grid network with approximate quarter mile spacing of the arterial & collector
network goes a long way to assist transit.

These typical sections were based on the LRTP major collector
typical section, and include ROW widths for wider sidewalks, as
well as the possibility of a two-way left turn lane in the median.

See comment 28

Complete

41

42

The typical sections were developed with the provision for BRT in
the future. A Gibson transit connection has been added to the
Transit section graphic and discussion, p. 45-47.

MRCOG
Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The current transit centers are adjacent to minor arterials within Agreed.
Letter dated the Town Center and Urban Center. Please continue to plan for minor arterial and collector
2/8/2016
roadways to be integrated within centers and concentrations of employment and retail so
that these roads can be used by transit. At some point in a transit round-trip, transit users
need to cross the road to get to a bus stop. If transit routes are aligned on minor roadways,
then transit users do not have to cross regional principal arterials, which improves
pedestrian safety and the regional network traffic flow.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
MRMPO has been working on the issue of the
Complete
very wide right-of-ways for arterials in Santolina.
MRMPO will continue to work on this with the
applicant and Bernalillo County staff.
See comment 28

Complete

Complete

Complete
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43

Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 47, Section 4.6.2: The open space network has the opportunity to provide an off-street As future Level B Master Plan areas are submitted, additional onstreet bike and pedestrian network will be provided, as they are
Letter dated trail network that makes highly meaningful connections (to the urban center, village
included in the typical roadway sections.
2/8/2016
centers, office parks and schools) as well as integrating and connecting with residential
development to make for a high quality of life. Depending how the open space trail network
interfaces with residences and with roadway crossings, this trail system could provide a
locally unique non-motorized network, particularly since it penetrates the urban center
from three different directions. MRMPO encourages further planning and development of
the open space network to make meaningful connections and foster public space, where
people will want to live, travel and recreate. The on-street bikeway network in Exhibit 12
goes above and beyond the Long Range Bikeway System. If the gridded street network
continues for the southern portion of Santolina in future Level B submittals, MRMPO
expects the on-street bikeway network to be included.

44

MRCOG
Page 77, Section 7.6: Remove two references to the MRCOG 2040 projected population on
Letter dated this page. The connotation is that the need for new schools within the Santolina Master
2/8/2016
Plan area is determined by our projections, and that is not the case.

These references have been removed.

There is no red text (indicating an edit) in the
Complete
revised document, but it appears this change has
made.

45

MRCOG
Pages 80-84, Section 8.2: MRMPO is generally concerned that the Level B Plan does not
Letter dated provide enough detail in the development phasing chapter. This makes it difficult to assess
2/8/2016
the overall concept of the Level B Plan. The PCC states that the Level B development
agreement should contain a more detailed phasing plan than what was is in the Level A
(PCC, page 40). The proposed Level B Plan shows only two phases, a 2025 phase and a 2040
phase. It is critical to have appropriately sized phases because Level B Plans include an
analysis of important performance benchmarks including the jobs/housing balance (Level A
Plan, page 35) and "no net expense" policy (Level A Development Agreement, page 9). If the
proposed Level B Master Plan is approved with its current boundaries, MRMPO requests a
more detailed phasing strategy where such performance benchmarks can be evaluated (for
reference, the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan included four phases for development, see
Attachment 8).

To address the phasing of development within this Master Plan
area, we have provided additional narrative to be included as part
of section 8.2 of the Level B Plan. As part of the material we
prepared for the Land Use and Zoning CPC Hearing, we submitted
this new redline on May 6, 2016.

While the added language regarding phasing in
section 8.2 is a very important and positive
addition, MRMPO still believes that a more
detailed phasing strategy is appropriate at Level
B. Other comparable plans have outline smaller
phases. See July 11th Comments for more
details.

MRMPO
MRMPO Letter dated 5/12/2016
Letter dated 1) MRMPO has continually expressed concerns about the possibility of fragmented or
5/12/2016 incomplete development occurring in the Santolina development, which would strain
transportation infrastructure, and make the development less resilient to changing
circumstances. In comments to the County Planning Commission on September 18, 2014
regarding the Level A Master Plan, MRMPO stated the following:

The term “phase” and the concept of phased development, as
referred to in the new language added to section 8.2 of the Level
B Plan, shall be defined as follows: Ordered sequencing of
development based on the provision of services, the
establishment of the planned roadway network, and the ABCWUA
serviceability agreements that will be finalized in the Level B
Development Agreement. We will provide this definition as part
of Section 8.2 for clarity.

46

Responder

Staff Response
MRMPO is pleased with this response.

Status
Complete

Complete

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

“A phased development strategy for Santolina would guide more sound and stable way
forward amidst many uncertain conditions in our region’s future, be they related to the
We are providing a phasing map to address this and similar
wider economy, land-development market forces, demographic trends, availability of
natural resources, fiscal constraints, or a change in regional development priorities. Building comments.
only some components of Santolina over large areas independent of the Master Plan’s
other components leaves the developer, and ultimately the public, more vulnerable to
potential changing conditions. It allows the possibility of being stuck with a large incomplete
development that is not self- supporting. On the other hand, a phased development
strategy would reduce Santolina’s vulnerability to potential changing circumstances.
Building Santolina in smaller complete phases would ensure that it emerges in a more
sustainable and sound manner throughout its development rather than relying on full buildout to achieve…positive contributions to the region.”

The applicant has delivered a draft of the
Complete
sequencing plan to MRMPO staff. MRMPO is
very please to see this. The phases/sequences
are in logical order given what was approved in
the phasing maps in the Level A Master Plan.
The size of the phases are more comparable in
size to those in other larges plans in the region,
such as the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan. The
applicant also delivered a set of tables to
MRMPO staff that estimate the jobs-housing
ratio for each phase in the new sequencing plan.
However, not every phase meets the jobshousing ratio required by the Level A
Development agreement (see attached table
"Santolina Level B: Total Jobs-Housing Balance by
Phase, Cumulative"), albeit it is close in most
phases.

The concern expressed above is the same general concern underlying the MRMPO February
8th comments for the Level B Plan related to phasing.

Printed on: 10/20/2016
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Note Date
Comments
MRMPO
MRMPO greatly appreciates the language added to section 8.2 in the revised Level B Plan
See Above.
Letter dated that was included after the April 28th meeting. This demonstrates that the applicant
5/12/2016 understands MRMPO concerns on this issue and goes a long way to addressing them.
However further clarification is needed to ensure that the intention of these objectives are
achieved, in particular the use of the term “phase,” which is used in a variety of ways across
different Santolina documents. For example, the added language states that the 2025 and
2040 roadway network phases will be the sequence of the development, however the
objectives in the added language allude to development in smaller phases. Meanwhile, the
Level A Plan equates Level B Plans with development phases (Level A Plan, page 35), and
section 6.3 of the Level A Development agreement refers to “Project Infrastructure” that
“shall be installed in phases on an as needed basis and sized to serve the phase of the
Project then proposed for and/or being developed.” MRMPO recommends a clear definition
of the term “phase” and an approximate size for a typical phase area, that area being small
enough to ensure the objectives of Section 8.2. One possibility may be for phases to be
comprised of the approximate locations of expected development by 5-year increments, as
was the case in the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan (October 2006, pages 40-41). Another
possibility may be to outline phase areas that are 650-1200 acres— the “typical” Level B size
range listed in the Planned Communities Criteria (PCC, page 39).

48

MRMPO
2) MRMPO is also concerned the size of the Level B Plan and the phasing strategy because
Letter dated of the evaluation of critical benchmarks that are, according to existing Santolina documents,
5/12/2016 supposed to occur at Level B submittals. Namely, these are an evaluation of no net expense,
and a plan to achieve jobs-housing balance—a requirement of the Level A findings and
conditions. It’s the understanding of MRMPO staff that, under what is currently proposed,
these important evaluations wouldn’t be required again until a new Level B Plan is
submitted. This means it’s conceivable that they may not occur again until beyond the year
2040, according to the applicant’s expected time horizon for development. MRMPO sees
these requirements as critical to evaluating the progress of the Santolina development, and
given the very large size of the proposed Level B area, recommends that they be performed
on a more frequent interval than once per Level B submittal. This could be achieved by
combining these evaluations with the aforementioned recommended phasing strategy.

49

MRMPO
For example, a plan with smaller phases could contribute toward the plan to achieve a jobs- See Above.
Letter dated housing balance. One possibility could be to expand “Table 3” on page 18 of the Level B
5/12/2016 Transportation Master Plan. This table currently demonstrates how Santolina will achieve a
Jobs-Housing balance, per the Level A Development Agreement threshold table (Level A
Development Agreement, page 4) for the areas the developer expects development by 2025
and 2040. This table could be expanded to include smaller area phases, once they are
identified, demonstrating how the smaller phases would also achieve the required jobs to
housing ratio. MRMPO recommends including this table in the Level B Plan.

50

MRMPO
Regarding Zoning
Letter dated In the February 8th comments, MRMPO expressed concerns that the zoning strategy put
5/12/2016 forward in the original draft of the Level B Plan did not provide enough design guidance in
order to achieve the vision of Santolina put forth in the Level A Plan. MRMPO staff were
particularly concerned about character of the activity centers—the urban center, town
center, and village centers. The character of the developments is critical to the viability of
transit oriented development in Santolina. These centers are also critical to ensuring that
there are complete communities within Santolina, which will mitigate stress on the wider
transportation network.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response

Evaluation of critical benchmarks that are set out by this Level B
Plan are controlled through the Level B Development Agreement.
Evaluation of no net expense as well as the jobs-to-housing
balance is regulated by the Level A and Level B Development
Agreements. The assumption that the evaluation of progress of
development within Santolina will only occur “once per Level B
submittal” is incorrect. The approval of future Level C Plans must
comply with the Level A and Level B Plans and Development
Agreements. Therefore, each application for a Level C Plan will
require an evaluation of benchmarks as set forth by these
governing Plans and Agreements.

The Santolina Level B Plan is a living document. We intend to
continue working the Zoning Chapter as we move through this
process. We intend on providing diagrams as part of the Design
Standards that have recently been added to the Zoning Chapter.
We will evaluate the recommendations of MRMPO with respect
to minimum densities, pedestrian connectivity, and assurance of
the intended character for the Village Center.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
9/16/16 - Continued from comment #46…
Complete
MRMPO understands that these are estimates,
but recommends that the applicant adjust the
phasing plan in a manner that the jobs stay
ahead of the jobs-housing balance outlined in
the Level A Development agreement. MRMPO
also requests a brief documentation of the
methodology used to generate the jobs-housing
balance. Also, MRMPO has not seen a final
version of the sequencing plan and how it will be
incorporated into the Level B Plan.

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through Complete
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through Complete
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

Complete
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51

Note Date
Comments
MRMPO
Since that time the applicant has done much to address MRMPO’s concerns on this issue,
See Above.
Letter dated and have incorporated many of MRMPO’s suggestions presented at the April 28th meeting.
5/12/2016 These include the incorporation of a design standards section that explains how Santolina
will create a pedestrian oriented environment; making mixed use development in the
centers permissive instead of conditional; extending the gridded street network into the
urban center with more flexible zoning, which will make it more likely that what
development will be more urban in character; a land use map indicating a scenario for
certain levels of development, including which areas of the Town Center are envisioned to
be the mixed-use pedestrian focused development; among other additions.

Response

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Complete

52

MRMPO
Yet, there are some elements of the zoning code that seem to be contradictory or difficult See Above.
Letter dated to understand. Several additions could be made to improve the document’s clarity, for
5/12/2016 example, the inclusion of diagrams and matrices to demonstrate the dimensional aspects of
design guidelines.

53

MRMPO
MRMPO also has concerns regarding roadway access for large retail facilities (May 6th Level See Above.
Letter dated B Zoning Chapter, page 32). However, MRMPO feels that most of these issues can be
5/12/2016 cleaned up in future zoning drafts, which the applicant indicated would be forthcoming.
MRMPO will be in communication with the applicant and the county on specific edits after
new zoning chapter is submitted. In general, the zoning chapter is improving and MRMPO
appreciates the applicant’s work on this.

54

MRMPO
All of that said MRMPO would still like to see the following clearly incorporated into the
Letter dated zoning code and land use plan:
5/12/2016 • Minimum density requirements in activity centers to bolster the vibrancy of these areas.
• Minimum pedestrian connectivity standards ¼ mile (this is nearly achieved with the
current grid system and trail system but should be a standard nonetheless)
• An assurance that village center commercial won’t be developed into residential

We have completely reworked the zoning chapter in coordination
with County Planning Staff. The new chapter provides a
streamlined approach that references the County's Zoning Code
to avoid redundancy and ensure applicability. We have also
included Design standards as part of this chapter. The new Zoning
Code addresses the comments received in MRMPO's letter dated
5-12-16.

Complete

55

MRMPO
Regarding Street Sections
Letter dated MRMPO appreciates that the applicant has attempted to incorporate MRMPO staff
5/12/2016 suggestions for a multiway boulevard for principal arterials near the urban center. However
this has resulted in some very wide streets that may create a barrier for pedestrians to
cross. An environment that is difficult for pedestrians will diminish the viability of transit. It
seems that the 30’ median is to allow for dual left turn lanes at intersections, but is this
much space necessary at mid-block? MRMPO recommends placing the bicycle lane in the
parallel access route and not with the center through lanes, eliminating the need to buffer
the bike lane. Another possibility would be to locate a two-way cycle track in the parallel
access route area. Below are ROW measures for the street sections submitted on May 6th:

In an attempt to address MRMPO suggestions for multiway
boulevards for principal arterials, we provided new Street Sections
as part of our submittal on May 6, 2016. We understand
MRMPO’s recent concern about the street width and pedestrian
crossings. We will continue to work with MRMPO on these Street
Sections to come up with a mutually agreeable design solution.

Complete

Complete

Applicant has agreed to language change

Complete

• Dennis Chavez at Urban Center (205’ to 209’ ROW = Ped crossing time 59-60 seconds)
• Atrisco Vista at Urban Center (183’ to 187’ ROW = Ped crossing time 52-53 seconds)
• Gibson at Urban Center (161’ to 165’ ROW = Ped crossing time 46-47 seconds)

56

MRMPO
Below are some approximate ROW measure in the region, found using Google maps. These See Above.
Letter dated are for reference only:
5/12/2016
• Louisiana at Uptown (approx. 140’)
• Paseo del Norte at Eagle Ranch intersection (approx. 175’)
• Paseo del Norte west of Eagle Ranch intersection (approx. 130’)
• I-40 near downtown with no frontage (approx.. 250’)

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Complete
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Note Date
Comments
MRMPO
MRMPO greatly appreciates the opportunity to participate the Level B Plan discussions.
Letter dated Please feel free to contact MRMPO staff with any further questions or concerns.
5/12/2016

58

MRMPO
Open Space
Exhibit 3 has been removed from the document.
Letter dated Exhibit 3 is said, on page 17, to be based on MRCOG growth projections, however it is
7/11/2016 inconsistent with the most recent 2040 MTP data. Please contact Kendra Montanari (505724-3601), to obtain the correct forecast data.
MRMPO
Roadways
Pending Development Agreement.
Letter dated It is unclear which on-site roadways will be considered project infrastructure and which will
7/11/2016 be system infrastructure. A map showing these roadways as well as a table that shows the
proportionate share of funding would clarify this. Subsequent Metropolitan Transportation
Plans (MTPs) will incorporate the funding status of these roadways if they are identified and
funding is agreed upon by the Developer and County. MRMPO expects limited additional
public funding options in the future, especially for capacity expansion projects (2040 MTP,
page EX-1). MRMPO has been working on the issue of the very wide right-of-ways for
arterials in Santolina. MRMPO will continue to work on this and will likely provide more
information at the July 21 hearing.

Applicant has agreed to change

Complete

See response to comment #6

Complete

MRMPO
Development Phasing and Jobs-housing
We have provided a phasing map to address this and similar
Letter dated While the added language regarding phasing in section 8.2 is a very important and positive comments. We have revised referenced text in section 8.2.
7/11/2016 addition, MRMPO still believes that a more detailed phasing strategy is appropriate at Level
B. Other comparable plans have outlined smaller phases. The Mesa del Sol Level B Plan
(2006) identified four phases for 3,082 acres in expected four year increments. The
Westland Masterplan (revised 2016), just north of Santolina, shows six phases for 6,424
acres. The proposed Santolina Level B Plan describes only 2 phases for 4,243 acres.
Moreover, the Santolina Level A Masterplan shows phasing that is more detailed than the
2025 and 2040 phases shown in the Level B Plan (Level A Plan pages 34 and 36). A Level B
plan should have more descriptive phasing than the Level A Plan. A more detailed phasing
plan could also be integrated into the plan to achieve the [job-housing] ratio described in
Level A Conditions of approval #3. Calculating the jobs-housing ratio for each phase would
show a plan to maintain the ratio established in the Level A Development agreement. Finally
MRMPO is concerned about the following sentence found in section 8.2 which states:
Ensuring the financial tools are available will allow the Developer to provide adequate
public facility infrastructure prior to new development. This sentence does not seem
necessary. It is the Developers responsibility to provide adequate infrastructure for new
development.

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through Complete
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

59

60

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response
We appreciate your participation and feedback in throughout this
Level B planning process. We look forward to our continued
collaboration on this Plan.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Complete
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Note Date
Comments
Response
MRMPO
Zoning and Land Use
We have clarified the definition for mixed-use and have added
Letter dated The zoning section has improved. MRMPO appreciates the inclusion of mixed-use into the text to allow mixed-use as permissive in the Town Center and
Urban Center.
7/11/2016 zoning code and the distinction between horizontal and vertical mixed-use. However, the
definition of horizontal mixed use (page 20) as single-use buildings on distinct parcels in a
range of land uses within one block, is insufficient. In order to be considered mixed-use,
developments must not only be near to each other, but must also be functionally and
physically integrated. Furthermore, it is possible to have horizontal mixed-use on the same
parcel. The Level B Plan envisions the Town Center and Urban center to have vertical mixeduse, but the zoning does not seem to have vertical mixed-use as a permissive use. Perhaps
these zones should reference the PC-S-C zone for permissive uses rather than the C-2 zone.
The proposed zoning allows vertical and horizontal mixed use in the PC-S-C zone.

62

MRMPO
Design Guidelines Section
Letter dated MRMPO is very concerned to see that the draft Design Guidelines Section of the Level B
7/11/2016 Master Plan has been removed in the July Draft. These guidelines should be reintroduced
and continued to be developed. "Design Criteria" is a part of the Level B Planned
Communities Criteria.

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design
Standards to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan.

63

MRMPO
Section 8.5
Letter dated This section outlines some possible mechanisms for funding project and infrastructure.
7/11/2016 MRMPO recommends that the text should clarify that if outside financial mechanisms are
not available, the developer is responsible for financing all, or their proportionate share (in
case of "system infrastructure") adequate infrastructure for new development.

If outside funding and/or financial mechanisms are not available
at the time of development, then the developer shall be
responsible to advance the financing of all, or their proportional
share (in case of “system infrastructure”), of the cost for the
required infrastructure necessary to support the new
development consistent with the site specific Traffic Impact
Analysis.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Complete

Complete

Andrew
Gingerich

9/16/16 - This is good language, can it be added
to section 8.5?

Complete
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/18/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Comments
The Engineering Division of the Department of Municipal Development has
reviewed the subject applications and submits the following comments:
Permit # ZSPR 2016-0001 Santolina Planned Community Level B Master Plan
Transportation Section for a half-mile West of 118th St the future Gibson Blvd
will be a City-owned and maintained Community Principal Arterial that is
planned to contain bicycle lanes and a paved multi-use trail, per the Long
Range Roadway System Map and the Long Range Bikeway Systems Map. From
Dennis Chavez Blvd. to Gibson Blvd. 118th St. is also a City-owned facility.
Secondly, Gibson Blvd. through the eastern escarpment (much like Dennis
Chavez Blvd.) will likely have to be constructed at design grades that are
flatter than existing topography, which may require the dedication of more
right-of-way than a community principal arterials typical 156 feet. Dennis
Chavez's right-of-way through the eastern escarpment varies from 400 feet to
600 feet wide, due to it being cut into existing topography that is significantly
steeper than minimum allowable design slopes.
Identification of impacts to City-owned and maintained transportation
facilities should be coordinated in detail between the County Public Works
Division; the NMDOT, and the City's DMD/Planning Department during postmaster plan reviews in order to effectively define Santolina's offsetting traffic
mitigation measures.

Response
The proposed typical section includes bicycle
lanes and a sidewalk/trail. Right-of-way or
easements will be provided for the
necessary width for construction of the
proposed roadways.

Responder

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status
Completed
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1 DMD

DMD
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NMDOT

##
Department
1 NMDOT

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
Department Comments:
" The NMDOT has programmed funding in the STIP (Statewide Transportation
Improvement program) to begin acquiring right -of-way for the proposed NM
347 (Paseo del Volcan) corridor. The final alignment has not been identified
and the spacing between interchanges shall be determined by NMDOT and
FHWA. " The NMDOT has not identified any funding for the construction of
the proposed roadway extensions or proposed interchanges or underpasses
shown in the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). If any of these
improvements do become funded, there is no guarantee that the design
and/or construction would coincide with the time frame of the plan phasing.
The developer shall commit cost sharing or matching a portion of the
construction costs associated with any future roadway extensions and
infrastructure outside, but in the vicinity of, the Santolina area. If Santolina's
phased development occurs prior to funding becoming available for the
proposed MTP improvements, then those improvements must be installed at
the cost of the developer. " Based on the transportation analysis prepared in
the Level 'B' report, increased congestion is projected as early as 2025 at
several existing interchanges including but not limited to, Atrisco Vista
Boulevard, 98th Street and Unser Boulevard. The developer shall identify
mitigation alternatives for each of the impacted locations at each
development phase for review by the NMDOT and FHWA prior to finalization
of these measures.

Response
It is our understanding that right-of-way for the
proposed PdV alignment has been identified and is in
the process of being acquired. This includes right-ofway for the roadway from I-40 to US550, as well as
the right-of-way for the proposed interchange
location. A supplemental report identifying
mitigation alternatives is being developed for County
review, and all future development proposals
requiring NMDOT review will include NMDOT review
and approval.

2

2/9/2016

Revise, Note 5, from The Notice of Decision dated December 12, 2014 as
follows: Written approval from the NMDOT will be obtained prior to the
improvement or expansion of state roads identified in the Level 'A' and Level
'B' submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration) review
and approval will be required for any Level 'C' plan defining any required
modifications and improvements to Interstate 40 and to other state facilities
as a result of the development of Santolina and its roadway network. The
approvals shall itemize financial obligations with participation and
commitments spelled out. The coordination of the time frames for the offsite
roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be identified.

It is our understanding the FHWA does not review
local land use development plans, and therefore will
not approve future Level C Plans. However, we do
agree that the approval of the NMDOT and/or FHWA
will be required prior to any construction
modifications on I-40 or associated ramps, State
facilities, or projects with Federal funding. We also
concur that all roadway improvements must be listed
in and follow the procedures of the MRCOG
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), which are
ultimately approved by the NMDOT and FHWA. We
anticipate that the approved Level A Master Plan and
future Level B plans will impact future MTP efforts.

NMDOT

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

7.A.d

Staff Response
Status
Agree with response with the following clarification. Any Resolved
proposed modification to interstate access or access to a
NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of New
Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.

Resolved
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NMDOT

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/9/2016

4

NMDOT

7/12/2016

5

NMDOT

7/12/2016

6

NMDOT

7/12/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Comments
Continued from previous line

Response
We suggest the following revision to the proposed
condition: Written approval from the NMDOT will be
obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of
state roads identified in the Level 'A' , Level 'B' and
Level 'C' submittals. NMDOT and/or FHWA (Federal
Highway Administration) review and approval, as
appropriate to the nature of the request (i.e., FHWA
review will be sought only for interstate facilities and
during the design review process), will be required
for any Level 'C' plan defining any required
modifications and improvements to Interstate 40 and
to other state facilities, that are proposed under a
Level C plan in Santolina as a result of the
development of Santolina and its roadway network.

Department Comments for Matrix of Comments and Responses:
NOTE 20- No additional comments.
NOTE 21- What is meant by "We anticipate that the approved Level A Master
Plan and future Level B plan will impact future MTP efforts"? NMDOT
reiterates that there is no guarantee that the design and/or construction of
Santolina would coincide with the time frame of the plan phasing. The MTP
may be affected if the developer installs improvements at its own cost prior
to the MTP plan.

We agree.

NOTE 22- No additional comments.

We agree.

The intent was to describe that as Santolina develops
general items in MTP Projects 719.0 and 719.1 may
become specific projects in the MTP. In addition, as
the MTP is updated it is anticipated the Level A and
Level B Master Plan area traffic analyses will also be
updated, possibly altering the required
improvements, depending on conditions at the time
of the future MTP.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Agree with response with the following clarification. Any Resolved
proposed modification to interstate access or access to a
NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of New
Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.

Resolved
Agree with response

Resolved

Resolved
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NMDOT

##
Department
7 NMDOT

Note Date
7/12/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Comments
Department Comments for Land Use Plan (dated June 28, 2016) NMDOT
concurs with the analysis provided in the Level 'B' On-site and Off-site
Locations of Interest Traffic Analysis with the understanding that the Level 'C'
analysis may require additional geometric changes. If the NMDOT determines
that a conversion to a one-way frontage road is required, the developer will
be required to construct the parallel internal based on a separate planning
study. When the level 'C' analysis for the Industrial and Business Park land use
moves forward then additional enhancements may be required consistent
with AASHTO design criteria for certain roadway classifications, such as but
not limited to, curb, gutter, sidewalks, bike lanes, shoulder, roadside ditches
etc. Access to NMDOT facilities shall adhere to the State Access Management
Manual and any locally developed access management plans. Comparison of
the anticipated volumes on the frontage road shall be made to the functional
classification volume criteria located I the State Access Management Manual.
The Land Use Plan exhibit dated June 28, 2016 does not appear to be
consistent with Section 4.4 Access of the Santolina Level B Plan A New
Community for new Economy revised July 2016. NMDOT is seeking a separate
developer agreement with Santolina to establish funding requirements and
phasing of development consistent with the 2040 MTP.

Response

Responder

7.A.d

Staff Response
Status
Any proposed modification to interstate access or access Resolved
to a NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of
New Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.
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##
Department
1 PNM

Note Date
7/13/2016

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Comments
Catherine, I have reviewed the latest version of the Santolina Level B plan and I have a question. In
the zoning chapter, there were changes made to the permissive uses language, however, I would
like to clarify the granting of public utility structure as a permissive use in all zones. The
permissive use of a public utility structure is explicit in the PC-S-LDR zone. In the PC-S MDR zone,
the language reads All uses permissive in the PC-S LDR Zone. When we get to the PC-S-O zone, the
following language is used, All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of
the O-1 Office and Institutional Zone B.2 and so on from there with the subsequent zones. It
would be PNMs preference to explicitly grant public utility structure in all zones. Are we covered
with the above language? Your thoughts?

PNM

Response
Responder
Staff Response
We have specifically called out
Ken Maestas PNM's concerns have been
addressed.
"public utility structure" as permissive
in the PC-S-LDR zone because it is not
permissive in the R-1 zone of the
Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
All other zones reference the O-1
zone which is included in the
commercial zones, and C-LI zone of
the Bernalillo County Zoning
Ordinance. Both of these zones
include public utility structures as
permissive uses. All zones have been
verified and include public utility
structures as a permissive use.

7.A.d

Status
Complete
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Commission Comments
Note Date
7/21/2016
Hearing

Comments
Follow up on when mitigation is necessary for the sites
that were named in the Class II Study.

Response
The following guidance concerning future mitigation steps were provided by
Andy Wakefield, RPA, Archaeologist with the New Mexico Historic
Preservation Division:
For private land only a permit for mechanical excavations would be required.
If land came into the ownership of the school district, county, or city, state
permits would be needed for testing and data recovery.
For the project as it is (private land, local ordinances/policy), SHPO
recommends that a testing and data recovery plan be prepared for the sites
that will be affected and that the plan be submitted to the County and our
office for consultation. The SHPO recommends using State regulations for
guidance for preparation of testing/data recovery plans.
Based on the Class II survey and input from the New Mexico Historic
Preservation Division, the recommendation is that the sites are avoided or
tested/mitigated should they have the potential to be affected. The owner’s
mitigation strategy is that for identified sites (areas identified in the Class II
survey), a treatment plan for preservation, testing, and mitigation is required
prior to development, if a site has the potential to be affected. For areas that
have not been surveyed, then a Class III survey shall be required prior to
development. This determination will be made in conjunction with a Level C
application, as required by the Planned Communities Criteria.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Staff Response

7.A.d

Status
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7.A.d

Planned Communities Criteria
Comments
Response
Land Use
1. Identification of land uses by parcel, acreage and type - including residential The Land Use Chapter 2 Tables 2 & 3 describe the acreage, and uses
and retail/commercial or other non-residential space.
for each Level B Land Use District. The Level B Land Use Map Exhibit
2 provides the location, size, and use of each parcel within the Level
B boundaries.

3

2. Conceptual description of village characteristics in terms of market
potential and opportunities, including location and description of village
center--parcel sizes by use, suitability to natural topography, intensities;
service area of center.

Responder

Staff Response

Status

Acceptable

Completed

The Land Use and Zoning Chapters delineate the location, acreage,
and mix of uses provided within the Village Center. We have also
provided a zone map to identify the various zones and their relation
to each other. Please refer to the land use and zoning maps.

Acceptable

Completed

4

3. Location and densities of neighborhoods and neighborhood centers within The Land Use and Zoning Chapters identify the location and
the village.
allowable densities of the neighborhoods within residential villages.
See page 13 of the Revised Santolina Level B Master Plan as well as
Exhibit 2.

Acceptable

Completed

5

4. Delineation of open space system, parks, recreation areas and links among The Land Use and Environment and Open Space Chapters discuss the
land uses, with identification of proposed ownership, management, and
Level B open space, parks, and recreation areas and identify means
maintenance.
of management, maintenance, and ownership. We have provided
additional text that address this topic in Santolina Level B Master
Plan Land Use Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 & Environment & Open Space
Chapter 5 .

Acceptable

Completed

6

5. Definition of important design characteristics, including typical
streetscapes, signage, building massing and setbacks, landscaping,
connections, ·parking, civic spaces.

(MRMPO comment) The drafted Design Guidelines
section of the Level B Master Plan went a long way
to meeting this requirement, unfortunately this
section was removed from the July draft.

Completed

7
8

Transportation
1. A disclosure statement regarding strict conformance with the Level A
Transportation System Plan will be required, or a substitute traffic analysis,
with consequential findings, recommendations, and proposed amendments to
the Level A Transportation System Plan and Level A Community Master Plan,
must be conducted prior to formal submittal of the Level B plan.

The Transportation Chapter 4 Sections 4.1.1 Conformity with the
Level A Transportation Master Plan & 4.2 Proposed Street Network
identify the Level B proposed street network and its conformance
with the Level A Master Plan.

Completed

9

2. A Level B transportation system analysis, including specific traffic studies
The Revised Santolina Level B Transportation Master Plan Technical
for the particular plan submittal plus all other approved Level B plan elements Appendix has been submitted on July 1, 2016.
in the community, existing and projected demand (phased as appropriate),
and consequential noise and air quality impacts, must be conducted prior to
formal submittal of the Level B plan.

Completed

10 3. The traffic circulation system must be identified, including:
a. major roadways within the Level B area;
b. major roadway connections between the Level B area and the remainder
of the Level A area;
c. concept location for local street intersections with major roadways; and
d. major street access and access limitation concepts.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

The Zoning Chapter identifies regulations for streetscape, signage,
building massing, setbacks, connections, parking, civic spaces, etc.
We have worked closely with county Zoning to revise and update
this chapter.

A traffic circulation system has been identified by the Level B
Transportation Master Plan Figure 1 Level A Land Use and Road
Network.

Andrew
Gingerich

Completed
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##
Comments
11 4. Typical roadway cross-sections for major roadways, including:
a. right-of-way widths;
b. number of lanes, including high occupancy vehicle lanes;
c. medians and median treatment;
d. streetscape character and special design features;
e. bus bays and other transit facilities; and
f. trails or bicycle lanes.

Response
Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.4 Access
Exhibit 7 provides typical roadway cross-sections for major
roadways.

12 5. The type and approximate location of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
elements of the transportation system must be specified.

The location and types of elements within the transportation system
for this Level B Plan area are identified in the Level B Master Plan
Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.5 Transit and 4.6 Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities.

Completed

13 6. A plan which identifies performance objectives for increasing transit
ridership as appropriate, as well as strategies for achieving a mode split that
maintains level of service D or better on all roads in the affected area, must
be submitted.

Performance objectives for increasing transit ridership are included
in the Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.7
Transportation Demand Management. Strategies regarding
"complete streets" along with the multi-modal cross sections are
provided.

Completed

14 7. Any remaining transportation problem or issues identified in the Level A
Transportation Systems Plan and appropriate to the detail of Level B review
must be resolved.

Congested locations have been identified and can be improved to
acceptable levels of service. Due to the jobs anticipated, the
transportation system is improved with minor problem areas
identified at certain Interstate on/off ramps.

Completed

15 Environment and Open Space
16 1. Analysis of slopes, drainage, soils, animal life, groundwater, vegetation,
airport noise zones, and other environmental characteristics which identify
unique and important site features for protection and optimum use or which
restrict development.

17 2. Strategy for meeting community air quality objectives and standards.

Responder

Site specific, unique environmental characteristics, which are
Dan McGreggor
important to consider and restrict certain development, are
identified in the Environment and Open Space Chapter. A
geotechnical study was conducted and provided. The
environmentally sensitive areas, that were identified in the Level A
Plan (the escarpments), are identified and proposed to be zoned PCS-MPOS. See Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.11) Major Public Open
Space.

Staff Response

NRS - depth to groundwater has been identified,
and development of groundwater resources from
within the master planned area are not anticipated
as ABCWUA has been identified as the water
provider.

Air quality and noise standards are provided within the Environment Dan McGreggor A traffic related air quality impact study was
and Open Space Chapter. The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis provided and found to be acceptable.
Santolina Level B Master Plan has been submitted to County Staff
June 1 as part of this CPC process.

18 3. Strategy for promoting energy efficiency, maximizing options for alternative Energy efficiency and alternative energy sources are delineated in
energy sources.
the Environment and Open Space Chapter. 5 Section 5.6 Energy
Efficiency and Alternative Energy sources.
19 4. Conceptual drainage plan for management of watersheds and floodplains A conceptual drainage plan is provided in the Level B Master Plan
and preservation of arroyo corridor multiple-use opportunities.
Exhibits 14 & 15.

Status
Pending:
Mostly
Completed

Completed

Completed

Acceptable

Completed

Acceptable

Completed

20 5. Update Class I literature search/and do Class II sample of geotechnical and A Class II Archaeological study has been completed and has been
Acceptable
archaeological features; mitigation strategy.
submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office with a copy
provided to County Staff on July 1, 2016.
21 6. Siting of industrial land uses to avoid groundwater contamination and toxic Industrial uses are allocated for the Industrial Park and Business Park Dan McGreggor Agreed. Depth to groundwater exceeds 700 feet
of this Level B Plan area. The location of these land uses is consistent
air emissions impacts on nearby residential or other sensitive areas.
and contamination potential is minimal.
with the Level A Plan. Permissive uses in these districts are specified
in the Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.9) & 10) Industrial & Business
Park.

Completed

Completed

22 Government and Public Services

Printed on: 10/20/2016

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page 57

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7.A.d

Planned Communities Criteria

Packet Pg. 4754

7.A.d

Planned Communities Criteria
Responder

24 2. Facilities plan including detailed location, phasing of water systems, sewer
systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

The Utilities and Infrastructure Chapter of the Level B Master Plan as Dan McGreggor
well as the Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan and Terrain
Management Plan identify the location and phasing of water
systems, sewer systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

25 3. Annexation plan/agreement.

No annexation is proposed.

Staff Response

The Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan are
conceptual and do not have the consent of the
ABCWUA - a fully executed Development
Agreement from ABCWUA has not been provided.

26 4. Statements of water availability and availability of public services including Water and public service availability is discussed in Chapter 6, Utility Dan McGreggor The Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan are
liquid and solid waste management/recycling, cultural and human service
Infrastructure and Services. See also Water and Sanitary Sewer
conceptual and do not have the consent of the
facilities, fire and police protection, transit services, and schools.
Master Plan.
ABCWUA - a fully executed Development
Agreement from ABCWUA has not been provided.
27 5. Level B Development Agreement to:
28 5.a. Follow through with more detailed infrastructure/service agreement
covering phasing of the village master plan and its public services/facilities,
and designation of financial, operations, and management responsibility over
time.
29 5.b. Specify measures to mitigate negative consequences of the village's
development.

These items shall be included in the Level B Development Agreement
to be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.
We have added additional narrative to the plan that addresses the
phasing of development in Level B Master Plan Chapter 8 Section 8.2
Development Phasing.
The village center and urban center are identified and controlled
with more detailed zoning as provided in Chapter 3 Sections 3.4.6) &
7). The level B Plan implements both the Reserve Area and Centers
and Corridors policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

Status
Pending

Pending

Not
Applicable
Pending

Finding /
Condition of
Approval

Finding /
Condition of
Approval

30 5.c. Augment Level A development agreements expressing items mutually
The Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved
agreed to by the City and/or County and the planned community developer
by the Bernalillo County Commission will be consistent with and
and committing to their permanency unless re-negotiated; any limitations on augment the provisions of the Level A Development Agreement. .
development established at Level A cannot be increased at Level B.

Finding /
Condition of
Approval

31 5.d. Provide a legal recording instrument.

The Level B Development Agreement shall be recorded following the
review and approval by the Bernalillo County Commission.

32 5.e. Identify more specifically any public incentives to the developer, or
public/private partnerships, including provisions for affordable housing.

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to be
reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission. A
funding strategy section has been added to Chapter 8 Section 8.5.

Finding /
Condition of
Approval
Finding /
Condition of
Approval

33 5.f. Identify more specifically any public incentives or agreements between
the local government and developer for the appropriate protection and
maintenance of the open space system.

The Major Public Open Space is identified in this Level B Plan and the
protection, dedication, and maintenance shall be included in the
Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved by
the Bernalillo County Commission.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Finding /
Condition of
Approval
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Response
23 1. Strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites, including Funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites will be
open space.
outlined in the Level B Development Agreement and have been
delineated in the Level B Plan as additional redline text. See Revised
Level B Master Plan Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 Open Space. Additionally
text has been provided outlining the implementation strategy for
Parks and Recreation facilities. These facilities have been added to
the Land Use Map Exhibit 2.
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##
Comments
1 1. A Level A Development Agreement shall be entered into between Bernalillo
County and the applicant which reflect this approval and a) clearly identifies
responsibilities for development of and infrastructure and other facilities in
Santolina; b) requires a link between housing and employment development
in Santolina; c) maintains an overall residential density that is consistent with
the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan density requirements
and is included in the Santolina Level A Plan; d) shall adhere to water use and
conservation requirements of Bernalillo County and the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority.

Response
The Level A Development Agreement was entered into between
Bernalillo County and Western Albuquerque Land Holdings on
August 10, 2015. The Development Agreement was officially
recorded on August 21, 2015.

2

2. Bernalillo County and the applicant agree on the "no net expense" clause of
the Planned Community Criteria. Nothing in any development agreement
shall commit this Commission and future Commissions to public funding or
financing mechanisms.

The Level A Development agreement defines this policy on lines 24
through 32, page 9: “The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned
communities shall not be a net expense to the County. The “no net
expense" policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a
responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including construction,
operation and maintenance, shared between the public and private
sectors. The "no net expense" test is satisfied if the County's on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures reasonably
allocated to the Project have been, or will be, offset by revenues
and/or economic and fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced)
from the Project.”

3

Jobs-housing
3. The Santolina development shall achieve a reasonable balance between
residential uses and employment uses such that it maintains the
characteristics of a self-sustaining community. As stated in the Santolina Level
A Master Plan, an approximate jobs to housing ratio of 2-1 shall be achieved
with a goal of creating no less than 75,000 jobs as indicated in the Level A
Santolina Plan at the time of full buildout of Santolina. A plan for attaining the
ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans, such that the anticipated
job development shall occur in relation to residential development.

This Level B Plan sets the stage for achieving the jobs to housing
ratio set out by the Level A Development Agreement in Section 4.4
Housing/Employment, Dwelling Units Thresholds/Jobs Table. See
Santolina Level B Master Plan pg 4 Table 1: Jobs to Households.
We are anticipating over 9,000 dwelling units for the first Level B
Plan, which requires 1.25 jobs per dwelling unit at full build out of
the Level B Plan area. The Level B Plan provides for and is
anticipated to exceed this requirement.
The Level B Plan includes a sequencing plan and table that provide
for jobs and housing broken out into smaller development phases.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Responder

Andrew
Gingerich

Staff Response
Agreed

Status
Completed

Agreed

Completed

(MRMPO comment) What is included in the Completed
July draft of the Level B Master Plan does
not expand on what was established at the
Level A. This Condition of Approval implies
that jobs-housing will be discussed in more
detail at Level B, and asks for a "plan for
attaining the ratio." This plan needs to be
developed.
9/16/16 - MRMPO staff's main concerns on
this issue are being addressed through the
phasing/sequencing plan. This plan is not
yet in it's final version. See MRCOG
comment #46.
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Response
The Level B Transportation Plan was completed, submitted, and has
been revised to address ongoing comments. The Level A
Transportation Plan has been revised to address previous staff
comments.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

5

a. The Santolina Access Management Plan (SAMP) with the Traversable
This has been completed, and was incorporated into the Level a
Median column added to Access Spacing Standards Table on Page 3 is
Transportation Plan.
approved. The SAMP shall be added to the Santolina Level "A" Transportation
Master Plan.

Completed

6

b. Revise the Level A Transportation Network model as required by BCPWD. The overall Level A Plan has been re-modeled per this condition.
Revisions/reanalysis shall include, but not be limited to, the 118111 St./I-40
interchange, the new proposed arterial roadways, the new urban center
layout, and any other changes to the Santolina roadway network. In
accordance with PCC criteria, when substantial variations are identified to the
Level A Master Plan, subsequent revision/reanalysis of the Level A
Transportation Network model shall be required, when upon coordination
with the developer, BCPWD deems it necessary.

Completed

7

c. All appropriate items in the Addendum to the Transportation Master Plan These have been incorporated into the Updated Level A
dated November 4, 2014 shall be placed in the appropriate Level A document. Transportation Master Plan.

Completed

8

5. Written approval from the proper state and/or federal authority will be
Coordination with these agencies is and will be ongoing. No
obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of State roads identified in improvements to NMDOT facilities are proposed at this time.
the Level A submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration)
review and approval will also be required for any required modifications and
improvements to Interstate 40 as a result of the development of Santolina
and its roadway network. Future coordination with NMDOT and FHWA will
be done in subsequent procedures including the Metropolitan Transportation
Plan, the Transportation Improvement Plan and the State-wide
Transportation Improvement Plan. The coordination of timeframes for the
offsite roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be
identified.

Completed

9

6. Funding for arterial streets and linkages, which are needed for Santolina
and not programmed in the Bernalillo County Capital Improvements Program
(CIP) or the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), shall be identified and
submitted to the County for recommendation for inclusion in the CIP or the
MTP.

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016

The MTP already has placeholders for Santolina arterials and
collectors, pre 2025 and post 2025. This is something the applicant
has and will continue addressing as studies are reviewed and
presented to the County and shared with MRCOG. It is anticipated
that modification to the MTP and CIP will be amended in the future
to include these facilities
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##
Comments
4 4. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
The applicant will submit a proposed Level B Transportation Plan consistent
with the Level A Transportation Master Plan, as revised, of the Santolina
Level A Master Plan, prior to a Level B approval or future development
activities such as building permits, that generate 500 or more cumulative
peak hour trips when upon coordination with the developer BCPWD deems it
necessary.
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##
Comments
Response
10 7. The submitted Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan, dated December 1,
This is addressed in the accompanying Drainage Master Plan.
2014, contains an addendum which includes minor inconsistencies within the
calculations to the revised Land Use Master Plan. However, these
inconsistencies do not alter the concept of the overall Drainage Master Plan
and therefore are acceptable for this Level A Master Plan. The applicant must
provide a Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan consistent with the proposed
Level A Master Plan with any Level B submittal.

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Dan
McGreggor

This condition has not been satisfied as of
7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

Pending

12 9. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C document, the applicant shall,
The Water Master Plan Technical Report is included in this submittal Dan
based on the approved ABCWUA development agreement, provide to the
and we are in discussion with ABCWUA.
McGreggor
County a written explanation of the projected Master Plan water use and
phasing and the subsequent level plans within the context of the 2024 Water
Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update (July 2013) or subsequent
updates.

This condition has not been satisfied as of
7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

Pending

11 8. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the applicant
will provide a fully executed development agreement with the ABCWUA. The
development agreement should be structured to ensure compliance with the
ABCWUA's existing guidelines, policies, and ordinances and as may be
amended from time to time. The development agreement should, at a
minimum, address residential, industrial, institutional and commercial water
conservation provisions, guidelines, and design standards. The development
agreement should, at a minimum, address infrastructure improvements,
direct and indirect potable reuse, and water supply charges, as well as
provide; a Phasing Plan consistent with ABCWUA policies. This condition shall
in no way constrain the ABCWUA from imposing such requirements as it may
deem necessary.

13 10. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
applicant shall provide to the County a water conservation plan that is
compliant with Bernalillo County and ABCWUA's guidelines, standards and
requirements and which achieves the conservation goals expressed in the
Bernalillo County Ordinance and ABCWUA's 2024 Water Conservation Plan
Goal and Program Update, July 2013 and which requires compliance with
subsequent revisions of the such guidelines, standards, requirements, and
plans. Residential development shall occur in a sequential manner adjacent to
existing infrastructure and consistent with ABCWUA's policies.

Printed on: 10/20/2016

We are coordinating with the ABCWUA staff regarding Santolina. A
draft Development Agreement has been provided to the ABCWUA.
ABCWUA is currently updating their Water Resources Master Plan,
which is anticipated to provide additional policy guidance for the
Santolina project. We respectfully request that this condition be
addressed prior to BCC approval.

This will be completed in concert with the ABCWUA. The Level B
submittal addresses all County requirements. In addition, a number
of design guidelines have been included that address landscaping
and Low Impact Design (LID) strategies to guide future development.

Responder

Completed
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Responder
Staff Response
Dan
This condition has not been satisfied as of
McGreggor 7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

Status
Pending

15 12. A drainage plan and stormwater management plan shall be submitted at
the time of any Level B submittal with provisions for revision as needed to
ensure consistency with any EPA-issued municipal separate stormwater
system permit provisions or requirements as issued for the Urbanized Area of
Bernalillo County.
16 13. Prior to any Level B Plan approval, the developer shall provide
documentation that the proposed development will comply with
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Air Quality Standards and will demonstrate
the intent to comply with air quality standards established by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
17 14. Development of Parks, Trails, and Open Space shall comply with the Level
A Master Plan. The location of open space corridors shall be developed in
accordance with the requirements of the Planned Community zone with
regard to the transportation grid. If the more detailed plan deviates
significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher level
plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan would
need to be amended.

We have provided a Drainage and Stormwater Management Plan
Technical Report as part of this Level B application.

The Parks and Open Space facilities and acreage are in compliance
with the Level A Master Plan and the Level A Development
agreement. Additional text has been provided to address the timing,
funding, and implementation of these facilities.

Completed

18 15. The Planned Communities Criteria requirements regarding the study and
mitigation of archaeological and geotechnical resources shall be followed in
Level B and Level C Santolina Plans. Prior to any Level B approval,
documentation regarding the completed study and mitigation measures
within the Level B Plan area shall be provided.
19 Albuquerque Public Schools
16. The developer will work cooperatively with APS to locate school sites
within Santolina, which will be made available to APS on mutually agreeable
terms and conditions.

This has been In consultation with the SHPO a Class II Archeological
Survey was designed and completed in May 2016.

Completed

The level A Development Agreement and Level B Plan address this
item. The Level B Plan has been updated in response to APS
comments. We have and will continue to work with APS throughout
the process.

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016

The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis - Santolina Level B Master
Plan has been submitted to County Staff June 1 as part of this CPC
process.

Completed

Dan
McGreggor

The analysis has been submitted and is
acceptable. This condition has been
satisfied.

Completed
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##
Comments
Response
14 11. Water and wastewater issues for the Santolina Master Planned
Agreed, see response to Condition #8.
Community shall be resolved between the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County
Water Utility Authority (ABCWUA) and the applicant prior to any Level B
approval. An agreement between the applicant and ABCWUA and regarding
timing, responsibilities, and maintenance of water and sewer facilities
required to service Santolina will be developed and agreed upon prior to any
Level B approval.
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##
Comments
20 17. Level B and C Plans shall be required prior to development of the
Santolina Level A Master Plan Community. Level B and C development
agreements, as prescribed in the Planned Communities Criteria, shall be
provided. Consistency between Level A, Level B, and Level C plans shall be
required throughout the development of Santolina. If the more detailed plan
deviates significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher
level plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan
would need to be amended.
21 18. The Santolina Development Agreement shall include a section that
pertains to Interim Uses. This section shall indicate that all sites within the
Santolina Level A boundary area governed by a Special Use Permit or any site
expected to be developed with local, state and/or federal support shall be
governed by Sections 18, Special Use Permits and Section 24, Administration
of the Zoning Code until a Level B Plan, affecting such site, has been adopted
by Bernalillo County. No special use permit shall be issued without a
demonstration of available necessary infrastructure and utilities, including
water, electricity and sewer, to be installed before, or concurrently with,
development of the site. No building permits shall be granted on all remaining
sites until Level C plan affecting the subject property have been approved.
Any subdivision will occur in compliance with the County's Subdivision
Ordinance.

Response
This Level B application satisfies the Level B portion of this
condition.

The approved Level A Development Agreement and this request for
a Level B Plan satisfies this condition. The zoning chapter of this
level B plan references County Special Use Permit regulations.
Furthermore, level C plans will adhere to the county's subdivision
ordinance as indicated in the zoning chapter, future non-residential
or apartment development over 5 acres will require site plan review
by the CDRA.

Completed

22 19. Prior to or concurrent with the first Level B Plan approval, the subject
Level A master planned property shall be legally platted (the "Boundary Plat").
A summary platting procedure, such as that allowed for 'a minor subdivision'
under County ordinances, shall be permitted for the Boundary Plat, and for
any subsequent platting actions prior to a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision
plat approval. The Boundary Plat and any subsequent plats submitted in
advance of a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision plat approval shall provide
legal access (easements) to all existing and proposed tracts within the platted
area, but infrastructure installation or guarantee shall not be required prior to
Level C plan or Level C subdivision plat approval, because, before building
permits can be granted or development can proceed, additional land use
approvals and infrastructure installation and/or guarantees are required at
the Level C Plan approval stage and/or at the Level C subdivision plat approval
stage.

The Level A Master Plan property has been submitted for a
Boundary Plat to the CDRA. The CDRA hearing is scheduled for July
14th. Following adoption of this level B plan, the zoning districts will
be platted. Future level C plans will also require platting prior to
building permit approval.

Pending

23 20. Minor corrections to the plan, such as typographical and grammatical
corrections, editorial changes agreed to by County staff, or small changes to
acreage related to surveying may be incorporated in the final, adopted
version of the plan.
24 21. The request shall comply with all applicable Bernalillo County ordinances
and standards.

These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Level A Master Plan.

Completed

This submittal complies with Bernalillo County ordinances and
standards.

Completed

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

Responder

For Hearing on November 2, 2016 Page
63
Packet Pg. 4760

7.A.d

Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval

Printed on: 10/20/2016

Response
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed
Completed

This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

Completed

These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

Completed

Completed
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##
Comments
25 22. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
26 a. Chapter 4. Zoning, p. 47. Add the following sentence under Level A
Governance and Interim Uses (after ..Bernalillo County ..) "No building
permits shall be granted on all remaining sites until a Level C plan affecting
the subject has been adopted."
27 b. Change the language "publicly funded" on page 92 to "proposed for public
funding."
28 c. Chapter 6, Transportation, Level A Master Plan on page 95: remove the
sentence "The policy supersedes other policies that may be in place for
roadways within Santolina" regarding the SAMP, and remove "(by others)"
regarding the extension of Gibson Boulevard.
29 d. Exhibit I must be corrected to indicate that the Westland Master Plan was
approved by both Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque. The Board of
County Commissioners approved the Master Plan as a Rank III Plan in
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The City of Albuquerque also
approved a separate Sector Development Plan for the portion of the Master
Plan that has been annexed.
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SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

Santolina is a 13,851 acre master planned
community located on the Southwest Mesa in
Bernalillo County, west of Albuquerque, New
Mexico. The property is currently undeveloped
ranchland on a large mesa framed by two escarpments. The mesa offers panoramic views of the
Sandia and Mazano Mountains and immediate
views of the City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo
County’s South Valley. The property is generally
bound by approximately six miles of exposure along
Interstate 40 (I-40) on the north, 118th Street to the
east, the Pajarito Mesa grant boundary to the south
and the Rio Puerto Valley to the west.
Santolina is owned by Western Albuquerque Land
Holdings LLC (WALH). WALH assembled a team
of development experts tasked with the mission
to create a master plan for a vibrant mixed use
community. The community vision as described
in the Santolina Level A Master Plan approvals
(defined below) sets the stage for a vibrant mixed
used community encompassing a mix of residential,
commercial, industrial, institutional, parks and open
space uses in conformance with Bernalillo County’s
Planned Communities Criteria (PCC).
The Bernalillo County Board of Commissioners
(Board) approved the Santolina Level A Master Plan

Plans and subsequent or concurrent Level C Plans
are prepared for sub-areas of the Santolina Level A
Plan Area. Each step in the process further refines
land uses, zoning details, infrastructure plans, transportation analyses and public facilities.
Per the PCC, this Level B Plan encompassing approximately 4,243 acres is the first Level B Plan within
the Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan Area.
This Level B Plan adopts the phased development
approach established in the Santolina Level A Master
Plan by defining boundaries, land uses, transportation systems and vision for the development of
Santolina. Subsequent Level B Plan submittals will
follow for other lands within the Santolina Level A
Master Plan Area.
Nothing within this Level B Plan or subsequent Level B
Plan submittals shall be construed to require stricter
obligations on any owner and/or developer within
increase any limitation on development established Santolina than the requirements detailed in
the Level A Master Plan entitlements and Development Agreement. If there is a conflict between
the Level B Plan entitlements or Development
Agreement for Santolina and the Level A Master
Plan entitlements or Development Agreement for
Santolina, the Level A Master Plan entitlements or
Development Agreement shall control.

1.2 RECAPTURING THE SANTOLINA
LEVEL A MASTER PLAN VISION
The Santolina Level A Master Plan established
a vision for a mixed use community developed
over a 40-50 year time frame. Santolina will be a
community where:

and a Zone Map Amendment to the Planned Communities (PC) Zone on June 16, 2015. The associated
Santolina Level A Development Agreement (Development Agreement) was approved by the Board
on June 24, 2015 and recorded in Bernalillo County
(County) on August 21, 2015. Master Plan, Zoning
and Development Agreement are defined collectively the Santolina Level A Approvals.
The Santolina Level A Master Plan is the first step
in the approval process established in the Bernalillo
County PCC. The process states that future Level B

•

Opportunities for jobs and education are
plentiful and locally accessible

•

Desirable housing responds to current
demographic and market preferences

•

Open space and quality of life is preserved
and enhanced

•

A true “live, work, learn and play”
community is created for residents.
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1.2.1 Market Demand
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SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

Future development within the Santolina Master
Plan area will adhere to xeriscape and Low Impact
Development (LID) landscaping principles that
incorporate the following water conservation
techniques. Impervious areas and roof drains shall
be carefully located so that they drain to natural
systems, vegetated buffers, natural resource areas
or pervious zones and soils.

Example of water harvesƟng techniques in parking areas and
street design.

Proposed Landscape Plans for future development
shall limit turf to pedestrian areas. Turf shall not be
planted on slopes greater than 3:1. Turf shall not be
allowed in any street medians within the Plan Area.
If turf is to be used in non-pedestrian areas, it shall
be one or a combination of the drought tolerant
grass species.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) WaterSense program labeled products will be considered
for indoor and outdoor use. Water meters for each
housing unit in a multi-family housing development
shall be installed using ABCWUA incentive program
rather than master meters where practical.
Additional Santolina area specific LID practices can
be found in Chapter 3, Section 3.5 Santolina Level B
Design Standards and Chapter 5, Section 5.7 Terrain
Management Plan. For additional landscape and
buffering regulations see Bernalillo County Code of
Ordinances Appendix A Section 19. For additional
water conservation requirements see Bernalillo County Code of Ordinances Article VII: Water
Conservation Requirements with special attention
to Section 30-249. - Design and Construction
Regulations for New Development.
1.4.4 Wastewater

wastewater systems that can serve Santolina. As
part of this Level B Plan, a technical report has been
developed. The report outlines methods to serve
the Santolina Level A Master Plan Area as well as
the Level B Plan Area wastewater treatment and
collection requirements.
1.4.5 Stormwater
It is anticipated that the County will own and
operate the majority of public stormwater infrastructure within Santolina. These systems will be
located within public right of way to accommodate
public ownership, operation and maintenance. In
accordance with general Albuquerque Metropolitan
Arroyo Flood Control Authority (AMAFCA) policy,
AMAFCA will own, operate and maintain the major
drainage channels and ponds (or dams) required in
those drainage basins discharging stormwater to
the south and east of Santolina. These systems shall
be subject to AMAFCA approval of concept, design,
and construction.
1.4.6 Dry Utilities
The Level B Plan identifies the location of existing dry
utilities along with schematic designs for improved
major systems. Dry utilities will be installed in coordination with the phased developed of Santolina. This
Level B Plan establishes the general planning for
required utility service. Additional development
specific service studies and design will occur within
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1.4.3 Water Conservation and Landscape Design

Santolina will receive service from the ABCWUA
for sanitary sewer collection and treatment. A
conceptual level Wastewater Master Plan was
developed in support of the Santolina Level A
Master Plan. The Wastewater Plan identifies nearby
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Aquatic Facilities and Community Centers. As
these facilities serve a much larger population
and typically contain more extensive improvements, these facilities will be developed over time
as residential development takes place consistent
with the population thresholds identified in the
Level A Master Plan. These parks are conceptually
located on the Level B Land Use Plan. These facilities are anticipated to be co-located at Regional
and Community scale parks. As development
progresses in the residential areas surrounding
these parks, the Developer shall work with County
Parks staff to finalize the size and location of
the Community and Regional Park. The County
shall coordinate the programming, design, and
construction of the Community and Regional Park
with developer. The design and construction will be
phased. Facilities which meet the level of service
needs of Santolina and only serve the project will
be considered “Project Infrastructure” under the
Level A Development Agreement. Aquatic facilities
provided which are significantly larger, provides
additional amenities, or unique facilities at a level
of service greater than the County’s standard level
of service needed to serve Santolina as well as other

real property, (i.e, an indoor, 50 meter pool similar
to West Mesa Pool); will be considered “System
Infrastructure” pursuant to the Level A Development Agreement. The dedication or deeding of
land for Aquatic Facilities and Community Centers
to the County shall occur pursuant to the terms
of Santolina Level A Development Agreement
including, but not limited to, Section 6.2.4.
Accessible Playground. The County anticipates
the need for an accessible playground within the
Level B Plan Area. This facility has been conceptually located in the Regional Park area within
the Urban Center. The County shall coordinate
with County Parks on the programming, design
and construction with developer. The design and
construction of this facility will be phased. Accessible Playgrounds are understood to be of similar
scale and function of the playground at Ladera Park
in the County’s system, and are intended to meet
the Level of Service needs based on the population
of residents in the Santolina area, and are therefore
considered “Project Infrastructure” under the Level
A development agreement. To the extent an accessible playground provided is significantly larger,
provides additional amenities or unique facilities at a level of service greater than the County’s
standard level of service needed to serve Santolina,
(i.e., of similar scale and function as A Park Above
playground located in Rio Rancho), the playground
would be considered “System Infrastructure” under
the Level A Development Agreement. No accessible playground is planned for this Level B Plan
Area, but will be included with the next Level B Plan
Area. The dedication or deeding of land for Accessible Playground to the County shall occur pursuant
to the terms of Santolina Level A Development
Agreement including, but not limited to, Section
6.2.4.
Nothing within this Level B Plan shall be construed
to require stricter obligations on any owner and/
or developer within Santolina than the requirements detailed in the Level A entitlements and
Development Agreement. If there is a conflict
between the Level B entitlements or development
agreement for Santolina and the Level A entitlements or development agreement for Santolina the
Level A entitlements or development agreement
shall control.
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consistent with the population thresholds
identified in the Level A Master Plan. These parks
are conceptually located on this Level B Land Use
Plan. As development progresses in the residential
areas surrounding these parks, the Developer
shall work with County parks staff to finalize the
size and location of the Community. The County
shall coordinate the programming, design, and
construction of the Community and future Regional
Parks with developer. The design and construction
of the Community Regional Park will be phased.
Basic Parks, Community Parks and Regional Parks
that meet the County’s standard level of service
needs to serve Santolina and only Santolina will
be considered “Project Infrastructure” under the
Level A Development Agreement. To the extent
that a Regional Park is provided which is greater
in size, provides additional amenities, unique facilities at a level of service greater than the County’s
standard level of service needed to serve Santolina
or is explicitly intended to serve the County at large,
(such as a Pickle Ball Complex), will be considered
as “System Infrastructure” under the Level A Development Agreement with the costs shared. The
dedication or deeding of Parks to the County shall
occur pursuant to the terms of Santolina Level A
Development Agreement including, but not limited
to, Section 6.2.4.
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SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

3.1 HOW TO USE THIS PLAN

In order to implement the broad vision themes in the Level A Master Plan, the Level B Plan introduces specific
zoning districts. The regulatory framework provided in this chapter is intended to be flexible, allow creativity
through design, while also being firm in other criteria requiring standards be followed in order to achieve the
overall Master Plan vision.
Relationship between Land Use and Zoning
Each zone district in this chapter, identifies which land uses are allowed to be built by right, which land uses may
require a special or conditional use permit. Zone district regulations also specify the minimum lot size, minimum
setbacks from property lines, maximum building height, maximum building floor-area-ratio (FAR), maximum
impervious area and minimum off-street parking. Additionally, this chapter also regulates signs, site design,
landscaping and architectural standards.
Horizontal versus Vertical Mixed-Use
COMBINED WITH MIXED USE DEFINITION AND MOVED TO DEFINITION SECTION.
Santolina, like many other communities, embraces the need to allow for walkable neighborhoods as represented
in the vision. Allowing mixed uses is an essential component for achieving walkability because compatible land
uses, public amenities and utilities can be layered at various scales and intensities. The variety of uses allows for
people to live, work, learn, play and shop in one general area achieved through adjacency. However, mixed-use
can take on many forms.
Mixed-use categories are allowed within several zone districts (PC-S-C, PC-S-VC, PC-S-UC, PC-S-TC) to allow
(1) vertical mixed-use buildings and (2) horizontal mixed-use blocks or neighborhoods. A vertical mixed-use
building combines different uses in the same building. Lower floors should have more public uses with more
private uses on the upper floors. Horizontal mixed-use blocks or neighborhoods combine single-use buildings
on the same parcel or distinct parcels in a range of land uses within one block. The Santolina Level B Zoning
chapter refers to both types of mixed-use. For clarity, if a single Zone District, such as the Urban Center Zone
District, allows mixed-use as a permissive use, then this Zone District allows for both vertical and horizontal
mixed-use. In general, the Santolina Level B Plan is a mixed-use community because it allows horizontal mixed
use such as the Residential Village Center Zone District which allows both retail and high density uses within
one neighborhood or block.
Relationship to Other Plans and Codes
The Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan Plan makes references to the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance. This
provides for a streamlined zoning for this Planned Community with modifications, as necessary, to ensure
compatibility with existing County regulations.
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
The City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan is the Rank I governing plan for all
long-range and current development in the City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County. The Santolina Master
Plan Level A Plan is the guiding Rank II plan in this area of the County and complies with the Comprehensive
Plan. Santolina Level B Plan area is inside the Comprehensive Plan designated Reserve area. The Reserve area
in the southwest mesa includes one Developing Activity Center and one Developing Employment Center. The
Developing Employment Center, located west of Atrisco Vista Boulevard and near Interstate 40, corresponds
with the Santolina Town Center Zone District, allowing large retail commercial, highway commercial, neighborhood commercial and some high density residential uses. The Developing Activity Center, located at the
intersection of Atrisco Vista Boulevard and Dennis Chavez Boulevard, corresponds with the Urban Center Zone
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Achieving the Santolina Vision
The vision of the Santolina Master Plan is to be a community in which jobs and educational opportunities
are plentiful and locally accessible; where desirable housing responds to changing demographics and market
preferences; where open space and quality of life are preserved and enhanced; and where a true “live, work,
learn and play” community is created for residents.
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Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan Centers and Corridors

Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance
Santolina Level B zoning is administered, regulated and enforced by the Bernalillo County Planning and Development Department. Zone Districts in this Chapter are structured in such a way that the most closely related
Bernalillo County zone is used as a foundation and customized to implement specific Santonlina Level A intent
and vision. There are several references in this Chapter to the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
Requests to change the zone districts of a parcel within the Santolina Master Plan area to follow standard procedures for County Rank III Sector Plan amendments. Applicants will be expected to address Resolution 116-86
and the policies of this Plan in their justification for a change in zone district. Should a discrepancy exist between
the zoning proposed in this Chapter and the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance, the text of this Level B Plan
Zoning Chapter shall govern. Where the Santolina zoning regulations are silent, the Bernalillo County Zoning
Code shall be enforced.
SANTOLINA LEVEL B.I. POLICIES FOR CONSIDERING ZONE DISTRICTCHANGES AND, SPECIAL USE PERMIT
APPLICATIONS.
The following policies for deciding zone district changes and Special Use Permit applications pursuant to the
Santolina Level B.I. Master Plan:
A. A proposed land use change must be found to be consistent with the health, safety, and general welfare
of the residents of the County.
B. The cost of land or other economic considera ons pertaining to the applicant shall not be the determining factor for a land use change.
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District allowing neighborhood commercial, office and institutional and high density residential uses. The City of
Albuquerque and Bernalillo County are currently working to update their Comprehensive Plan. This update will
include the activity and employment centers provided in the Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan.
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C. A proposed land use change shall not be in significant conflict with adopted elements of the Comprehensive Plan and this Level B Master Plan.
D. Stability of land use and zoning is desirable; therefore, the applicant must provide a sound jus fica on
for land use change. The burden is on the applicant to show why the change should be made.
E. The applicant must demonstrate that the exis ng zoning districts are inappropriate because:
1.
there was an error when the exis ng zone map pa ern was created; or
2.
changed neighborhood or community condi ons jus fy the land use change; or
3.
a diﬀerent use category is more advantageous to the community, as ar culated in the
Comprehensive Plan, even though (I) or (2) above do not apply.
4.
the proposed zone change must be consistent with the intent of the Level A and B Master
Plan’s as well as the provisions of the Level A and Level B.I Development Agreement.
F. A land use change shall not be approved where some of the permissive uses in the land use change
would be harmful to adjacent property, the neighborhood, or the community.
Development Process
Process and procedures for future Level C Plans will follow Section 19.5(B)(3) of the Bernalillo County Zoning
Code – PC Planned Communities Zone. As stated in this section of the Planned Communities Zone, “Adoption
and amendment of the Level C subdivision and site development plans is by the County Development Review
Authority subject to appeal to the Planning Commission.” Please refer to the provisions of the Bernalillo County
Code of Ordinances for procedural requirements concerning Special Use Permits (Section 18) as well as Conditional Uses and Variance Applications (see Appendix A, Section 24(A) – Zoning Administrator).
In addition to the County Code requirements, non-residential and multi-family development over 5 acres will
require Site Plan review by the County Development Review Authority (CDRA).

Large Retail Facilities and Senior Housing Conditional Use Applications
MOVED TO PC-S-HDR AND PC-S-TC Zone Districts.

Each application for a conditional use shall be accompanied by a site development plan that shall
include the following:
1) A Site Plan that is drawn to scale that includes a north arrow and shows the boundaries of the property; all
existing and proposed structures on the site and within 50 feet beyond the property boundaries including
the square footages and use of each structure, dimensions, and loading and unloading areas; the number of
parking spaces required and provided, including handicapped parking, with location, arrangement, dimensions, aisles, bicycle racks, parking lot lighting and points of ingress and egress clearly indicated; existing
and proposed public and private streets, alleys and easements, with proper names and dimensions; and fire
lanes and emergency vehicle parking.
2) A Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan that also addresses water harvesting, LID features, and the EPA
Water Quality Volume (pursuant to the MS4 permit requirements).
3) A conceptual Landscape and Buffer Landscape Plan identifying street trees, shrubs and planting beds, and
the nature and location of ground cover. The plan shall include a statement of responsibility for landscape
maintenance.
4) A Conceptual Utility Plan identifying existing and proposed water, sewer and fire hydrant locations, storm
drainage facilities and refuse container locations.
5) Building elevations clearly showing materials, colors, dimensions of key building elements and signage as
regulated in the C-1 Zone.
6) A written statement showing compliance with the zoning and design guidelines contained with the Santolina
Level B Plan.
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CLUSTER HOUSING. Allows homes to be grouped together while the remaining land is reserved for open space.
Such siting of homes allows for preservation of views and open space. The pattern may allow for growth but also
preserves land as well as infrastructure. Developers are allowed to develop at a higher density as an incentive
to develop cluster communities. Clustering also allows the Developer and Bernalillo County to save on the cost
of streets, water and sewer lines and other infrastructure because of the reduced distances between structures
and lots. Cluster housing may require formation of a homeowners association or other strategies to manage the
open space or other areas owned in common.
FOOD CART/TRUCK/TRAILER. Any wagon, truck, push cart or vehicle self-propelled or otherwise movable from
place to place from which any person sells, offers for sale, or gives away, beverages, food or any food product
for human consumption.
GRADE. Means the average of the approved ground level immediately adjacent to each facade of a building,
considered separately; where an earth embankment is placed against the side of a building or a retaining wall
supporting a terrace is placed close to a building, grade shall be measured from the toe or bottom of the
embankment or retaining wall; building floor level is irrelevant. As used herein, approved grade shall be no
higher than the specified elevation on the grading plan approved by the County in conjunction with subdivision
or site development plan approval; in the absence of such approved plans, original natural grade applies.
HEIGHT. When applied to a building, means the vertical distance above the grade at each façade of the building,
considered separately, to the highest point of the coping of a flat roof; to the deck line of a mansard roof; or to
the average height between the plate and the ridge of a gable, hip, or gambrel roof. The height of a stepped or
sloped building means the maximum height above grade of any distinct segment of the building, which segment
constitutes at least 10% of the gross floor area of the building.
INCIDENTAL SIGN. An “incidental sign” (hereinafter “such sign or signs” or “the sign” or “a sign”) is any sign,
handbill, or poster which is placed to advertise or announce a specific event, or which pertains to a particular
event or occurrence, or which is not designed or intended to be placed permanently, or which relates to such
events or occurrence that are not taking place on the premises on which the sign is located. Examples of such
signs include, but are not limited to, signs, handbills, or posters relating to real estate, garage sales, political
candidates or ballot measures, concerts, “swap meets” and the like.
INDEPENDENT LIVING - AGE RESTRICTED HOUSING. Housing that is intended and operated for occupancy by
persons 55 years of age or older and meet the following requirements:
1) At least 80% of the occupied units are occupied by at least one person 55 years of age or older.
2) The facility or community publishes and adheres to policies that demonstrate its intent to in fact be a provider of housing for older persons.
3) The facility or community complies with rules established by HUD for verifica on of occupancy.
LARGE RETAIL STORES AND DISTRIBUTION FACILITIES. A single tenant structure with at least 75,000 square feet
of net leasable area for the purpose of retailing. A shopping center site with a main single tenant structure of
75,000 square feet or more is a LARGE RETAIL FACILITY.
MIXED USE DEVELOPMENTS. Mixed-use categories are allowed within several zone districts (PC-S-C, PC-S-VC,
PC-S-UC, PC-S-TC) to allow (1) ver cal mixed-use buildings and (2) horizontal mixed-use blocks or neighborhoods. A ver cal mixed-use building combines diﬀerent uses in the same building. Lower floors should have
more public uses with more private uses on the upper floors. Horizontal mixed-use blocks or neighborhoods
combine single-use buildings on the same parcel or dis nct parcels in a range of land uses within one block. For
example, in the Village Center Zone District, horizontal mixed-use allows both retail and high density uses within
one neighborhood or block. The non-residen al uses are limited to those allowed as permissive or condi onal
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MIXED USE DEVELOPEMENTS. Mixed use development both horizontal or ver cal with residen al (as regulated in the PC-S-HDR zone district) and non-residen al uses combined in the same building or buildings. The
non-residen al uses are limited to those allowed as permissive or condi onal in the PC-S-VC Zone district, plus
incidental ac vi es such as the crea on of arts and cra items for resale or similar ac vi es.
PREMISES. Any lot or combination of contiguous lots held in single ownership, together with the development
thereon and controlled by a site development plan; there may be multiple occupancy.
RECREATION, ACTIVE. Recreational activities requiring extensive facilities or development that have an impact
on the recreational site such as organized sports, playground activities, and the use of motorized vehicles.
RECREATION, PASSIVE. Recreational activities that do not require a developed site. Offers constructive, restorative, and pleasurable human benefits and fosters appreciation and understanding of open space and its
purpose, such as hiking trails, picnic areas, and scenic overlooks.
SECONDARY DWELLING UNITS. Living quarters within an accessory building containing a kitchen. The Secondary
Dwelling Unit is clearly located in a separate structure and incidental to the primary dwelling unit.
SENIOR HOUSING PROJECT. Housing designed specifically for seniors that may include diﬀerent levels of care:
independent living, assisted living, memory care, or skilled nursing, or any combina on of the above. These
projects may be designed as con nuing care communi es that allow residents to transfer to higher levels of
care as needed. Support services typically include commercial level kitchens with shared dining facili es for
residents; medical services with personnel that provide assistance with medica on, administra on, dressing,
bathing and social ac vi es; ac vity rooms; indoor recrea onal ameni es; gi shops; hair salons; administrave oﬃces; laundry services; worship space; etc. Projects may be designed with all levels of care within one or
more buildings on a site. Independent living units may be designed and constructed as part of a central building
along with other levels of care or be designed and constructed as single family a ached or detached units that
include their own kitchen. Projects may also include overnight guest units to accommodate short term visitors.
SIGN, ELECTRONIC DISPLAY/BOARD PANEL. A sign which presents information that is transmitted in various
visual forms and includes types such as: flat screen, active display matrix, or any electronic display capable of
displaying multiple communications, images, graphics in mono, tri and/or full color. Such displays include but
are not limited to current and future technology such as: Light Emitting Diodes (LED), Liquid Crystal Display
(LCD), Plasma Display Panels (PDP), 3D Holography, pixel or sub-pixel technology, other fiber optics or illumination devices within the display area. The electronic control allows for programmable, electronic changing
messages used primarily for the purpose of advertising, marketing messages, display of time-sensitive and
other updatable information.
TOWNHOUSE. One of a group of two to eight attached dwelling units divided from each other by common walls,
each having a separate entrance leading directly to the outdoors at ground level and each having at least 15%
of its heated and unheated floor area approximately at grade.
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in the PC-S-VC Zone district, plus incidental ac vi es such as the crea on of arts and cra items for resale or
similar ac vi es. Santolina Level B Zoning Districts allow both types of mixed-use. For clarity, if a single Zone
District, such as the Urban Center Zone District, allows mixed-use as a permissive use, then this Zone District allows for both ver cal and horizontal mixed-use. In general, the Santolina Level B Plan is a mixed-use community.

For additional Definitions reference the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
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3.3 SPECIAL USE PERMIT REGULATIONS. See Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 18

G. Prohibited types of Special Use Permits.
1.
Airport.
2.
Amusement Park.
3.
Auc on Yard.
4.
Cemetery.
5.
Drive-in theater.
6.
Feedlot.
7.
Foster group home; penal, correc onal or mental ins tu on.
8.
Mining, excava ng, removing, processing, stockpiling, or distribu on of rock, sand gravel,
clay, pumice, scoria, decomposed granite, or similar materials, or batching plant.
9.
Mobile home/manufactured home park.
10.
Ore reduc on, smel ng.
11.
Overnight Campground.
12.
Pet Cemetery.
13.
Racetrack for Autos.
14.
Storage facility for hazardous waste materials.
H. Permissive Uses.
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 18.B for Special Use Permits, except
as listed above.
Exhibit 3: Zoning Districts
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Special Use Permits may authorize uses with the exception of:
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3.4 ZONE DISTRICTS

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)

PC-S- LDR Low Density Residen al Zone District
PC-S-MDR Medium Density Residen al Zone District
PC-S-HDR High Density Residen al Zone District
PC-S-O Oﬃce Zone District
PC-S-C Commercial Zone District
PC-S-VC Village Center Zone District
PC-S-UC Urban Center Zone District
PC-S-TC Town Center Zone District
PC-S-BP Business Park Zone District
PC-S-IP Industrial and Business Park Zone District
PC-S-MPOS Major Public Open Space Zone District

This Level B Plan provides more detail concerning specific uses and standards. The permissive uses within these
zoning districts fall within the identified general permissive uses as specified within the Level A Master Plan.
Unless otherwise specified, terms shall be as defined in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance in effect at the
time of approval of this Level B Plan.
This Level B Plan has been designed to be consistent with the intent and framework established by the Approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan. As envisioned by the PCC, the Level B Plan is a refinement to the Level A Master
Plan providing more detail concerning land uses, transportation, zoning and other design elements. This Level
B Plan sets the stage for future Level C Plans that are the implementation of these plans in the form of subdivisions, site plans and ultimately the construction of structures. Ensuring flexibility in the implementation of
these plans is critical to the success of the Santolina Master Planned Community.
Residential Zone Districts
The Level B Plan includes portions of three Residential Villages as identified in the Level A Master Plan. This
Level B Plan defines the specific land uses within the Residential Villages. These uses are consistent with the
Site Characteristic section of the approved Santolina PC Zone District. The Santolina PC Zone set more intense
uses along major roadway corridors and less intense uses interior to the Residential Villages. At this time, the
Residential Villages within this Level B Plan include the following Residential Village Zone Districts and their
prohibited, permissive, and conditional uses as well as sign, height and area regulations uses:
A) Low Density Residential Zone district
B) Medium Density Residential Zone district
C) High Density Residential Zone district
1) PC-S-LDR LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE DISTRICT
This zone district provides suitable sites for detached housing, cluster housing and incidental uses. In cases
where this zone abutts the PC-S-MPOS Zone please see the Design Standards Section 3.5.4) Development
Standards for land abutting Major Public Open Space.
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The Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan established a PC Zoning framework for future Level B Plans. The
Level A Master Plan established seven zoning districts that have been revised and expanded in this Level B Plan
to establish eleven zoning districts including:

A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 9 for R-1 Single Family Residen al
Zone B.1. Prohibited Uses, in addi on to the following uses:
a. Agricultural ac vity
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Sec on 3.l. One Mobile Home for a three-year period in addi on to an exis ng single-family dwelling or mobile home on a lot.

B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 9 for R-1 Single Family Residenal Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the excep on of uses listed above under Prohibited
Uses.
2.
Public or private school where children are given a general educa on equivalent to any of
the first twelve grades.
3.
Public u lity structure.
4.
Real estate oﬃce and an incidental sign in connec on with a specific development, provided it is not used as living quarters during the me it is used as an oﬃce and further
provided that it is limited to a period of one year. A er one year refer to Bernalillo County
Zoning Code Sec on 9.B.3.h.
5.
Recrea onal facility (non-profit), such as community center, swimming pool, tennis club.
6.
Sign, wall mounted and monument signage shall be permi ed for individual neighborhoods and shall be approved as part of the subdivision plat.
C. Condi onal Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 9 for R-1 Single Family Residen al
Zone B.3. Condi onal Uses with the excep on of uses listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
Cluster Housing Development (CHD).
a. Allowed for lots with a minimum of 2 acres.
b. Minimum lot size requirements for CHD shall be the same as the underlying zone.
c. The number of dwelling units permi ed in a CHD is determined by dividing the site
area by the minimum lot size permi ed rounded to the nearest whole number. The
dwelling units may be houses or townhouses or any combina on thereof.
d. The minimum setbacks are as follows:
(1) Front – 15 feet except driveways shall not be less than 20 feet long.
(2) Rear – 15 feet for houses and townhouses unless adjoining another residen al
zone district in which case the setback for townhomes shall be 25 feet.
(3) Side – 10 feet minimum separa on required between houses and 5 feet for all
side yards
(4) Townhome - No required side-yard setback, except 10-foot separa on between
buildings (or 5-foot side yard setback from the property line). Corner lots shall
have a minimum of 10 foot side yard setback.
e. Height. Height shall be regulated by the base zone districts.
f. Cluster Housing Development Open space (CHDOS).
(1) A minimum of 30% of the gross area of a CHD shall be set aside as Open Space.
(2) No buildings or structures are permi ed in the open space for CHD except
those necessary for the opera on and maintenance of the CHDOS and buildings used as a community room or other recrea onal or agricultural ac vity
and will not require a new Condi onal Use approval.
(3) The CHDOS shall be set aside by the Developer either as a Private or Public
open space. A Private CHDOS shall be created, subject to a finding of suitability
by the Zoning Administrator. A Public CHDOS may be created by dedica on of
land to the County.

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

b.

7.A.d

27
Packet Pg. 4808

7.A.d

SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

3.

The CHD may be used for agriculture, landscaping, recrea on, open space or any
combina on thereof. It may be composed of separate tracts but each shall have a
minimum length and width of 35 feet and shall be visible from a public right-of-way
unless approved by the Zoning Administrator. Land used for streets, driveways, parking, sidewalks and private yards may not be counted as part of a CHDOS.
Secondary Dwelling Units. An accessory living quarters containing a kitchen, provided:
a. In no case can the Secondary Dwelling Unit be larger than 75% of the primary dwelling unit and no larger than 1,000 square feet and as defined in 4.e.
b. There shall be no more than either one Secondary Dwelling Unit or one Accessory
Living Quarters per lot. In no case shall both be allowed on one lot.
c. Occupancy: The property owner or beneficiary of an ownership trust described in
a deed to the property must occupy either the primary or secondary dwelling unit.
Upon request by the County, the property owner or beneficiary of an ownership
trust shall provide proof of occupancy. A current government-issued photo iden fica on with an address matching the property shall cons tute proof of residency for
purposes of this ordinance.
d. If such use is approved, the Zoning Administrator shall record the terms of the approved Condi onal Use Permit with the County Clerk, together with a signed acceptance of such terms prior to occupancy of the SDU. The terms of the County ac on
shall run with the land.
e. Size. The heated square footage of a Secondary Dwelling Unit shall not exceed:
(1) Maximum 650 net square feet for lots 5,000 square feet or less.
(2) Maximum 800 net square feet for lots greater than 5,000 square feet but not
greater than 10,000 square feet.
(3) Maximum 1,000 net square feet for lots greater than 10,000 square feet.
(4) A garage or shed a ached to the Secondary Dwelling Unit shall not count towards the square footage limita on. The garage or shed shall not exceed 50%
of the size of the secondary dwelling unit.
(5) All accessory buildings, including Secondary Dwelling Units, must comply with
4.g.
(6) Setbacks: Secondary dwelling units shall be located to the rear of the primary dwelling unit except on irregularly-shaped lots where side yards are larger
than rear yards, in which case a secondary dwelling unit may be located in the
side yard provided required setbacks are met. The following minimum setbacks
from the property line shall apply:
(7) There shall be a minimum of 10 feet separa on between a primary dwelling
unit and the secondary dwelling unit.
(8) There shall be a front-yard setback of not less than 20 feet.
(9) There shall be a side yard setback of not less than 5 feet.
(10) There shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 5 feet.
(11) There shall be 10 feet of the street side of corner lots.
f. Height: Secondary dwelling units shall not exceed one story and 18 feet in height,
with the following excep on:
(1) Where a property is accessed by an alley, a Secondary Dwelling Unit may be
built over a garage, provided the garage is accessed only from the alley and
the total height of the structure does not exceed 22 feet or the height of the
primary dwelling unit, whichever is shorter.
g. Parking: One oﬀ-street parking space.
h. Design: The design of the secondary dwelling unit shall relate to the design of the
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primary dwelling unit by use of similar exterior wall materials or finishes, architectural style and elements, including but not limited to roofing materials and roof pitch.
Usable Open Space.
(1) Usable open space shall be provided on-site in an amount equal to 200 square
feet for each eﬃciency or one-bedroom dwelling unit. 250 square feet for each
two-bedroom dwelling unit and 300 square feet for each dwelling unit containing three or more bedrooms.

D. Height Regula ons. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may not exceed 26 feet in height, except as provided in Sec on 22.
2.
Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
E. Area Regula ons:
1.
Lot Size.
a. Minimum lot area of 5,000 square feet and a minimum lot width of 50 feet.
2.
Setback.
a. There shall be a front yard setback of not less than 15 feet except driveways shall be
not less than 20 feet long.
b. On a corner lot, the side yard setback adjacent to the side of the street shall be as
follows:
(1) If the rear yard abuts the front yard of a residen al zoned lot, not less than 15
feet.
(2) In no case shall it be less than 10 feet.
c. Side yard setbacks which are interior, i.e., measured from side lot lines which are not
adjacent to streets, shall be not less than five feet on each side.
d. There shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 15 feet for the primary dwelling
unit.
e. There shall be no less than 10 feet between dwelling units.
F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking.
1.
Oﬀ-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance with the
following excep ons:
a. Maximum front yard setback area that can be an improved parking and maneuvering area: 60%, but no more than 30 feet wide or the width of the front of the garage,
whichever is wider.
b. Parking on any por on of a front yard setback area, other than the improved parking
and maneuvering areas, is prohibited.

2) PC-S-MDR MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE DISTRICT
This zone district provides suitable sites for detached housing, cluster housing and townhouses and incidental
uses. In cases where this zone abutts the PC-S-MPOS Zone please see the Design Standards Section 3.5.4)
Development Standards for land abutting Major Public Open Space.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-LDR Zone District, in addi on to the following uses:
a. Apartments
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B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in the PC-S-LDR Zone District.
2.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 10 for R-2 Apartment Zone B.2 Per-
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3.
4.

missive uses with the excep on of uses listed above under Prohibited uses.
Secondary Dwelling Units as Regulated in the PC-S-LDR Zone District.
Independent Living-Age Restricted Housing.

D. Height. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any loca on with a maximum height of 50 feet;
any por on of a structure which exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary
of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60°
angle from the same boundaries or right of way centerline when abu ng a Low Density
Residen al Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.
E. Area Regula ons:
1.
Lot Size.
a. For a townhouse, minimum lot area shall be 2,200 square feet per dwelling unit;
minimum lot width shall be 22 feet per dwelling unit.
b. For a house, minimum lot area shall be 3,600 square feet per dwelling unit; minimum lot width shall be 36 feet.
2.

F.

Setback.
a. There shall be a front yard setback of not less than 15 feet except driveways shall be
not less than 20 feet.
b. There shall be no required side-yard setback, except:
(1) There shall be 5 feet on lots where dwelling units are detached;
(2) There shall be 10 feet on the street side of corner lots.
(3) There shall be no required side yard setback for Townhouses.
c. There shall be a rear yard setback of:
(1) No less than 15 feet for the primary dwelling unit.
d. There shall be a distance of not less than 10 feet between dwelling units.

Oﬀ-Street Parking.
1.
Oﬀ-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance with the
following excep ons:
a. Maximum front yard setback area that can be an improved parking and maneuvering area: 85%, but no more than 22 feet wide or the width of the front of the garage,
whichever is wider.
b. Parking on any por on of a front yard setback area, other than the improved parking
and maneuvering areas, is prohibited.
G. Usable Open Space.
1.
Usable open space shall be provided on-site at 550 square feet per townhouse dwelling
unit and 360 square feet per townhouse dwelling unit on a lot with vehicle access only to
the rear yard from an alley.
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3) PC-S-HDR HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE DISTRICT

A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-MDR Zone District with the excep on of those listed below
under Permissive Uses.
2.
Secondary Dwelling Units.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
Uses permissive in the PC-S-MDR Zone District, provided there are not over 30 dwelling
units per net acre, unless the property is located on a collector or arterial where the density may increase to not over 50 du/acre.
2.
Apartments and uses incidental to an apartment such as day care center, news, cigar, or
candy stand, delicatessen, personal-service shop and the like, are permi ed with an apartment development.
3.
Independent Living- Age Restricted Housing.
C. Condi onal Uses:
1.
All uses condi onal in the PC-S-MDR Zone District.
2.
Senior Housing Project. Any uses auxiliary to and related to the running of a senior housing
project.
a. Senior Housing Condi onal Use Applica ons
Each applica on for a condi onal use shall be accompanied by a site development
plan that shall include the following:
(1) A Site Plan that is drawn to scale that includes a north arrow and shows the
boundaries of the property; all exis ng and proposed structures on the site
and within 50 feet beyond the property boundaries including the square footages and use of each structure, dimensions, and loading and unloading areas;
the number of parking spaces required and provided, including handicapped
parking, with loca on, arrangement, dimensions, aisles, bicycle racks, parking
lot ligh ng and points of ingress and egress clearly indicated; exis ng and proposed public and private streets, alleys and easements, with proper names and
dimensions; and fire lanes and emergency vehicle parking.
(2) A Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan that also addresses water harves ng,
LID features, and the EPA Water Quality Volume (pursuant to the MS4 permit
requirements).
(3) A conceptual Landscape and Buﬀer Landscape Plan iden fying street trees,
shrubs and plan ng beds, and the nature and loca on of ground cover. The
plan shall include a statement of responsibility for landscape maintenance.
(4) A Conceptual U lity Plan iden fying exis ng and proposed water, sewer and
fire hydrant loca ons, storm drainage facili es and refuse container loca ons.
(5) Building eleva ons clearly showing materials, colors, dimensions of key building elements and signage as regulated in the C-1 Zone.
(6) A wri en statement showing compliance with the zoning and design guidelines
contained with the Santolina Level B Plan.

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

This Zone District provides suitable sites for the highest density housing including apartments outside of
Urban Centers. It is most appropriately mapped adjacent to commercial, office, or employment centers,
where primary access to a major street is available. In cases where this zone abutts the PC-S-MPOS Zone
please see the Design Standards Section 3.5.4) Development Standards for land abutting Major Public Open
Space.
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D. Height. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any loca on with a maximum height of 78 feet,
any por on of a structure which exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of
the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle
from the same boundaries or right of way centerline when abu ng a Low and Medium
Density Residen al Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.
E. Area Regula ons:
1.
Lot Size.
a. Minimum lot width and depth shall be 150 feet for apartments.
b. For all other development, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District for lot size requirements.
2.

Setback. Refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District for setback requirements.

F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking.
1.
Oﬀ-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance with the
following excep ons:
a. For Apartments, each dwelling unit, one space per bath but not less than one and
one-forth spaces.
b. For Townhomes, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District.
G. Usable Open Space.
1.
For Apartments, usable open space shall be provided on-site in an amount equal to 200
square feet for each eﬃciency or one-bedroom dwelling unit, 250 square feet for each
two-bedroom dwelling unit and 300 square feet for each dwelling unit containing three or
more bedrooms.
2.
For Townhomes, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District.

4) PC-S-O OFFICE ZONE DISTRICT
The purpose of this Zone District is to provide sites suitable for oﬃce, business, service and ins tu onal uses.
Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building or premises shall be maintained on site:
A. Prohibited Uses:
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 12 of the O-1 Oﬃce and
1.
Ins tu onal Zone District B.1 Prohibited Uses with the excep on of residen al uses as
listed and defined below under Permissive Uses.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 12 of the O-1 Oﬃce and
Ins tu onal Zone District B.2 Permissive Uses with the excep on of the following:
a. Residen al uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided that it has a
minimum density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre.
2.
Public and Private Parks.
3.
Recrea onal facility (non-profit), such as community center, swimming pool, tennis club
4.
Signage. Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 14 for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
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C. Condi onal Uses:

1.

All uses condi onal in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 12 of the O-1 Oﬃce and
Ins tu onal Zone District B.3 Condi onal Uses with the excep on of residen al uses as
regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.

D. Height Regula ons. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade
1.
Structures may exceed 50 feet in height at any loca on with a maximum height of 78 feet,
any por on of a structure which exceeds 50 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of
the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle
from the same boundaries or right of way centerline when abu ng a Low and Medium
Density Residen al Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.
E. Area Regula
1.
2.
3.
4.
F.

ons:
For residen al, refer to PC-S-HDR Zone District.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
Side Yard. A side yard is required only on the side of a lot abu ng a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR
Zone District, in which case there shall be a side yard of not less than six feet.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of not less than 15 feet.

Oﬀ-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Oﬀ-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Oﬀ-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regula on Sec on of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buﬀer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buﬀer Landscaping Sec on of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Sec on 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
5) PC-S-C COMMERCIAL ZONE DISTRICT
The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this
section, are the regulations in the C-1: Neighborhood Commercial Zone District. The purpose of this zone
district is to provide suitable sites for office, service, institutional, civic, education, recreation and limited
commercial uses to satisfy the day-to-day needs of nearby residential areas and to minimize any adverse
effect on nearby residential development for those commercial properties located outside of a village
center.
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The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Administration Section of the Bernalillo County
Zoning Ordinance with additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the
adjoining property, neighborhood and community.

Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building or premises shall be maintained on site.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 14 for C-1 Neighborhood
Commercial Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses with the excep on of residen al uses as regulated
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B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Code Sec on 14 for C-1 Neighborhood
Commercial Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the excep on of the following:
a. Residen al uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided that it has a
minimum density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre.
2.
Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers are permi ed to operate on public or private non-residen al
property, provided:
a. Any associated tables, chairs, displays, umbrellas, or the like, must not physically occupy or obstruct access to any parking stalls necessary to meet the minimum parking
requirements for the on premise land uses (if any), except that this requirement
does not apply if the mobile food unit is opera ng outside of the hours of opera on
of the on premise uses.
b. Any associated tables, chairs, displays, umbrellas, or the like, must not obstruct any
designated vehicular ingress or egress from the property, or any designated driveaisle.
c. Has wri en permission from the property owner for use of the site, a copy of which
shall be kept and maintained in the mobile food unit and made available for review
by any County inspector at all mes during opera on of the mobile food unit at the
site.
d. Operator must provide receptacles for disposal of all food truck generated refuse.
e. Are permi ed to operate on public or private developed residen al property in conjunc on with a Special Event Permit, provided:
(1) The Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers has wri en permission from the property owner for use of the site, a copy of which shall be kept and maintained in the Mobile Food Unit and made available for review by any County inspector at all
mes during the opera on of the Mobile Food Unit at the site.
(2) Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers may not operate on the same residen al property
more than 12 days per year.
3.
Mixed use development as defined.
4.
Signage. Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 14 for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
C. Condi onal Uses:
The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Administration Section of the Bernalillo County
Zoning Ordinance with additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the
adjoining property, neighborhood and the community.
1.

All uses condi onal in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 14 for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.3 Commercial Uses with the excep on of residen al uses as
regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.
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in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.

D. Height Regula ons. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any loca on. Any por on of a structure which
exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited
in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abu ng a to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
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For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.

E. Area Regula ons:
1.
For residen al, refer to PC-S-HDR Zone District.
2.
For Mixed Use Developments, refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 14 for
C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone D. Area Regula ons.
3.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 5 feet.
4.
Side Yard. No side yard is required except for buildings or parts of buildings herea er
erected or structurally altered for residen al use, in which case, the side yard regula ons
of the PC-S-LDR Zone District shall apply. In all other cases, a side yard setback is required
only on the side of a lot abu ng an PC-S-LDR, PC-S-MDR, PC-S-HDR Zone Districts, in
which case there shall be a side yard setback of not less than six feet.
5.
Rear Yard. Except as hereina er provided in the Supplementary Height and Area Regulaons Sec on of this ordinance, there shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 15 feet.
F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Oﬀ-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Oﬀ-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regula on Sec on of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buﬀer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buﬀer Landscaping Sec on of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Sec on 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
6) PC-S-VC VILLAGE CENTER ZONE DISTRICT
At this time, the Level B Plan includes portions of three of the Villages identified in the Level A Master Plan. As
an important component of the Villages, small neighborhood commercial and public facilities are needed. These
neighborhood services are located within Village Centers. At this time, this Level B Plan defines the specific land
uses allowable within the Village Centers. These uses are consistent with the Site Characteristic section of the
PC zone that proposed more intense land uses along the major roadway corridors and at major intersections.
A. Prohibited Uses:
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-C Zone District, in addi on to the following uses:
1.
a. Automobile, motorcycle, bicycle, motorized bicycle (moped), all terrain vehicle and
small engine repairing, including emissions tes ng and body work.
b. Hospital for animals, and kennel.
c. Hospitals for human beings or sanatorium nursing home.
d. Mortuary
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in PC-S-C Zone District with the excep on of those listed in Prohibited
Uses.
2.
Gas Sta on, including the sale of liquefied petroleum gas for consump on but not for
resale.
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C. Condi onal Uses:
The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the

35
Packet Pg. 4816

7.A.d

SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
All uses condi onal in PC-S-C Zone District with the excep on of those listed in Prohibited
Uses.

D. Signage Regula ons.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15
for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9).
E. Height. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any loca on. Any por on of a structure which
exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited
in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abu ng a PC-S-LDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.
F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Oﬀ-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Oﬀ-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regula on Sec on of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buﬀer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buﬀer Landscaping Sec on of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Sec on 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
7) PC-S-UC URBAN CENTER ZONE DISTRICT
The Level B Plan includes the eastern half of the Urban Center, as identified in the Level A Master Plan. The
Urban Center will be the heart of the Santolina community as a dynamic, integrated high-density core where
office, recreation, commercial, and civic services (such as a library, post office, schools, churches, synagogue,
meeting halls, multi-family residential, retail, entertainment, and medical uses) come together and serve as a
destination for residents to “live, work, shop and play”.
The Level B Plan includes the eastern half of the Urban Center as identified in the Level A Master Plan. The Urban
Center is a dynamic, high-density core where office, recreation, commercial, civic, educational, multi-family
residential, retail and entertainment uses come together and serves as a destination for residents to “live, work,
shop and play”. The Urban Center will be the heart of the Santolina community. The most positive aspects of
the development will be focused into this centralized area. Integrated high density housing shall be encouraged
in the Urban Center. Residents living in the Urban Center will not need to travel far to satisfy many of their basic
needs. Civic services including a library, post office, schools (primary and secondary), churches, synagogue and
meeting hall should be located in the Urban Center. Medical facilities including an urgent care center, grocery
stores, financial institutions and daycare centers should be located close by. Restaurants, theaters and a small
outdoor amphitheater will offer evening entertainment to the residents and other visitors.
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1.

A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.1 in addi on to the following uses.
2.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.
3.
Automobile, truck, trailer, recrea onal vehicle, motorcycle and all-terrain vehicle sales,
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5.
6.
7.
8.

Auto, trailer, recrea onal vehicle, motorcycle and all-terrain vehicle and truck rental, service, or storage.
Lumberyard and building material sales (retail).
Power centers, Large Retail Store Facility and standalone large retail single tenant buildings (over 50,000 square feet).
Rental or sale of household, yard and garden equipment.
Oﬀ-Premise Signs.

B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2. with the excep on of uses listed above under Prohibited uses
and the addi on of:
a. Residen al uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided that it has a
minimum density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre, unless the
property is located on an arterial where the density may increase to not over 50 du/
acre.
2.
Mixed use development as defined.
3.
On Premise Signage. Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning
Ordinance Sec on 14 for C-21 Community Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
C. Condi onal Uses:
1.
All uses condi onal in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.3.
D. Height. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 78 feet in height at any loca on. Any por on of a structure which
exceeds 78 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited
in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abu ng a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.
E. Area Regula ons. See Commercial Zone District for Area Regula ons
F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Oﬀ-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Oﬀ-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regula on Sec on of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buﬀer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buﬀer Landscaping Sec on of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Sec on 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
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8) PC-S-TC TOWN CENTER ZONE DISTRICT
The Town Center has excellent access off Interstate 40 and is anticipated to facilitate large retail facilities, entertainment, hotels, office, auto sales, lodging, hospitals, office, mixed-use and high density residential.
The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this section,
are the regulations in the Town Center Commercial Zone District. The purpose of this Zone District is to provide
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for commercial uses and to regulate such uses in such a manner as to provide for appropriate community
commercial uses.

A. Prohibited Uses.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 of the C-2 Community
1.
Commercial Zone B.1 in addi on to the following uses.
2.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.
3.
Low Density Residen al.
4.
Medium Density Residen al.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2. with the excep on of uses listed above under Prohibited uses
and the addi on of:
2.
Mixed use development as defined.
3.
Residen al uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided there are not over 20
dwelling units per net acre, unless the property is located on a collector or arterial where
the density may increase to not over 50 du/acre.
4.
Signage (On Premise and Oﬀ Premise). Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo
County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9) and
(10) in addi on to the following:
a. Electronic display/board/panels.
(1) Electronic signs shall not exceed an illumina on level of 0.3 foot candles above
ambient light as measured using a foot candle meter at a preset distance depending on sign area, measured as follows:
Area of Sign Sq. Ft.

Measurement Distance

10

32

15

39

20

45

25

50

30

55

35

59

40

63

45

67

50

71

55

74

60

77

65

81

70

84

75

87

80

89

85

92
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Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building and premises shall be maintained on site.
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90

95

95

97

100

100

(2) For signs with an area in square feet other than those specifically listed in the
above table the measurement distance may be calculated with the following
formula: Measurement Distance = The Square Root of the following: The Area
of Sign Sq. Ft. x 100.
(3) Electronic signs shall include a photo cell to control brightness. Any previously
permi ed electronic sign shall be turned oﬀ from sunset to sunrise un l the
sign is brought into compliance for brightness.
(4) No electronic sign shall move, flash, rotate, or change its message or picture
at a rate more o en than once each eight seconds, with the excep on of wind
devices, the mo on of which is not restricted. No sign or part of a sign shall
change its illumina on more than once an hour.
(5) No sign shall include mo on of the message or image. Transi on between messages or images on an electronic sign shall not exceed one second and shall not
include any visual eﬀects.
(6) Illuminated signs with a 360 degree display are prohibited.
(7) If a premise meets the requirements for a free standing electronic sign with at
least 100 feet of street frontage, then the premise is prohibited from having
an electronic sign that is a wall sign or canopy sign. If a premise does not meet
the requirements for a free standing sign, that premise shall be permi ed one
electronic sign that can be a wall sign or canopy sign.
C. Condi onal Uses.
1.
All uses condi onal in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.3.
2.
Large retail stores and distribu on facili es.
a. Loca on and Access of Large Retail Store. The following regula ons manage the loca on and design of large retail facili es. These regula ons are necessary for the
proper func oning and enjoyment of the community. They protect the quality of life
within surrounding residen al areas, support eﬃcient traﬃc flows and provide consistent regula ons for such facili es. Large retail facili es shall be located to secure
adequate street capacity to transport pedestrians and vehicles to and from large retail facili es and discourage traﬃc from cu ng through residen al neighborhoods.
The regula ons result in eﬃcient and safe access for both vehicles and pedestrians
from roadways in the Mid-Region Council of Governments’ Long Range Roadway
System (LRRS) found in the Long Range Transporta on System Guide to neighborhoods in the vicinity of large retail facili es.
b. Premises with large retail facili es containing 75,000 to 90,000 sq. . net leasable
area are:
(1) Required to be located adjacent to and have primary and full access to a street
designated as at least a collector in the LRRS and having at least two through
traﬃc lanes, one in either direc on.
c. Premises with large retail facili es containing 90,001 to 124,999 sq. . net leasable
area are:
(1) Required to be located adjacent to and have primary and full access to a street

7.A.d
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d.

e.

designated as at least a collector in the LRRS and having at least four through
traﬃc lanes, two in either direc on.
Premises with large retail facili es containing 125,000 square feet or greater of net
leasable area are:
(1) Required to be located within 1,200 feet (1/4 mile) of the intersec on of two
roadways, both of which are designated as at least a collector street in the LRRS
and shall have full access to these roadways. One of the adjacent roadways
shall have at least four through traﬃc lanes, and the other adjacent roadway
shall have at least six through traﬃc lanes, or is designated a limited access
principal arterial in the LRRS and have a minimum of four lanes.
(2) If an arterial or collector street has yet to be built to its full cross-sec on and
does not have the required number of lanes, the large retail store may have
access onto the roadway if the roadway is iden fied on the LRRS as having the
required number of lanes at full build-out.
(3) If access control policies prohibit access onto one of the adjacent roadways, a
local road may be used as access if it has direct access to at least two roadways
that are iden fied on the LRRS, does not pass directly through a residen al
subdivision and at least one of the intersec ons is signalized.
(4) If access to a loca on fulfills the criteria of this sec on but control policies outside the County jurisdic on prohibit access onto one of the adjacent arterial
or collector streets, the remaining arterial or collector street may serve as the
sole access if it has direct access to two intersec ons with an arterial and the
intersec ons are signalized.
(5) If warrants are met, the intersec on of the primary driveway and the arterial
street shall be signalized, unless prohibited by the Public Works Department
for safety reasons, at the expense of the applicant. The applicant may place the
name of the development on the mast-arm of the signal.
Large Retail Store Condi onal Use Applica ons
Each applica on for a condi onal use shall be accompanied by a site development
plan that shall include the following:
(1) A Site Plan that is drawn to scale that includes a north arrow and shows the
boundaries of the property; all exis ng and proposed structures on the site
and within 50 feet beyond the property boundaries including the square footages and use of each structure, dimensions, and loading and unloading areas;
the number of parking spaces required and provided, including handicapped
parking, with loca on, arrangement, dimensions, aisles, bicycle racks, parking
lot ligh ng and points of ingress and egress clearly indicated; exis ng and proposed public and private streets, alleys and easements, with proper names and
dimensions; and fire lanes and emergency vehicle parking.
(2) A Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan that also addresses water harves ng,
LID features, and the EPA Water Quality Volume (pursuant to the MS4 permit
requirements).
(3) A conceptual Landscape and Buﬀer Landscape Plan iden fying street trees,
shrubs and plan ng beds, and the nature and loca on of ground cover. The
plan shall include a statement of responsibility for landscape maintenance.
(4) A Conceptual U lity Plan iden fying exis ng and proposed water, sewer and
fire hydrant loca ons, storm drainage facili es and refuse container loca ons.
(5) Building eleva ons clearly showing materials, colors, dimensions of key building elements and signage as regulated in the C-1 Zone.
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D. Height Regula ons Non-residen al. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 100 feet in height at any loca on. Any por on of a structure which
exceeds 100 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abu ng a to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.
E. Area Regula ons:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard setback having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
2.
Side Yard. No side yard setback is required. In cases where the side yard is abu ng a
street, there shall be a side yard setback of 10 feet.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard setback having a depth of not less than 15 feet.
F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
Oﬀ-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accor1.
dance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Oﬀ-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regula on Sec on of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buﬀer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buﬀer Landscaping Sec on of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Sec on 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
9) PC-S-BP BUSINESS PARK ZONE DISTRICT
The Level B Plan includes the eastern portion of the Business Park as identified in the Level A Master Plan. It
is envisioned to house large job generators such as emerging technologies, research and development, light
manufacturing, educational campuses and/or healthcare industries.
The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this
section are the regulations in the Business Park Zone District. The purpose of this zone district is primarily for
community commercial uses, light manufacturing, light fabricating, warehousing and wholesale distribution,
general office and business uses, research and development and educational uses, with off-street loading and
off-street parking for employees, with ready access to arterial roadways and highways. The regulations in this
zone district provide for the health, safety and welfare of the residents.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15.5 of the C-LI Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses.
B. Permissive Uses:
A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily incidental to
the building or premises shall be maintained on site.
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15.5 of the C-LI Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.2 Permissive Uses.
2.
Manufacturing, assembling, trea ng, repairing, or rebuilding ar cles except those condional or otherwise limited in this zone district and the M-1 Zone or specifically listed as
permissive or condi onal in the M-2 Zone, provided manufacturing is conducted within a
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3.

completely enclosed building.
Signage (On Premise and Oﬀ Premise). Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo
County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15 for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9) and
(10) in addi on to the following:
a. Electronic display/board/panels.
(1) Electronic signs shall not exceed an illumina on level of 0.3 foot candles above
ambient light as measured using a foot candle meter at a preset distance depending on sign area, measured as follows:
Area of Sign Sq. Ft.

Measurement Distance

10

32

15

39

20

45

25

50

30

55

35

59

40

63

45

67

50

71

55

74

60

77

65

81

70

84

75

87

80

89

85

92

90

95

95

97

100

100

(2) For signs with an area in square feet other than those specifically listed in the
above table the measurement distance may be calculated with the following
formula: Measurement Distance = The Square Root of the following: The Area
of Sign Sq. Ft. x 100.
(3) Electronic signs shall include a photo cell to control brightness. Any previously
permi ed electronic sign shall be turned oﬀ from sunset to sunrise un l the
sign is brought into compliance for brightness.
(4) No electronic sign shall move, flash, or rotate, or change its message or picture
at a rate more o en than once each eight seconds, with the excep on of wind
devices, the mo on of which is not restricted. No sign or part of a sign shall
change its illumina on more than once an hour.
(5) No sign shall include mo on of the message or image. Transi on between messages or images on an electronic sign shall not exceed one second and shall not
include any visual eﬀects.
(6) Illuminated signs with a 360 degree display are prohibited.
(7) If a premise meets the requirements for a free standing electronic sign, with
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C. Condi onal Uses:
The following uses may be permitted, if approved by the Zoning Administrator, in accordance with
the procedures and under the conditions set out in the Administration Section of this ordinance with
additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the adjoining property,
neighborhood and community.
1.

All uses condi onal in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 15.5 of the C-LI Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.3 Condi onal Uses.

D. Height Regula ons. See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 100 feet in height at any loca on. Any por on of a structure which
exceeds 100 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abu ng a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.
E. Area Regula ons:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard setback having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
2.
Side Yard. None required except on the side of a lot abu ng a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone
District, in which case there shall be a side yard setback of not less than five feet in width.
In cases where the side yard is abu ng a street, there shall be a side yard setback of 10
feet.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard setback of 15 feet.
F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Oﬀ-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Oﬀ-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regula on Sec on of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buﬀer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buﬀer Landscaping Sec on of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Sec on 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
10) PC-S-IP INDUSTRIAL & BUSINESS PARK ZONE DISTRICT
The Industrial and Business Park is ideally situated to provide sites for large industrial users, power generating
and heavy industrial users not suitable for smaller business park or in close proximity to the residential neighborhoods. The northern portion of this area is included in the Level B Plan.
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at least 100 feet of street frontage, then the premise is prohibited from having
an electronic sign that is a wall sign or canopy sign. If a premise does not meet
the requirements for a free standing sign, that premise shall be permi ed one
electronic sign that can be a wall sign or canopy sign.

At this time, the purpose of this zone district is primarily for light manufacturing, light fabricating,
warehousing and wholesale distribution with off-street loading and off-street parking for employees and
with access to arterial highways or railroads.
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A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-BP Zone District.
2.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B. 1 Prohibited Uses.

A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily incidental to
the building or premises shall be maintained on site:
1.
All permissive uses listed and as regulated in the PC-S-BP Zone District with the excep on
of those listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B.2 Permissive Uses.
C. Condi onal Uses.
1.
All condi onal uses listed and as regulated in the PC-S-BP Zone District with the excep on
of those listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
All uses condi onal in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Sec on 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B.3 Condi onal Uses.
D. Height Regula ons: See SecƟon 3.2 DefiniƟons for definiƟon of Height and Grade
1.
Structures may exceed 150 feet in height at any loca on. Any por on of a structure which
exceeds 150 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direc on within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abu ng a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regula ons refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Secon 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regula ons.
E. Area Regula ons:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 20 feet.
2.
Side Yard. None required except on the side of a lot abu ng a Low or Medium Density
Residen al Zone District, in which case there shall be a side yard of not less than five feet
in width.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of 15 feet.
F.

Oﬀ-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces. Oﬀ-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the OﬀStreet Parking, Loading and Unloading Regula on Sec on of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buﬀer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buﬀer Landscaping Sec on of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Sec on 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
1.
In addi on, buﬀers shall be provided where industrial uses are adjacent to oﬃce, commercial, or residen al uses. Buﬀering techniques using a combina on of setbacks, landscaping, walls, and grade changes are required to mi gate the nega ve impact of industrial
opera ons. Plant materials used for buﬀering should be predominantly evergreen species.
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The purpose of the MPOS Zone District is to protect the major public open space land on which development
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A. Permissive uses.
1.
Passive and ac ve recrea on
2.
Trails (so and hard surfaced)
a. Wherever possible, trails shall be designed for mul -use and accommodate pedestrians, runners and bicyclists, except, where due to soil condi ons and erosion poten al, mul -use trails are not allowed.
b. Connec ons shall be made from individual neighborhoods to the community trail
system via trails and/or sidewalks as determined in the subdivision phase.
c. Trails shall use Barrier-Free Design to accommodate physically challenged individuals as trail users, where feasible.
d. All private trails shall be concrete, asphalt, or stabilized crusher fines and have a
minimum width of 8 feet.
e. Pedestrian crossings shall be clearly demarcated with colored, textured paving
where crossing vehicular entrances and streets.
3.
Kiosks and trail signage
a. Size. Kiosks and signage shall be a maximum of 6 feet tall, 8 square feet of sign face
area.
b. Frequency. One per ¼ mile radius maximum.
c. Illumina on. Allowed to be illuminated so long as the sign or kiosk is a minimum 25
foot distance from residen al zoned property and only the le ering on the sign is
illuminated.
d. Free-standing signs shall not contain any external bracing, angle-iron supports, guy
wires or similar devices.
e. No signage is allowed that uses moving parts, makes audible sounds, or has blinking
or flashing lights.
f. Oﬀ-premise signs are prohibited.
g. Signs shall not overhang into the public right-of-way or extend above any structure
roof line.
Outdoor cultural, educa onal, and civic facili es.
4.
a. Setbacks. Buildings or structures, whether temporary or permanent, must be set
back from all property lines a minimum of the following, whichever is greater:
(1) 1 foot for each foot of building height; or
(2) 50 feet from abu ng residen al zoned proper es if illuminated; or
(3) 25 feet if not illuminated and abu ng residen al zoned proper es in which
school uses exist.
(4) 0 feet from abu ng residen al zoned proper es in which school uses exist.
5.
Other uses customary to parks, open space, and recrea on
a. Allowed temporary uses. Athle c events; parades, and public assemblies; occurring
on or within the public rights of way or other publicly owned property.
b. Access. The site shall be provided with convenient and safe access for the ingress
and egress of pedestrian and bicycle traﬃc.
c. Illumina on. Shall be provided at night, to protect the safety of the people at the
outdoor event. The grounds shall be adequately lighted, but shall not reasonably
reflect beyond the assembly area boundaries.
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is indefinitely set aside. Preserving the Santolina Master Plan area’s natural landscape and its character is conngent on assuring the intent of this zone district is executed. This zone district should be used for recrea on
and natural areas only. The Bernalillo County Development Review Authority (CDRA), Parks and Recrea on and
Public Works Departments shall review and approve all developments that occur within the MPOS Zone District.

45
Packet Pg. 4826

7.A.d

SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

3.5 SANTOLINA LEVEL B DESIGN STANDARDS
The Santolina Level B Plan recognizes the importance of crea ng design standards that promote and foster a
sense of cohesiveness within the community. The purpose of these design standards is to provide a flexible
framework for community design with specific objec ves that encourage innova ve and crea ve solu ons,
rather than se ng a rigid set of requirements that all site development plans must adhere to. These standards
are meant to enhance the community not to replace zoning regula ons. The desired character of design features common to the community such as grading, landscape, signage, ligh ng, and walls are expressed in these
standards.
The design standards listed below have been established to set standards for development of community systems and private land uses within the Plan Area. In cases where these standards and those of the Bernalillo
County Zoning Ordinance diﬀer the stricter standard shall apply.
1) Site Design
A primary focus in site design will be the crea on of a community that is pedestrian oriented. Site development
plans shall include complete streets for cars, pedestrians, and bikes; circula on diagrams that illustrate pedestrian circula on within the site; pedestrian connec ons from adjacent sites; mul -modal opportuni es to reduce
auto trips, and coordina on with vehicular circula on systems with the intent of minimizing poten al conflicts.

Enhanced paving treatments connecƟng parking to main entries.
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6.

(1) Height of luminaries shall not exceed 20 feet.
(2) Light fixtures shall throw light downward and have baﬄes, hoods or diﬀusers
so that any light point source is not directly visible from a distance greater than
1000 feet.
Community Center, Mul -genera onal Center, or Aqua c Center.

The rela onship of building to street contributes to how the environment is perceived and experienced and is
also an important design issue to consider in site planning for all types of land uses.
A. Building Orienta on
1.
All buildings shall be oriented to enhance pedestrian movement and have a presence along
the public right-of-way. In cases where the development creates an interior pedestrian
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2.

3.

plaza the building’s should have access points and outdoor sea ng where appropriate. At
least one con nuous 6’ pedestrian walkway shall be provided between the sidewalk adjacent to the roadway (easement of public ROW) and building entry. Providing enhanced
paving treatments connec ng parking areas to main building entries is encouraged for
visually deno ng crosswalks to approaching vehicles.
Within the Village Center, Urban Center, and the mixed use por on of the Town Center,
the u liza on use of the primary entrance (pedestrian entrance area) for primary oﬀstreet parking is discouraged.
Structures should be clustered whenever possible. Clustering of structures creates main
street layouts, pedestrian plazas and other types of “outdoor rooms” that are par cularly
well-suited to New Mexico’s temperate climate. These “outdoor rooms” should provide
pedestrian ameni es such as shade, benches, restaurant sea ng/pa os, fountains, bike
racks, trash receptacles, etc.

Structures clustered to form outdoor rooms or plazas.

4.

5.

Vehicular entries to the site from arterials should be located on side streets in order to
minimize pedestrian/vehicular conflicts. Whenever possible, shared vehicular entries to
commercial businesses are encouraged. The number of vehicular access points to parking
lots should be limited to the minimum necessary to provide adequate circula on.
Expansive areas of asphalt or concrete paving in parking lots should be avoided. In large
developments of 5 ac. or more, dividing the parking into a series of smaller connected lots
is preferred over one expansive parking lot.

7.A.d
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6.

No refuse storage/collec on areas will be allowed to be sited between any street or building front. Refuse collec on areas shall be enclosed within a six (6) foot tall masonry enclosure which is large enough to contain all refuse generated between collec ons. The design
of the enclosure shall be compa ble with the architectural theme of the site.

Lighting shall be used to provide illumination for the security and
safety of on-site areas such as parking, loading, service, and pathways.
Providing attractive lighting for building exteriors is an effective, yet
subtle way to enhance the design of the structure.
1.

2.

3.

4.
5.

6.
7.

8.

The design of the ligh ng fixtures should be compa ble
with the architectural features of the main structures onsite.
Ligh ng fixtures shall be recessed or shielded to prevent
light spread outside of the site boundary. The maximum
height of parking lot lights in the PC-S-IP zone district
shall be 30 feet and in other areas shall be 20 feet.
Sites shall should not have an oﬀ-site luminance greater
than 1,000 footlamberts; it shall should not have an oﬀsite luminance greater than 200 footlamberts measured
from any private property in a residen al zone. when
abu ng the PC-S-LDR and PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
Building entrances shall be well lighted.
Ligh ng should be pedestrian oriented in districts with
high pedestrian movement, such as the Plaza area. Bollard or wall pocket ligh ng is encouraged along Plaza sidewalks and other public areas.
Pedestrian ligh ng shall not exceed fi een (15) feet in
height.
Bollard material and design shall be compa ble with the
adjacent buildings. Bollards shall be no greater than three
(3) feet in height. Sha er-proof coverings should be provided for bollards and other types of low-level ligh ng.
Ligh ng may be used to accent certain landscape features. Examples of lighƟng scale and
This type of ligh ng should be of a low-level intensity andpurpose
only illuminate the intended landscape feature.

C. Landscape
The key to creating a truly livable and high quality environment will be the development of an overall
landscape master plan. The environmental, as well as aesthetic, value of landscaping in an arid
region cannot be overestimated. Landscaping shall be used to frame views, as a buffer from noise or
undesirable views, to break up large expanses of parking, to provide wind protection, shade, and relief
from the heat and glare generated by development, to control soil erosion, and enhance pedestrian and
vehicular traffic and safety.
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This section provides design standards guiding environmentally smart landscaping principles, standards,
and plant pallet. Recognizing the increased public awareness of water conservation, this Plan promotes

48
Packet Pg. 4829

CHAPTER 3: ZONING

7.A.d

Special attention shall be given to landscaping the major entries to the Santolina Community. Plant
materials should be used to highlight these key areas with the intent of reinforcing the community
image.
1.

2.
3.
4.

Non-residen al and mul -family areas shall include a landscape plan that comprises twenty percent (20%) of the net site area defined as the total area of the site less the building
footprint.
Minimize impervious and paved area on each site, especially in surface parking areas to
increase opportuni es for infiltra on and reduce water runoﬀ flow.
Use shared driveways whenever possible to limit impervious areas.
Street design shall maximize water harves ng within the adjacent landscaping.

Examples of water harvesƟng techniques in parking areas and street design.

5.

Use driveway and parking materials which reduce runoﬀ such as pervious pavers or gravel
where appropriate.

D. Streetscapes
Streetscape design is another key factor in determining neighborhood quality and livability. Providing
streetscape amenities such as landscaping and street trees, benches, bus shelters, bike racks, and
trash receptacles will help create an attractive community for residents and visitors. Ideally, Bernalillo
County is the entity to maintain the streetscape and its assorted amenities. This will be handled on a
case-by-case basis. The design of Santolina streetscapes in Chapter 4 Section 4.4 Access will follow the
Long Range Transportation Systems (LRTS) Guide where applicable.
1.

Streets that are unduly wide serve as a barrier for pedestrian movement. Tapered intersec ons, bulb-outs, and pedestrian refuges may be used as techniques to slow traﬃc as
well as decrease the distance a pedestrian must cross to get from one side of the street
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the use of native and naturalized plant species that perform well in an arid environment. Major arterials
shall be landscaped with native species and will serve as a demonstration project to the rest of the
community. Plan standards address the need for water conservation in outdoor landscaping with a
focus on meeting the 135 gallons per person per day (GPCD) 2024 ABCWUA Water Conservation Plan
goal. Chapter 1 Section 1.4.3 Water Conservation and Landscape Design and Chapter 4 Environment
and Open Space include additional techniques for Low Impact Development and Water Conservation.
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2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

to the other. In addi on to increasing safety,
these techniques provides an opportunity for
loca ng a cluster of street trees, benches, and
other pedestrian ameni es.
A minimum landscaped area of six (6) feet between the back of curb and the sidewalk shall
be provided along all arterials and collectors.
The required landscaped area width may vary
by no less than 4' only where meandering
sidewalks are planned.
Benches shall be provided along certain designated public rights-of-way in the Urban
Center to encourage pedestrian ac vity. They
should shall be amply shaded with trees and/Pedestrian Benches
or trellising. Metal mesh or wrought iron are
the recommended construc on materials for
benches because they discourage graﬃ vandals.
One (1) street tree shall be planted for every
thirty (30) linear feet along public right-ofways. Street trees may be planted either in
random clusters or uniformly placed along
the street edge. Gaps between street trees
that exceed fi y (50) feet are discouraged.
Shaded walkways shall be provided along the
primary pedestrian entrance of non-residenal building facades.
Shaded Walkway
As development of the Santolina Community
progresses, an a empt should be made to coordinate new street trees with exis ng street
trees.
The use of bicycles as an alterna ve mode of commuter transporta on is promoted. Generally striped bicycle lanes, six (6) feet wide , should be provided on all arterials and collector streets.

E. Parking
1.

Parking lots shall be screened from view by providing a landscape strip between parking
lots and public rights-of-way. The landscape strip provided shall be no less than at least
ten (10) feet in width. For large scale commercial development of 5 ac. or more, the landscape strip may be required to be up to no less than fi een (15) feet wide with six (6) foot
sidewalks. In cases abu ng residen al zone districts requiring a wall, landscaping shall be
located adjacent to the right-of-way.
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Screening material shall be one or a combina on of plant materials, walls, or earthen
berming and shall be a minimum of three (3) feet in height.

Parking Lot Screening

3.

4.

5.
6.
7.
8.

Where prac cal, lowering the grade of the parking lot from the exis ng street eleva on
may aid in screening views of automobiles while enhancing the view of architectural elements of the structures beyond.
Landscaped island shall be provided for every ten (10) parking spaces. Six (6) feet is the
recommended minimum width to provide adequate plan ng space for trees and shrubs
or parking lot ligh ng.
One shade tree shall be provided for every ten (10) parking spaces, with no parking space
being more than one hundred (100) feet from a tree.
Seventy-five percent (75%) of the required parking lot trees shall be deciduous and have a
minimum mature height and canopy of twenty-five (25) feet.
For addi onal parking requirements such as number of spaces see Bernalillo County Code
of Ordinances Sec on 82-53 21. Oﬀ Street Parking, Loading and Unloading Regula ons.
Shared Parking Reduc ons:
a. The Zoning Administrator may approve shared parking facili es for developments or
uses with diﬀerent opera ng hours or diﬀerent peak business periods provided: 1)
pedestrian access is provided to and from the parking area and each building or use;
and 2) all other requirements listed in this sec on are met. (NOTE: Each situa on
shall be judged according to the individual facts presented.)
b. Parking spaces that are reserved for a specific business (e.g., reserved for doctors
only) shall not be counted toward mee ng the shared parking requirements.
c. Shared parking spaces may be located on a diﬀerent lot than the building or use that
it serves only where the following condi ons are met:
(1) The parking is located no more than 500 feet from the building or use that it
serves. The distance between the building or use and the parking area shall
be measured following a reasonable and safe walking route from the main entrance of the building or use to the parking area in ques on;
(2) The sharing of the required parking shall be guaranteed by a legally binding
agreement, duly executed and acknowledged, between the owner of the parking area and the owner of the building or use which is located on a diﬀerent
lot and served by the parking area. Such agreement shall address the issue of
how parking will be shared if the par es change their opera ng hours and peak
business periods.
(3) The applicant for a building permit or cer ficate of occupancy for the use which
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d.

e.

F.

is served by parking spaces on the other lot shall submit a copy of such agreement along with his or her applica on for such permit or cer ficate.
Those wishing to use shared parking as a means of sa sfying oﬀ-street parking requirements must submit shared parking calcula ons to the Zoning Administrator
that clearly demonstrate the feasibility of shared parking. The maximum reduc on
in the number of parking spaces required for all uses sharing the parking area shall
be 20 percent.
The sharing of the required parking shall be guaranteed by a legally binding Shared
Parking Agreement duly executed and acknowledged among all owners of record.
Such agreement shall address the issue of how parking will be shared if the par es
change their opera ng hours and peak business periods. Such wri en agreement
shall be recorded by the applicant with the Bernalillo County Recorder’s Oﬃce prior
to the issuance of a building permit or cer ficate of occupancy, and a copy filed in
the project review file.

Sidewalks, Trails, and Pedestrian Crossings MOVED TO SECTION 3.D.
Sidewalks and trails are intended to lessen the need for vehicular use and provide connectivity to create
a pedestrian-oriented community. Individual development phases should ensure off-road pedestrian
and bicycle access to the various park facilities as applicable.
1.

2.

3.

4.
5.
6.

All sidewalks and ramps within public rights-of-way shall meet County standards and be
designed to be handicapped accessible (see Americans with Disabili es Act Criteria for
Barrier-Free Design), except where topography makes this unfeasible.
Sidewalks on local residen al streets shall be a minimum of 5 feet in width. Sidewalks
along collectors or arterial streets shall be a minimum of 6 feet in width. Where sidewalks
are planned on one side only of the collector or arterial street, that sidewalk shall be a
minimum of 8 feet in width. This will be handled on a case by case basis. The design of
Santolina streetscapes in Chapter 4 Sec on 4.4 Access will follow the Long Range Transporta on Systems (LRTS) Guide where applicable.
Trails shall be designed for mul -use and accommodate pedestrians, runners, and bicyclists, except the perimeter trail shall prohibit bicycles due to soil condi ons and erosion
poten al.
Trails shall use Barrier-Free Design to accommodate physically challenged individuals as
trail users, where feasible.
All private trails shall be concrete, asphalt, or stabilized crusher fines and have a minimum
width of 8 feet.
Pedestrian crossings shall be clearly demarcated with colored, textured paving where they
cross vehicular entrances and streets.

G. Walls & Fences
A consistent approach to wall design will provide an element of visual continuity in the Santolina
Community. Walls and fences within a residential or commercial site shall be considered an integral
part of the site/building design.
1.
2.

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7.A.d

SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

The style, materials, and color of the wall should be complementary to the architecture of
the building it is a ached to.
Masonry and stucco are the recommended primary building materials for walls in residen al areas facing the right-of-way within public view from the roadway. Brick, wood, or
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3.

ornamental iron may be used as an accent feature. Other fencing materials, such as chain
link, welded wire, unfinished concrete, wood, and colored block may be used as long as
they are not facing visible from the public right-of-way roadway.
To so en the horizontal mass of a con nuous wall, where the perimeter wall is greater
than 5' tall, the wall shall may be set back from the adjacent sidewalk with the space le
between the wall and sidewalk used for landscaping. If this method is used, The wall shall
be set back from the sidewalk at a distance equal to the its height above 5 feet. For example, if a six (6) seven (7) foot wall is to be constructed adjacent to a sidewalk it should be
set back from that sidewalk six (6) two (2) feet. The setback shall may not be any less than
five (5) two (2) feet.

2) Building Massing and Design Elements
The goal of the design elements are not to limit design creativity, but to provide the framework for high quality
design. While architectural style is not restricted, certain common elements should be complementary to
and enhance the community image. Generic franchise design shall be discouraged. Building design shall be
contextual to land forms, adjacent buildings and the overall design standards of this the master plan.
A. Building Materials and Colors
1.
2.

3.

4.

The use of similar roof materials and colors aids con nuity. Compa bility in roof design
with adjacent buildings is encouraged.
Metal may be used as a roofing material for commercial and residen al structures. Metal
roof shall be corrugated or standing seam and non-reflec ve. Metal roof colors shall be in
shades of red, green, brown, or silver.
Exterior building materials shall be predominantly contextual in nature. Stucco (or similar
material such as dryvit), natural stone, or split face CMU of earth tone colors should be
required for sixty-five percent (65%) of the street facing facade. Wood, stone, or brick may
be used to accent architectural features.
Exterior facade colors shall predominantly be in warm desert earth tones such as ranges
of orange, red, copper, brown, or beige. Other colors may be used to accent architectural
features such as entryways, window trim, fascias, and other tradi onal southwestern architectural features. Metallic and high intensity colors will not be permi ed.

B. Non-Residen al
1.

2.

Massive building forms are discouraged in favor of buildings which incorporate stepped
eleva ons. Rooflines facing the right of way visible from street view shall not run in a
con nuous plane for more than fi y (50) linear feet without oﬀse ng or jogging the roof
plane. Mansard roofs shall wrap around the en re perimeter of the structure.
Long, uninterrupted exterior walls (longer than 100 feet) shall be avoided on all structures.
Staggering of planes along an exterior wall provides relief from monotonous, uninterrupted expanses of wall. If a facade is less than 250 feet, wall staggering shall be every 100
feet. If a facade is more than 250 feet, wall staggering shall be every 150 feet.

7.A.d
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1.

Mechanical equipment, including but not limited to cooling and hea ng systems, ven laon, antenna and other recep on devices, shall be screened from street view through the
use of parapets or other architectural elements of the same nature as the building’s basic
design, material, and color. The height of a screening element such as a parapet shall be
uniform around the en re structure. The minimum height of the parapet walls or structural features shall be as follows:
a. 42” if the roof top equipment is within 10 feet of the building wall;
b. 30” if the roof top equipment is within 20 feet of the building wall;
c. 18” if the roof top equipment is beyond 20 feet of the building wall.

Screen mechanical equipment from street view with an architectural element.

2.

3.

Mechanical equipment may be installed on the rear side of pitched roofs with the requirement that it is not visible from the roadway. The highest point of the equipment shall be
equal to or below the roof ridge.
Mechanical equipment mounted on the ground shall be screened from street view with
landscaping or fencing materials and shall not be taller than the primary structure.

3) Residential Subdivision Standards
The following design standards shall be addressed, included and enforced by developers through private
Codes, Covenants, and Restric ons (C,C & R’s) for subdivisions within this Level B plan.
A. Residen al Site Design Standards
Site plans for residential subdivisions should provide variety and visual interest in the streetscape.
Pedestrian connections between neighborhoods should be planned for efficient pedestrian movement.
Residential builders will be required to participate in the Home Builders Association of Central New
Mexico (HBA CNM) program Build Green NM.
Residen al Building Materials and Colors
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The prospective home buyer should be offered a choice in architectural styles. The use of a single style
within neighborhoods is discouraged. Individual dwelling units should be distinguishable from each
other.
Build Green NM encourages homebuilders to use technologies, products, and practices that will:
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Provide greater energy eﬃciency and reduce pollu on;
Provide healthier indoor air;
Reduce water usage;
Preserve natural resources; and
Improve durability and reduce maintenance.

Additional guidelines include: MOVED TO SECTION 3.D
1.
On long, straight roads, where connec ons are physically infeasible, knuckles or cul-de-sac
are encouraged to provide variety and visual interest in the streetscape.
2.
Pedestrian and bicycle access openings at the end of cul-de-sacs or openings in perimeter
walls are simple techniques that can be used to achieve connec on between commercial
areas, trails, adjacent neighborhoods, and nearby neighbors.
B. Residen al Streetscapes
Site plans for residential subdivisions should provide variety and visual interest in the streetscape.
Pedestrian connections between neighborhoods should be planned for efficient pedestrian movement.
A consistent landscape theme in residential areas will reinforce community identity. Providing large
canopied street trees in residential areas will soften the streetscape and provide the feeling of an established neighborhood as the trees reach maturity.
1.
2.

One (1) street tree per lot is required in all residen al subdivisions.
Street trees shall be planted within twelve (12) feet of the back of curb.

C. Residen al Street Ligh ng
One of the attributes of the West Side most appreciated by residents is its “dark sky”. The objective of
the lighting guidelines therefore is to preserve the “dark sky” while providing lighting that enhances
the safety, security, and visual aesthetics of the area. Careful attention to lighting detail will contribute
to the sense of a cohesive community image. Lighting design and features will differ according to the
land use. In all cases, light fixtures and standards shall conform to state and local safety illumination
standards.
1.

2.

Ligh ng should be located to enhance the safety of pedestrian and vehicular flows at key
points along roadways. Light shall be concentrated at intersec ons and pedestrian crosswalks. The maximum height of street light fixtures shall be thirty (30) feet, unless otherwise required by the County, NMDOT, and/or Engineer.
Excessive light spillage on adjacent proper es shall not be allowed. Light fixtures shall be
recessed or shielded.

Street lights should be designed for vehicular and pedestrian safety while prevenƟng excessive light spillage
onto adjacent properƟes.
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3.

Cobra head fixtures shall not be used for street ligh ng. Metal halide, LED, or low-pressure
sodium lights are recommended.

Sidewalks and trails are intended to lessen the need for vehicular use and provide connec vity to create a pedestrian-oriented community. Individual development phases should ensure
oﬀ-road pedestrian and bicycle access to the various park facili es as applicable.
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.
7.
8.

9.
10.
D. Residen

All sidewalks and ramps within public rights-ofway shall meet County standards and be designed
to be handicapped accessible (see Americans with
Disabili es Act Criteria for Barrier-Free Design),
except where topography makes this unfeasible.
Sidewalks on local residen al streets shall be a
minimum of 5 feet in width. Sidewalks along collectors or arterial streets shall be a minimum of 6
feet in width. Where sidewalks are planned on one
side only of the collector or arterial street, that
sidewalk shall be a minimum of 8 feet in width.
This will be handled on a case by case basis. The
design of Santolina streetscapes in Chapter 4 Secon 4.4 Access will follow the Long Range Transporta on Systems (LRTS) Guide where applicable.
Trails shall be designed for mul -use and accommodate pedestrians, runners, and bicyclists, except the perimeter trail shall prohibit bicycles due
to soil condi ons and erosion poten al.
Trails shall use Barrier-Free Design to accommodate physically challenged individuals as trail users, where feasible.
All private trails shall be concrete, asphalt, or stabilized crusher fines and have a minimum width Pedestrian access from cul-de-sacs.
of 8 feet.
Pedestrian crossings shall be clearly demarcated with colored, textured paving where they
cross vehicular entrances and streets. d
On long, straight roads, where connec ons are physically infeasible, knuckles or cul-de-sac
are encouraged to provide variety and visual interest in the streetscape.
Pedestrian and bicycle access openings at the end of cul-de-sacs or openings in perimeter
walls are simple techniques that can be used to achieve connec on between commercial
areas, trails, adjacent neighborhoods, and nearby neighbors.
For addi onal standards refer to Sec on 3.5 Level B Design Standards Sec on G Walls &
Fences.
en al Building Materials and Colors
al Building Materials and Colors
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within neighborhoods is discouraged. Individual dwelling units should be distinguishable from each
other.

A. The land abu ng edge treatment adjacent to the Major Public Open Space is intended to minimize the
development impact to the escarpment and to preserve public and private views of into the escarpment from above.
B. Residen al lots shall not abut more than 30% of the sensi ve area boundary PC-S-MPOS Zone District.
C. The typical sensi ve area road abu ng the PC-S-MPOS Zone District sec on will include a 10-foot meandering trail within a landscaped area adjacent to the MOS PC-S-MPOS and a single-loaded paved
roadway.
D. The MOS PC-S-MPOS Zone District shall be designed to connect with adjacent public or private open
space and to be visually integrated with the open space system.
E. No grade change is allowed within the sensi ve area PC-S-MPOS Zone District other than that which is
required for roads, trails and other u li es abu ng the PC-S-MPOS Zone District.
F. Ligh ng. Applicable to adjacent single-loaded streets and adjacent residen al development.
1.
Height of luminaries shall not exceed 20’0”.
2.
Light fixtures shall throw light downward and have baﬄes, hoods or diﬀusers so that any
light point source is not directly visible from a distance greater than 1000 feet.
G. Landscaping. Na ve vegeta on adjacent to the open space is required.
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un-signalized intersections are limited to one-eighth
mile (660 feet) intervals.

streetside buffer between the traveled way and
pedestrian sidewalk.

The proposed typical cross sections for minor
arterials within the Level B Plan Area match those
suggested by the MRCOG Long Range Transportation System Guidelines. The right-of-way
accommodates vehicular travel lanes, on-street
bicycle lanes with buffer and pedestrian sidewalks
with streetside buffer separating a travel way and
sidewalk.

It is anticipated that in the future, as development
occurs, both Major and Minor collectors will be
identified.

Collectors. Collector roadways provide for traffic
movements between local streets. This roadway
category is designed to carry moderate traffic
volumes over moderate distances. Collectors may
also provide direct access to adjacent properties but
generally not to individual residences. In the SAMP,
full access signalized intersections are generally
limited to one-quarter mile (1,320 feet) intervals.
Full access un-signalized intersections are limited to
330 feet intervals.
The typical cross sections for collectors within the
Level B Plan Area match those suggested by the
MRCOG Long Range Transportation System Guidelines. The right-of-way accommodates vehicular
travel lanes, on-street bicycle lanes as well as a

Local Streets. Local streets provide for local traffic
movement. This roadway category is designed to
carry low traffic volumes over shorter distances to
and from collector streets. Local streets provide
direct access to adjacent properties, including
residences. For additional Streetscape Standards
see Chapter 3 Section 3.5 Santolina Level B Design
Standards.
The typical local street cross section within the
Level B Plan Area accommodates vehicular travel
lanes, vehicular parking and pedestrian sidewalks.
To promote safer streets for pedestrians and lower
vehicular speeds, local street typical sections
may have less right-of-way than current County
standards subject to County review.
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All roadway typical sections will, to the extent
green
infrastructure
possible,
incorporate
approaches to reduce and treat stormwater runoff.
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As part of the Santolina Level A Master Plan, a
Class I records search was conducted in May 2005.
The report included a review of the New Mexico
Cultural Resources System (NMCRIS) files. The review did not find any nominated proper es within
the Santolina Level A Plan Area. As a part of this
study a brief archaeological on-site reconnaissance
was completed for the reconnaissance of 12 transect miles and resulted in the iden fica on of 14
poten al addi onal cultural proper es. The reconnaissance confirmed that the majority of the Level
A Plan Area’s resources are located in the Rio Puerco and Rio Grande escarpment areas. As previously
stated the escarpment areas are being designated
as permanent open space areas within this Level B
Plan. Another resource discussed during the Level
A Master Plan approval process was the exis ng
FAA arrow located just south of the exis ng Bisque
Durango Mobile Home Park. This resource is located within the Level B Plan Town Center.
Consistent with the PCC for Level B Plans, WALH
contracted with SWCA for a Class II survey for the
Level B Plan Area. This survey was scoped in conjunc on with the State Historic Preserva on Oﬃce
and included a representa ve sample (approximately 20 percent of the Level B Plan Area) that
was surveyed. The Class II Archaeological study
has been completed and has been submi ed to
the State Historic Preserva on Oﬃce with a copy
provided to County Staﬀ on July 1, 2016. Due to
the sensi ve nature of this informa on, access to
this report will be limited to County Planning and
Open Space staﬀ for their review.
The following guidance concerning future mi ga on steps were provided by Andy Wakefield,

RPA, Archaeologist with the New Mexico Historic
Preserva on Division:
•

For private land only a permit for mechanical
excava ons would be required. If land came
into the ownership of the school district, county, or city, state permits would be needed for
tes ng and data recovery.

•

For the project as it is (private land, local
ordinances/policy), SHPO recommends that
a tes ng and data recovery plan be prepared
for the sites that will be aﬀected and that the
plan be submi ed to the County and our oﬃce
for consulta on. The SHPO recommends using
State regula ons for guidance for prepara on
of tes ng/data recovery plans.

•

Based on the Class II survey and input from the
New Mexico Historic Preserva on Division, the
recommenda on is that the sites are avoided or tested/mi gated should they have the
poten al to be aﬀected. The owner’s mi gaon strategy is that for iden fied sites (areas
iden fied in the Class II survey), a treatment
plan for preserva on, tes ng, and mi ga on is
required prior to development, if a site has the
poten al to be aﬀected. For areas that have
not been surveyed, then a Class III survey shall
be required prior to development. This determina on will be made in conjunc on with a
Level C applica on, as required by the Planned
Communi es Criteria.

5.4 AIR QUALITY
The Santolina Level B Plan maximizes the opportunity to achieve high performance standards for air
quality. The opportunity arises because the Master
Plan characteristics address the most significant
air quality factors in the region; carbon monoxide
and airborne particulate matter (typically industrial
emissions, fugitive dust and pollen). Santolina’s
emphasis on job creation is a primary driver of the
ability to achieve high air quality performance. The
creation of significant local jobs within industry
and business districts reduce vehicular trip generation, the main producer of the carbon monoxide
and other oxides that are so problematic. Santolina
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be identified and scheduled to meet school and
community education needs during the design and
approval of subsequent Level B and Level C Plans.

• Three APS Elementary Schools - 43.3 acres
• K-12 APS Campus – 91.3 acres
• CNM Campus – 86.6 acres
The allocation of land dedicated to education facilities within this Level B Plan is consistent with the
school projects outlined within the Level A Master
Plan.
Conscious of how demand for classrooms on the
West Side has resulted in classroom overflow,
enrollment anxiety and less than optimal learning
conditions, WALH is in discussion with APS and
CNM to address needs. Schools within this Level
B Plan will be designed to reflect the overall design
philosophy of Santolina, neighborhood scaled
campuses connected to the surrounding neighborhood via a strong network of roadways and
bicycle and pedestrian trails. The three elementary
schools within this Level B Plan are approximately
14 acres each. Subject to funding, APS has indicated
a willingness to work with WALH to meet the anticipated education facility needs within Santolina. APS
understands WALH’s desire for the construction of
permanent facilities rather than the use of mobile
classrooms. Any Developer contributions will be
negotiated as part of an overall agreement between
APS and WALH. Such agreement will reflect APS’s
level of participation within Santolina. Final configuration of School Programs (including size of school,
grade configuration, and curriculum models) will
be determined by Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community needs.

7.7 EXISTING SERVICES
This Level B Plan is the first phase of the Santolina
Level A Master Plan community. As such, it
is important to recognize County and City of
Albuquerque facilities that currently exist in close
proximity to the boundary of the Level A Master
Plan Area. Initial development within this Level B
Plan will utilize these existing public facilities.

7.7.1 Existing Police Facilities/Service
The City of Albuquerque Southwest Area Command
134 currently provides service to property east of
this Level B Plan Area, just beyond Unser Boulevard
and north of Dennis Chavez Boulevard. Area
Command 134 will serve residences, commercial and
employment centers within this Level B Plan Area.
The closest substation to the Level B Plan is located
on Las Volcanes Road, west of Coors Boulevard
and south of I-40. This substation is approximately
seven miles from the proposed sheriff substation
proposed within this Level B Plan. This Level B Plan
Area is included within the existing County sheriff
dispatch for 724 and 722 Command Areas. The
nearest existing County sheriff substation is located
on Isleta Boulevard, east of Coors Boulevard. This
existing County substation is approximately 12
miles from the proposed sheriff substation with the
Level B Plan.
7.7.2 Existing Fire Stations/Service
City Fire Station 14 is located on Eucariz Avenue,
south of Central Avenue and west of 98th Street.
This station could provide service to the residences
and commercial/employment centers within this
Level B Plan. Fire Station 14 is located slightly more
than two miles from the eastern boundary of this
Level B Plan. Fire Station 14 is approximately nine
miles from the proposed fire station within this
Level B Plan. The County Fire Station 33 is located
north of Dennis Chavez Boulevard and west of
Coors Boulevard. This station is approximately five
miles from the proposed fire station location with
this Level B Plan. This Level B Plan Area is within
existing County Fire Dispatch Areas 330123, 330167
and 330174.
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This Level B Plan is the first Level B Plan to follow
approval of the Santolina Level A Master Plan.
This Level B Plan regulates development within
the defined boundaries of this Level B Plan Area
that encompasses approximately 4,243 acres. This
Plan is consistent with and supportive of the goals
and policies of the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
the PCC, the Comprehensive Plan, the Santolina
PC Zoning, Land Use Plan and Development
Agreement.
In the Level B Plan, as required by the PCC, land use
districts of the Level A Master Plan have been further
defined and design standards are codified for all
development within those districts. More general
development characteristics are also defined and
describe provisions for transportation, drainage,
open space, parks, trails and public facilities.

Applicant must also demonstrate at least one of the
following:
The site is unique in terms of physical characteristics and requires the deviation in order to be
developed. This may include, but is not limited to
slope, drainage, safety issues or site constraints.
The site/project will provide for a compatible use
that was not anticipated in the plan and provides a
needed service or use for the community.
The design of the site/project respects the intent of
the plan and implements the plan in a manner that
was not anticipated.
Applicants must provide written statement detailing
how the deviations meet the intent of the plan.
All Applicants seeking deviations shall attend a
Pre-Application Meeting with County staff before
submitting the request for deviation.

8.1.1 Application of Development Standards

8.1.2 Approval of the Level B Plan

The use, building, and lot standards provide general
guidance to assist Applicants, neighborhoods, and
County development reviewers. However, it is
not the intent of these regulations to limit design
creativity or ignore unusual site conditions. As such,
the following two levels of modifications to the
Level B Plan are allowed:

The authority to approve this Level B Plan is
reserved to Bernalillo County Commission.

1. Minor: The Planning Director or his/her
designee may approve deviations from
non-dimensional standards, or 25% or less
from any dimensional standard.
2. Major: Any deviation over 25% from any
dimensional standard and deviations to
non-dimensional standards deemed to
require review shall be reviewed by the
County Planning Commission (CPC) via the
Level C (subdivision or site development
plan) approval process.
Criteria/Process: In order for the Planning Director
or the CPC to grant a Deviation, the Applicant must
demonstrate that the applicable intent, goals and
policies of the Santolina Level B Plan are still met
and that the project is of a comparable quality
and design, as otherwise required by the Level B
Plan, and will enhance the area. In addition, the

8.2 DEVELOPMENT PHASING
Based on the approved Level A Development
Agreement, the overall Santolina project shall be
developed in multiple phases. The term “phase”
and the concept of phased development, shall be
defined as follows: ordered sequencing of development based on the provision of services, the
establishment of the planned roadway networks
and the ABCWUA serviceability agreements that will
be finalized in the Level B Development Agreement.
Timing, location and size will be determined by
market demand or the landowner. Accordingly,
Santolina’s infrastructure improvements shall be
installed in phases on an as needed basis and sized
to serve the proposed phase of the development.
The Santolina Master Plan and this Level B Plan
have been planned to create a livable, complete
community through an integrated implementation of transportation facilities, land use areas
and design standards. Infrastructure will phased
to avoid fragmented, leapfrog development by the
thorough consideration of transportation options
and connectivity, mixed and efficient uses of land,
healthy environments, as well as job growth and
business diversity.
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• Investment in community facilities, infrastructure, and services in a manner that
promotes quality, efficiency and compact
growth
• Ordered phasing of development through
the provision of services to foster mixed-use
and compact development patterns
• Implementation of complete streets for
multi-modal transportation options. Street
sections within this Level B Plan promote
safe access for all users including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and transit riders
• Conservation and protection of natural
resources. The Level B Land Use Plan (Exhibit
2) identifies the preservation of approximately 1,000 acres of public open space.
Phased Development within this Level B Plan Area
will be sequenced based on the 2025 and 2040
projections for build-out. Development phasing of
this Level B Plan Area will achieve the following:
• Orderly development that encourages urban
growth to be located in: (1) areas with
existing urban development and existing
service capacity; (2) in existing urban development areas where new service can
be provided in conjunction with existing
services; and (3) in the remainder of the
Level B Plan Area.
• Prevent the commitment of land to urban
growth before the provision of adequate
public facilities. Capital facilities, transportation, parks and open space can be
programmed based on an orderly phasing of
development.
• Prevent low density development from
occurring prior to the ability to support
urban densities.
Effective growth management has as much to do
with timing of development as the planned location
of uses. This Level B Plan provides a Land Use
Plan that identifies target areas for development.

Phasing of infrastructure and, subsequent development, is based on the 2025 and 2040 roadway
network. Furthermore, phasing of this Level B Plan
Area depends on serviceability agreements reached
with the ABCWUA, as further delineated in Section
8.2.9 Water and Sewer Infrastructure.
This Level B Plan provides a Land Use Plan and Exhibit
25: Sequencing Map that identify target areas and
a projected sequencing for residential and non-residential development. Sequencing, Non-residential
sequencing is illustrated over the course of four
increments of time (A through D), while residential
development is projected to develop over eight
increments of time (1 through 8). While market
conditions will ultimately determine the actual
sequencing of development, Market conditions and
infrastructure funding issues will ultimately have the
greatest impact on phasing. Accordingly, some flexibility for modification to the development phasing
must be retained and considered acceptable. Table
10 illustrates the relationship between non-residential and residential sequences of development.
For example, as delineated in the Table, non-residential Sequence A is associated with residential
Sequences 1 and 2. The Total Jobs-Housing Balance
Table identifies the sequence, type of development,
housing units, residents, anticipated jobs created
and associated parks and recreation facilities by
sequence.
Both the Land Use Plan and Sequencing Map are
intended to be illustrative, actual sequencing,
residents, units, and jobs created may vary based
on market conditions. Future deviations to these
exhibits are acceptable as long as proposed development complies with the Zoning District Map and
Zoning Regulations, as provided in Chapter 3 of
this Level B Document and meet the jobs/housing
threshold requirements in the approved Development Agreement.
In order to plan for infrastructure and community
facility needs within the Level B planning area, a
sequencing map and table were developed. These
two elements work together in order to provide
both a geographic and numeric presentation of
development phases. The basis for these elements
is the Level B Land Use Plan, the approved Level A
Land Use Plan and Phasing, and the approved Level
A Development Agreement.

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

Development within this Level B Plan Area will be
managed with the following objectives:

7.A.d

The Sequencing table is based on the Land Use

111
Packet Pg. 4847

7.A.d

SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

TABLE 10: Sequencing
Non-Residential Sequencing
Acres

Units

Residents

Jobs

546

0

0

3,000

B

333

300

492

3,000

C

405

300

492

2,150

D

195

300

492

1,950

Non-Res Total

1,479

900

1,476

10,100

Residential Sequencing
Residential
Sequence

Acres

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
Res Total

Units

Residents

277
250
207
72

1,588
2,132
1,099
452

4,034
5,415
2,791
1,148

170
178
156
70
1,380

854
894
924
600
8,543

2,169
2,271
2,347
1,524
21,699

Anticipated Location of Parks &
Recreation Facilities
Neighborhood Park (3-5 ac.)
Community Park
200 Aquatic/Community Center
300 Neighborhood Park (3-5 ac.)
250 Neighborhood Park (3-5 ac.)
250
Community Park
200 Aquatic/Community Center
200 Neighborhood Park (3-5 ac.)
200 Neighborhood Park (3-5 ac.)
200 Regional Park (1/2)
1,800

Jobs

Total Jobs-Housing Balance by Phase
Total Sequence
Non-Residential
A
A
B
B
C
C
D
D
Total

Residential
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Acres

823
583
612
267
170
178
156
70
2,859

Units

1,588
2,132
1,399
452
1,004
1,044
1,074
750
9,443

Residents

Estimated Jobs*

4,040
5,175
3,553
1,148
2,275
2,350
2,732
1,905
23,178

1,700
1,800
2,900
600
1,250
1,300
1,350
1,000
11,900
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Plan, but also ties the job creation back to the Level
A Development Agreement’s specific jobs/housing
balance requirements. The residential portion of
the Level B is assumed to build out entirely over
the sequencing period. Jobs have been assigned
and distributed among the various job creating
land uses including retail, institutional (schools),
business park, and industrial.
It is important to note that Table 10 does not
demonstrate the total estimated jobs generated
based on Land Use and developable acres. Rather,
this table demonstrates only the number of jobs
needed to fulfill the job-housing requirements set
by the Level A Development Agreement. Moreover
the Table assumes development spread evenly
throughout the non-residential portions of the
Level B Plan Area, yet some of these may develop at
a different rate than others. For example: The Town
Center may develop at a different rate than the
Business Park. In all cases the Job-Housing requirements in the Level A Development Agreement will
be maintained.
This initial Level B Land Use Plan is heavily weighted
towards non-residential land uses in order to allow
maximum flexibility and opportunity to respond to
potential economic development opportunities.
The total estimated jobs generated based on Land

Use and developable acres is 31,457. It is anticipated that these jobs will develop over a longer
period of time and in conjunction with future Level B
plans. The table indicates that a total of 11,900 jobs
supporting 9,443 dwelling units, which corresponds
to the jobs-housing balance required by the Level A
Development Agreement. These jobs include those
in the non-residential land use districts as well as
those located within the residential villages (village
center, civic, and schools).

8.2.1 No Net Expense
The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned
communities shall not be a net expense to the
County. As defined in the Level A Development
Agreement, “no net expense” is defined as a mutual
commitment to achieve the goal of a responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including
construction, operation and maintenance, shared
between the public and private sectors. The “no
net expense” test is satisfied if the County’s on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures
reasonably allocated to the project have been, or
will be, offset by revenues and/or economic and
fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced) from
the project.

Exhibit 25: Level B Plan Sequencing Map
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the benefit of the general public, which also benefits
the project, the County will accept the conveyance
of any such improvements and shall thereafter own,
operate and maintain such improvements at its sole
cost and expense. The County reserves the right to
not accept infrastructure that is not designed and
built to the County’s standards. The County may
incorporate into its Improvement Plan System Infrastructure identified in future Level A Plans, Level B
Plans and Level C Plans.

8.4 LEVEL C APPROVAL PROCESS

8.2.15 Plans Approved by the County

Any limitations on development established within
the Level B Plan approvals cannot be increased
within the Level C approvals.

The County will cooperate with Owner(s) and Developer(s) in connection with the funding, design and
construction of all infrastructure improvements.

8.3 LEVEL B DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
A Level B Development Agreement will be submitted
to the County for this Level B Plan. Based on the
Planned Communities Criteria for Level B Plans, the
intent of the Level B Development Agreement is to
provide:
• Detailed infrastructure/service agreements
covering phasing of the Master Plan and
its public services/facilities and designate
financial, operational and management
responsibility over time
• Measures to mitigate negative consequences of the development
• Augment the Level A Development
Agreement by noting items mutually agreed
to by the County and Owner(s) and Developer(s) and committing to their permanency,
unless re-negotiated
• Provide a legal recording instrument
• Identify any public/private partnerships,
public incentives and include provisions for
affordable housing
• Identify public/private agreements for the
protection and maintenance of the open
space system.
Any limitations on development established within
the Level A Master Plan Approvals cannot be
increased within the Level B Plan Approvals.

Once the Level B Plan is approved, all subsequent
development must comply with its standards and
guidelines. The PCC imply that a plan submitted
pursuant to the Level B Plan is to be either a Subdivision Plat or a Site Development Plan. According
to the PCC, Level C approvals are by “Staff, with
pre-application conference.” For the purposes
of this Plan, this is construed to mean Bernalillo
County Planning Department Staff.

This Level B Plan encompasses 4,243 acres of the
13,851 acre approved Santolina Level A Master
Plan. Subsequent Level B Plans will be submitted
for the remaining 9,608 acres of the Level A Master
Plan. Future Level B Plans will follow the same
process as this Level B Plan and will encompass the
appropriate land area and requirements based on
the provisions of the PCC.

8.5 PROJECT AND SYSTEM PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING STRATEGY
As defined by the approved Level A Development
Agreement, Owner(s) and/or Developer(s) shall be
responsible for all the costs and expenses associated
with all Project Infrastructure, which is infrastructure that solely benefits the project. Project
Infrastructure may be funded by Owner(s) and
Developer(s) directly, or from any and all available
financing mechanisms. Owner(s) and Developer(s)
will be responsible for its proportionate share of
System Infrastructure, as determined using industry
practices and standards customarily acceptable to,
and uniformly applied, by the County for the cost
and expense associated with System Infrastructure.
The County will reasonably cooperate and participate with Owner(s) and Developer(s) and other
governmental and quasi-governmental entities and
utility service providers with respect to any System
Infrastructure. System Infrastructure may be funded
from any and all available financing mechanisms.

7.A.d
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If outside funding and/or financial mechanisms
are not available at the time of development, then
the developer shall be responsible to advance
the financing of all Project Infrastructure, and/
or its proportional share (in case of “System
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Available financing mechanisms for Project and
System Infrastructure may include but not be
limited to (in alphabetical order):
Charges for Services. Fees imposed for public
services and/or facilities.
Direct Funding. Financing without the use of the
financial market or a third party service, such as a
financial intermediary.
Federal Grants. Funds received from federal
agencies. Some grants may require a percentage
match from the County.
General Obligation (GO) Bonds.
GO bonds
approved by voters. The sale of bonds will not
necessarily increase taxes for property owners. GO
bonds will not be used to fund the repair of existing
County facilities.
Gross Revenue Tax (GRT) Revenue Bonds. GRT
bonds are project specific for major capital acquisitions or construction. GRT Bonds are approved by
the Board and are funded from gross receipts taxes
collected within the county.
Open Space Mill Levy. In 2014, Bernalillo County
voters approved a .20 mil levy for 15 years. The open
space mill levy may be utilized for the purposes of
acquiring, improving, operating and maintaining
natural areas, open spaces and cultural, historic
and nature education sites within the County to
protect drinking water sources, wildlife habitat and
agricultural land, including along the Rio Grande,
providing opportunities for citizens to enjoy nature.
Impact Fees. Impact fees fund capital facilities
identified in the Impact Fee Capital improvement
Plan (ICIP). Impact Fee Capital Improvements
include roads, parks, open space, drainage and fire/
emergency services.
Intergovernmental Revenues. Revenues received
from other governing agencies other than the
County.
Loans Financing where funds are borrowed from
the financial market using a third party service,

such as a financial intermediary.
Special Assessment District (SAD). SAD’s are
typically formed by a group of property owners that
agree to pay a special assessment on their property
to fund public improvements.
State Capital Outlay Appropriations. Capital Outlay
funds are received from the State of New Mexico
(State) through legislative capital outlay appropriations. These grants are reimbursable (the County
fronts said funds) and awarded for projects in a local
government’s Infrastructure Capital Improvement
Plan (ICIP). Capital Outlay grants must be spent
within four years of appropriation. Like GO Bonds,
these funds must be spent on the specific capital
project for which appropriated and cannot be used
on daily operations or maintenance.
Utility Expansion Charges (UEC). Utility expansion
charges are fees paid by customers as a method
to recover part or all of the cost of public facilities
providing system capacity for their use.
Water Supply Charges (WSC). WSC’s charges are
fees paid by customers as a method to recover part
or all of the cost of providing a water supply for
their use.
In addition to the standard tools, the State created
two additional approaches. These add to the
existing toolbox and can be key opportunities and
incentives to ensure that infrastructure is built in
logical and complete phases. Many of the typical
infrastructure development approaches provide
piecemeal construction of said infrastructure as
development occurs, without incentivizing the
upfront infrastructure construction.
Tax Increment Development Districts (“TIDDs”).
Adopted by the New Mexico Legislature in 2006,
TIDD’s provide for the financing of public (not
private) improvements, including, but not limited
to: water and wastewater systems, streets and
trails, parks, utilities, public buildings, libraries and
cultural facilities, schools and workforce housing.
TIDD’s utilize the tax increment generated within
the boundaries if the TIDD(s) only. The taxes outside
the boundaries of the TIDD(s) will not be affected.
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infrastructure necessary to support the new development consistent with the site specific Traffic
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“Tax increment” is the amount of gross receipts
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during the calendar year preceding the formation
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##
1

Department
Fire Department

Note Date
2/1/2016

Comments
Response
Final plans of the water supply system for fire protection shall be submitted to We agree. The FMO may review these
the Fire Marshal's Office for Review and approval. Development Shall meet
Level C plans when available/approved
the requirements of the Fire code with adopted amendments at time of build by the ABCWUA.
out.
We agree.

2

Fire Department

6/3/2016

The Location of the fire stations will be based off of a risk assessment
conducted by the Fire Department, station location presently show on site
plan may be needed to relocated to meet response criteria.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder
C.Gober

C.Gober
We agree. We will continue our
coordination with Bernalillo County Fire
at the Level C plans.

Staff Response
Status
Once the water system plans and future
Condition of
development plans are submitted they will be approval
reviewed and any corrections will be
addressed then.
This is an on-going process and shall be
completed prior to the issuance of building
permits

Complete

For Hearing on January 4, 2016 Page 1
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7.A.d

Zoning Administrator Planning Staff

##

Department

Hearing Date

Comments

Response

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response

We have reviewed and revised the
Design standards with the Zoning
Administrator. The Zoning chapter
reflects our coordination with County
Planning Staff.

Status
Completed

1

Zoning
Administrator
Review

7/14/2016

Chapter 3, Zoning of the Santolina Plan has been partially reviewed by the
Zoning Administrator. The Zoning Administrator has reviewed all of the
sections that contain zoning districts and the process section and some minor
changes may be required. The Zoning Administrator has not had the
opportunity to review the design section of the chapter since the applicant did
not this portion of the chapter until after the deadline for all submittals.
Review of the design section and a final review of the entire chapter will be
forthcoming.

2

Zoning
Administrator
Review

2/22/2016

The Level B plan should have a name beyond the Santolina Level B plan, since We have indicated in the Zoning for this
there will be other Santolina Level B plans for the area.
Level B Plan to be distinguished as PC-S(Zone). Future plans can add S1, S2, etc..
to distinguish themselves from this first
plan.

Agent has agreed.

Completed

3

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Staff has noted additional language related to density and land use and
phasing, activity centers, jobs-housing ratio, mechanisms for ensuring these
levels are met will need to be developed. Staff has also noted the
modifications to the land use map and the inclusion of a zone map. The land
uses within this Level B Plan appear to be relatively consistent with the
adopted Level A Plan.

New documents to be reviewed.

Completed

4

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

More details could be provided for land use. Smaller areas, neighborhoods, or We are providing a phasing map as part
commercial areas or more detailed phasing and descriptions could be
of this Level B Plan to address this and
depicted within the land use plan, also as an aspect of developing the
similar comments.
character of the community and jobs to housing balance (See the Level B
Planned Communities Criteria).

New documents to be reviewed.

Completed

5

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Address the open space component. Will there be zoning for parks and open
space? Adequately address the Planned Communities Criteria for Parks and
Open Space (within Land Use).

The Zoning and Land Use Maps identify
Open Space within this Level B Plan
area.

Comments Addressed

Completed

6

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Further explain the change/increase in dwelling units in the revised Level B
Plan.

Need Clarification from Staff

Addressed on page 13. This change needs to
be made clear to reviewing agencies

Completed

7

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

The land use plan (e.g., tables on pp. 10-11) should be updated to reflect the
changes to the zoning; include acreage, density, where appropriate.

We have updated the Land Use table to
reflect the changes made to date.

Comments Addressed

Completed

8

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Zones within non-residential zones that seek to achieve additional potential
land use variation (e.g., office zone and commercial zone within Town Center
or Urban Center Zone) could also be depicted on the zoning map, or could
appear as uses rather than zones. Uses and zones appear to be used
interchangeably in the plan and should be clarified. This would facilitate the
mapping of the zoning. A Residential Village Center Zone is called out on p. 28
but does not appear on the maps.

Through our coordination with the
County Planning staff, we have created a
zone map and a Land Use Map. Each
map clearly distinguishes between
'zones' and 'land uses'. We have also
updated the Zoning Chapter to provide a
clearer distinction of uses and zones.

Zoning is still in process

Completed

9

County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Mixed Use Development has been added as a use, but does not appear as
new (in red).

Need Clarification from Staff

Need additional review of the proposed zoning Completed

Printed On: 12/21/2016

We Agree

Parks and
Planning
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7.A.d

Zoning Administrator Planning Staff

##

Department

Hearing Date

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Comments

Response

10 County Planning 5/18/2016
Staff

Per the meeting with the applicants agent, the Santolina Level B zoning
(particularly for land uses) could follow County Zoning more closely in order
to achieve clarity and minimize any confusion and redundancy. Design
standards may also require additional revision. Zoning document could be
more user-friendly, including charts and illustrations. (See for instance Mesa
del Sol Level A and Level B Plans). Additional more detailed comments will be
provided by zoning staff.

We have worked closely with County
Planning Staff to rewrite the Zoning
Chapter. The Zoning Chapter now
provides a streamline code based on the
County's Zoning Code. Design standards
have been added to this chapter and
include illustrations, where appropriate.

Zoning chapter is still under review

Completed

11 County Planning 6/23/2016
Staff

Address the Phasing of the Development. From a regional perspective, there
could be more information provided about the phasing and implementation
of the Santolina development. The Level B Plan indicates two phases-2025
and 2040. Where there are still opportunities for different types of
development and infill in the more urbanized areas and some areas near the
site that have some development that could relate to the Santolina
development (e.g., Westland North, Atrisco Heritage High School), the
proposed phasing could be elaborated or further justified.

As part of our effort to address
comments relative to Land Use and
Zoning (in preparation for the May 26,
2016 CPC Hearing), we included
additional narrative to the Level B Plan,
section 8.2, that addresses phasing of
development.

Phasing still under review

Completed

12 County Planning 6/24/2016
Staff

A Level A Development Agreement has been agreed to for the Level A
Development. A Level B Agreement will also be required to ensure the
specifics of the plan and the financial responsibilities and the employmenthousing ratio are adhered to. Additional information on how employment
goals will he achieved is necessary.

We agree. The Level B Development
Agreement will address this.

Level B Development Agreement

Condition of
approval &
Findings

13 County Planning 6/25/2016
Staff

Policy d of the Reserve Area states that "A planned community master plan
shall not be approved if it fails to demonstrate its own sense of place, selfsufficiency, environmental sensitivity, separation from the contiguous
Albuquerque urban area by permanent open space and the provision of
infrastructure which is not a net expense to the local government." Staff
comment/recommendation: The Level A Plan and the Level A Development
Agreement addressed this requirement The current Level B request needs to
more specifically demonstrate how these policies will be addressed in the
proposed development, for instance in such areas as water and sewer
availability, provision of parks and open space, residential neighborhoods,
commercial areas, and more specifically, unifying design standards, as well as
demonstrating not incurring expenses to the local government.

We have provided new narrative to be
included as part of the Level B Plan.
Section 2.2.8 addresses the
implementation mechanisms for parks
and recreation facilities. Section 8.4 has
been added to deliniate the various
funding mechanisms for future
development in this Level B Plan area.

Level B Development Agreement

Completed

14 County Planning 6/26/2016
Staff

Land Use- Open Space Network- calls for setting aside Major Open Space,
parks, trail corridors throughout the Comprehensive Plan area. Policies
encourage connections between and within the facilities. Open Space is
shown on the Santolina Land Use Map, although staff is requesting additional
information on the Open Space network, its dedication and maintenance, and
the required development agreement related to it.

The Level B Development Agreement
will address Open Space, Parks, and
trails. The Development Agreement will
be submitted to the County Manager.
Additionally, we have provided new
narrative that speaks to parks, open
space, and recreational services, their
dedication, and funding mechanisms.
Please see section 2.2.8 and 8.4

Level B Development Agreement

Finding

Printed On: 12/21/2016

Staff Response

Status
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Zoning Administrator Planning Staff

##

Department

Hearing Date

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Comments

Response

15 County Planning 6/27/2016
Staff

Community Resource Management - recognizes the importance of provision
of services in community development. The services include water, energy,
transportation, housing, economic development. In particular, as in staff and
agency comments provided below, additional information should be provided
on the proposed transportation system, water availability, along with
mechanisms for achieving economic development for the community.

The Level B Plan addresses economic
development through allocation of
specific uses designated by the Land Use
Plan for employment. Furthermore, the
Level A and Level B Development
Agreements provide requirements for
jobs (economic development) as the
Santolina community develops over
time.

Level B Development Agreement

16 County Planning
Staff

It appears that these criteria do serve as a guideline for the Santolina Level B
Plan, but that more information is needed to show that they have been
adequately addressed. As noted in the above comments related to the
'Reserve Area' and also shown in staff and agency comments below, a more
detailed analysis of the Level B Santolina Master Plan should be provided for
each of the areas
-Land use
-Environment and Open Space
-Transportation system
-Government and Public Service
In addition, because of limited time to review the Plan and the application,
staff will need to provide additional analysis and comments specifically
related to the Planned Communities Criteria in the subsequent staff report.

We have reviewed the latest Staff
Report. Recent comments and
responses from parks and open space
have been added in this matrix. This
matrix addresses Agency Comments
received relative to the topics for
Hearing 3.

Address any outstanding comments from staff. Finding

17 County Planning
Staff

We agree.
V. Southwest Area Plan/Westside Strategic Plan -The Southwest Area Plan
and the Westside Strategic Plan both recognize the importance of Master
Planned Communities for the vacant areas within the Southwest Area/West
Side. They also recognize the importance of attention to environmental issues
and jobs development, and location of industrial development and design. It
would appear the Santolina Level A Master Plan generally addresses policies
in the Southwest Area Plan and the Westside Strategic Plan.

Generally ok.

Completed

18 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

It could be argued, given the goals of the request and for the Reserve Area,
that a greater variety of uses and descriptions of them could be provided
either in the Land Use Chapter, or in the Zoning Code for Santolina. Additional
details could also be provided for how all of these connect to the wider area
in which the site is located.

Comments Addressed

Completed

Printed On: 12/21/2016

"We have been in coordination with the
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Chapter. We have worked closely with
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
on our discussion and her comments.
We have met 2-3 times a week during
the month of June to revise the zoning
chapter. We have submitted this
chapter as part of the redline to the
level B plan document."

Staff Response

Status
Condition of
approval
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Zoning Administrator Planning Staff

##

Department

Hearing Date

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Comments

Response

19 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Types of and density/scale of land uses and zoning should be clearer and
consistent. The Santolina Level B Master Plan provides a more detailed Land
Use Map and details for each of the land uses than the Level A Plan. However,
more detailed information could be provided in the current request about the
more specific land uses and densities within Santolina Land Use Areas - for the
various areas or neighborhoods that will develop with residential uses, with
some additional parameters for density (e.g., average, maximum). Areas that
may be of mixed use or mixed densities, or areas that should have residential
(urban center, town center) are not detailed as such in the plan. It is still not
clear if residential use will be allowed in the Town Center.

"We have been in coordination with the
County Zoning Manager on the Zoning
Chapter. We have worked closely with
her to update the Zoning Chapter based
on our discussion and her comments.
We havemet 2-3 times a week during
the month of June to revise the zoning
chapter. We have submitted this
chapter as part of the redline to the
level B plan document."

Comments Addressed

Completed

20 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

The information listed in the Level B Plan for density under zoning (up to 50
dwelling units per acre) should be described ( e.g., in a table or map) in a
manner that demonstrates the development will not exceed the 3 dwellings
per acre limit in the Reserve Area. Based on the information provided staff in
the Level B Plan, a density higher and number of dwelling units could be
achieved than the approximate 9,444 units stated in the plan (page 4).

We have provided narrative and a table
as part of Chapter 2 Land Use Tables 3 &
4 to indicate how we will not exceed the
3 du/acre limit for the Reserve Area.

Condition of approval/development
agreement should confirm density and
mechanism for maintaining it.

Finding

21 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Additional information could also be given about the different characteristics
of business, commercial, and industrial areas, including the range of Floor
Area Ratios, and commercial building size. Zoning information for some of the
new land use areas, such as open space, educational campus are not provided
or consistent with the Level A Plan. Some particular land uses that fall in the
residential areas or more intense land use areas such as town center and
business park could be identified or described following the original zoning
chapter in the Level A Plan (see pages 43-53), Level A Plan. It is not clear if the
definitions of land uses included in the Zoning in the Level A Plan should apply
to the Level B Plan and will be added to or if the Level B Zoning will adhere to
the definitions, land uses, and procedures in the County Zoning Code. Site
characteristics and Design Features as in the Level A PC zoning Chapter also
do not appear to be carried through into the Level B Zoning.

This Level B Plan builds off of the
general intent and vision of the Level A
Plan. We have been in coordination with
the County Zoning Manager on revisions
to the Zoning Chapter (see previous
previous response). We have included
definitions, where needed,
following/referenced the County Zoning
Code (when available).

Zoning Chapter is still under consideration.

Completed

22 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Address Compatibility of Land Uses as in the Land Use Plan. The proposed
Land Use areas in the Santolina Plan Level B Plan are limited in number and
are presented as discrete zones. More information could be provided on how
the zones articulate with each other ( e.g., residential and industrial). There
could also be discussion of how mixed use areas will be achieved or if there
will be transitional areas between more intense and less intense uses within
or on the edges of the site. In addition, information could be provided about
how the development will articulate in areas of existing development-e.g.,
along West Central Ave. and the 1-40 Frontage Rd. where there already exists
various developments, and some parcels connect to these roads while others
do not.

We have provided additional narrative
to address the compatibility of land
uses. We have also addressed horizontal
mixed-use and vertical mixed-use as well
as land use connectivity considerations.

Discussions have taken place about the land
use. (Zoning element is under consideration).

Completed

23 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Although the Master Plan proposes mixed uses, and states it will meet the
other requirements of the Reserve Area, such as self-sufficiency, protecting
the non-urban development, and being bounded by open space, additional
information could be provided.

We have included additional language in
the Land Use Chapter that speaks to
mixed-use development and Transit
Orient Development.

Discussions about land use have taken place

Completed

Printed On: 12/21/2016

Staff Response

Status
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Zoning Administrator Planning Staff

##

Department

Hearing Date

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Comments

Response

24 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

It appears that a majority of the property in the Level B Plan falls within the
Reserve (3.0 dwelling units per acre density) or the Rural Area (1 dwelling unit
per acre). The request shows the intent to meet this requirement, with
approximately 9,444 dwelling units proposed on 4,243 acres (shown at
approximately 2.23 dwelling units per acre). However, as stated above given
the proposed zoning (Zoning Chapter) - with possible densities of up to 30 or
even 50 dwelling units per acre, the applicant will need to demonstrate how
the allowed gross density will not be exceeded. Staff comment: In order to
ensure this overall allowed density is maintained, staff recommends more
specific information be provided on the land use map or in a table that shows:
Average and maximum residential densities in each of the land use areas.
Allocation of the residential units allowed by the Comprehensive Plan in each
of the land use areas.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

Discussions have taken place. This will need to Finding
be confirmed in a conditon of approval

25 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Policy c states development within Reserve Area shall take place either in
accordance with an approved planned community master plan (up to three
dwelling units per acre), or in accordance with the standards applicable to
Rural Areas. It should be stressed that if the Master Plan fails to meet the
criteria, the policies for the Rural Area are used instead of those of the
Reserve Area. If this is the case, the allowable density would be approximately
one dwelling unit per acre. The Reserve area thus creates a density bonus
when the policies are complied with. Staff comment: ensure the allotted
density is maintained in the development of Santolina.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type.

Discussions have taken place. This will need to Finding
be confirmed in a conditon of approval

26 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

In summary, more information is needed on the specific land use and
densities for the Santolina site with reference to their compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan goals and policies. It appears that the proposed
residential density for the site could exceed that allowed by the
Comprehensive Plan. In addition, a conceptual development agreement
eventually will need to be provided to show the willingness and ability of the
developer to implement the land uses and infrastructure proposed in the
Level B Plan.

We have provided additional narrative
and a table, as part of section 2.2.1, that
identifies density caps based on
residential dwelling units by type. The
preparation of a Level B Development
Agreement is underway.

To be specified in Condition of
Approval/Development Agreement

Finding

27 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Land Use - Activity Centers - designates existing and future activity centers
and corridors in Bernalillo County----on a map and in terms of a hierarchy of
centers with specific features (see p.19, Plan). This section could be further
addressed in the Santolina Level B Plan, which has different types of
commercial and activity centers. It might be helpful to situate the
development within the framework provided for Activity Centers in the
Comprehensive Plan. In some locations within the Level B plan area, it is not
clear where the Village Centers or Neighborhood Centers are located.

This has been more clearly identified in
the introduction to the zoning chapter.

Additional information has been provided.
Pending final review of land use and zoning
maps.

Completed

Printed On: 12/21/2016

Staff Response

Status
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Zoning Administrator Planning Staff

##

Department

Hearing Date

28 County Planning 5/26/2016
Staff

Printed On: 12/21/2016

Comments

Response

IV. Zoning Ordinance/ The Planned Community Zoning for Santolina has been
established with the approval of the Level A Plan. However, the request must
continue to address the requirements specified in the Planned Communities
Zone. The request appears to be relatively consistent with Section 19.5
(Planned Community Zone) for a large-scale community. However, the
request may be larger than the village or employment center type
development that is identified in both the Level B Planned Communities
Criteria and those for Level B development in the B Zoning, where the typical
Village size range is 650 to 1200 acres. The applicant will also need to clarify
that other Level B Plans will be submitted, with appropriate naming, for the
remaining portions of the Santolina development.

We have included narrative in Chapter 8
(Approval Process) that speaks to future
Level B Plans.
The size of this Level B plan is only
slightly larger than and comparable to
the first two Level B plans at Mesa Del
Sol. The reason for this is to follow
through on two seperate commitments
mad as part of the Level A Plan process.
1. To preserve the La Ceja Escarpment
(almost 1,000 acres of Open Space is
preserved), and
2. The designation of a significant
acreage to job producing land uses.

Staff/Agency/De
partment

Staff Response
The Level B plan area is not unprecedented,
although some agencies have a concern with
it.

Status
Completed
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## Department
Note Date
1 Parks and
2/19/2016
recreation

Comments
The comments state that a preliminary review of the plan indicates that more
information needs to be provided:
1. A portion of the Level B Open Space and Parks network, is consistent with Level
A, but the following is not clear:
a. what all the types of Open Space and parks will be included in those areas;
b. whether that includes neighborhood parks and other recreation facilities;
c. general, whether the park areas by type and the other recreation facilities
cumulatively meet the Level of service standards set forth in the Level A plan for
the projected population for the Level B plan areas; and
d. when and how the Open Space, park and other recreation facilities will be
dedicated.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
Status
We are providing open space areas, parks, trails, undevelopable land,
Still in Discussion -- Leve B Completed
and areas with valuable environmental qualities to ensure the
Plan has been updated per
continued health, safety, and welfare of the community and to provide
staff comments from
locations for recreational activities. Furthermore we are preserving the
meeting on 9/16/16 and eescarpment area that makes up the eastern portion of the Level B Plan
mail on 9/19/16, except
area as open space. Please refer to the Level B Land Use Map. We
that add'l languague was
have provide an analysis of the PROS Plan level-of-service standards
included, which was not
relative to the Level B Plan based on project populations. Please see
discussed, which should be
deleted because the Level B
new redline to section 2.2.7 of the Level B Plan.
plan and agreement are a
refinement and are more
detailed as to Community
Facilities and therefore
supercede the Level A
Agreement by definitiion.
Once this paragraph is
removed, then this would
be complete.

2 Parks and
recreation

2/19/2016

2. It does not appear that there is an Open Space zone as described in the Level a
plan.

We have added a Major Open Space Zone to the Zoning Chapter and
the Zone Map.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

3 Parks and
recreation

2/19/2016

3. We have a question as to why the open space area to the north of the
escarpment open space described in Level B plan has not been included. Related
to that question, there is parcel was recently acquired to be a Route 66 gateway
park, that would also function potentially as trailhead for the escarpment open
space, that we wanted to ensure open space connectivity to.

We are coordinating with Bernalillo County Parks and Recreation
Department on identifying the noted parcel so that we can determine
its applicability to the Level B Plan.

No Adverse Comment

Not
Applicable,
outside
Santolina
Level B
Boundary

4 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

Although there is somewhat more detail than in the Level A Plan, in general, there
is insufficient detail in the Santolina Level B plan at this point for us to recommend
approval even with conditions. I have the following findings/comments pertaining
to the new level B submittal:
1. The overall acreage of open space and parks is sufficient to meet the
requirements in the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Facilities Master Plan
(PROS Plan). Similarly, there is more than enough of the community parks to meet
the requirements of the PROS Plan.

We agree. Based on our analysis of the PROS Plan Level of Service
standards (Section 2.2.7 of the Level B Plan document) and the parks,
open space, and recreational facilities planned for by the Level B
Master Plan, we exceed the PROS Plan standards.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

5 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

2. The number and location of neighborhood parks have not been identified. Based We have updated our Land Use Plan to indicate the location of future
on our calculation there should be 23 acres of neighborhood parks, which based
neighborhood parks that will range from 3 to 5 acres. This satisfies
on our definition, there would be anywhere from 5 to 23 parks. Therefore, the
your request.
plan does not comply with the PROS Plan and in our opinion does not satisfy the
requirements of the Planned Community Criteria for a Level B plan. In order to
serve the community adequately, a diversity of facilities is needed with a
reasonable distribution of them across the planned community area.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

Printed on: 12/21/2016
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## Department
Note Date
6 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation Letter

Comments
Response
Responder
Staff Response
Status
3. In the Level B Plan, the projected need for the number of community centers
We have updated our Land Use Plan to indicate the location of 2 future
Add'l language provided in Complete
and aquatics facilities is closer to 2 than 1 (1.54), and should be amended to reflect community centers and aquatics facilities. This satisfies your request.
Level B Plan to provide for
the number 2 in both instances as required by the PROS Plan, especially given the
Regional Park in next Level
land uses proposed (the Town Center and Urban Center) and the potential for
B plan
higher density of housing.

7 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

4. With respect to the Regional Park and Fully Inclusive Playgrounds, it is our
A park is identified for the southern portion of the Urban Center. This
position that the plan should be amended to include the regional park shown in
park land will be part of a larger Regional Park that will expand over
the level A plan immediately to the West of the main community area and location future Level B Plans.
should be shown for the Fully inclusive Playground, given the development of the
Town Center and Urban Center and the projected time-span for development,
there will be a need for both of those facilities in this part of our future
community.

Same as #1

8 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

We have provided additional language as part of Section 2.2.8 Parks
5. Dedication: Given that all the open space areas and parks shown in this the
Level B Plan will serve only the communities in Santolina, these areas and facilities and Recreation Implementation Strategy to delineate the
should be dedicated to the County and the Plan should be amended to state that. Implementation of future parks, open space, and recreational facilities.
As part of this new narrative, we have provided provisions for
dedication to Bernalillo County as well as coordination on future
programming, design, and construction.

Completed
Language and tables
relative to "sequencing"
has been added, which
satisfies the orginal
comment, except there
should be an addition of
"community facilities" in
the first sentence of the
first bullet on page 105.
Then this comment will be
complete.

9 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

6. It is unclear what the phasing and process of dedication of the open space and
parks facilities will be. This should be spelled out in detail in a PCC level B Plan. The
description in the plan appears to be circular it will happen as development
happens, but it is unclear what the intention for phasing of development is. From
our perspective, there would seem that there needs to be a more detailed
development phasing plan, and there needs to be a clear correlation in the fiscal
analysis that there will be sufficient tax revenues accruing to the county from that
development of this area of Santolina to support the O&M costs of the facilities at
each phase of development, so that it is clear that the proposed development will
occur at no-net expense to the County. Based on the submittal to-date, it is not
possible to make that determination.

Pending review of most
recent Fiscal Analysis

Printed on: 12/21/2016

We have provided additional narrative as part of our May 26, 2016
Hearing submittal. We have redlined the Level B document to include
additional narrative as a new Section 8.4 Development Phasing. This
new narrative delineates the management of future growth in the
Level B Plan area through ordered phasing of development through the
provision of services.

Completed

Completed

We have also provided new narrative as part of a new Section 8.5
Project and System Public Infrastructure Funding Strategy. This section
identifies the various funding mechanisms available to the future
development of this Level B Plan area.
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Parks Recreation

## Department
Note Date
10 Parks &
6/15/2016
Recreation Letter

Comments
With respect to the fiscal analysis, we have the following comments:
1. the parks and recreation units arrived at in the fiscal analysis do not correspond
to the Level B Plan or the PROS Plan (e.g. 2 community centers vs. 1 in the Plan,
and 307 acres of park land vs. 183.6 in the Plan), so it is hard to understand
whether the plan as envisioned will result there being "no net expense" to the
County. I.e. per the above, there should be a minimum of 2 community centers, 2
pools, the regional park (70 acres), 2 to 4 community parks (46 acres), 5 to 23
neighborhood parks (23 acres) and one the fully inclusive playground facility.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
Yes, the Fiscal Analysis evaluates a larger Parks/Open Space footprint,
Pending review of most
so the costs are higher than they would otherwise be. The Study is still
recent Fiscal Analysis
incredibly positive. Less space would result in less costs, so we have
provided a more conservative approach, fiscally.

Status
Completed

The Fiscal Study tackles 623 acres of Open Space and 307 acres of
Developed Parkland, the latter which encompasses all the
neighborhood, community, and regional parks. That is a total of 930
acres.
The Level of Service utilized is exactly what was provided to us by the
Bernalillo County Parks and Open Space Department. Please review
Exhibit A-10 of our fiscal analysis.

11 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

2. The unit cost per employee only accounts for the salaries and benefits of
employees and not the actual O&M cost of the facilities, which would include
materials and water costs as well. The PROS Plan has also indicated the following
standards level of service: 100 acres of open space per employee and 10 acres per
employee for park land. We would be willing to sit down with the applicant's
financial analyst and share updated cost figures for Parks and Recreation facilities.

We do include O&M costs for the integrated facilities, approximately
$800,000 annually. The salaries are as requested by the Parks and
Recreation Department. All incidental costs requested were included.
We have outlined over $2 million in annual costs for this initial Level B.

See Staff Response #1
above.

Completed

With respect to LOS, we have 75 acres per employee for OS, that's a
higher standard than what is required, and the standard for Parkland is
identical (10 per 100 = 7.5 per 75).

12 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter

With respect to our previous comments, we have the following comments:
See response to Item #1 listed above.
1. Comment 1 has only been partially addressed with table and narrative in the
Level B Plan. Per the above comments, substantial changes to the Level B Plan are
requested.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

13 Parks &
Recreation
14 Parks &
Recreation

6/15/2016
Letter
6/15/2016
Letter

2. Comment 2 has been addressed in the Level B Plan.

We agree.

See Comment #3

Complete

3. Comment 3 has not been fully discussed, but there has been an effort to
coordinate between Agent and the County.

We agree. We requested clarification on this comment in an email
dated June 1, 2016. We never received a response.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

Printed on: 12/21/2016
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## Department
Note Date
15 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
Response
As you know, we (Debbie Jo, you and myself) met with the agent for the applicant We have provided responses to your following comments.
two weeks ago, and certain changes have been made to the document. Because a
number of my comments are not included in the matrix, I am providing comments
based on how my comments delivered at the June 23rd meeting of the CPC have
been addressed by the applicant in the current draft of the Level B Plan. I am also
providing additional comments on the changes that have been made by the agent
and on any new changes to the document that we have not reviewed up until this
point in time. All my current comments are in bold green. In general, it should be
stated that Parks and Recreation Department at this time has no funding or plans
to plan, design, construct, operate or maintain any Parks and Recreation facility or
Open Space in the Santolina Level B plan area. Parks and Recreation has met with
the agent for the applicant and appreciates the changes that have been made to
date. However, there remain some outstanding items that we would like to see
addressed further and changed in the Plan prior to recommending approval,
because this is a Level B Plan and will be the last time that these concerns,
especially those surrounding phasing and the fiscal implications of the Plan can be
addressed in a comprehensive manner to ensure that the dedication and
subsequent operations and maintenance of Parks and Recreation facilities in the
Level B plan area will be at no net expense to the County in the Plan Area.

16 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

1. In the Parks and Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the
community parks facilities should be referred to as "Project infrastructure" and in
no way should be considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition, they
are intended to provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of
the Level B "Project Area".

17 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

18 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
See Comment #1

Status
Completed

Parks that will solely serve the project will be "project infrastructure".
However any regional parks (e.g. regional sports complexes) which
serve the project as well as other real property will be system
infrastructure with standard costs. This has been clarified in Section
2.2.8.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

2. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed.

We agree.

See Comment #1

Completed

3. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed. However, in the Parks and
Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the community parks facilities
should be referred to as "Project Infrastructure" and in no way should be
considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition they are intended to
provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of the Level B
"Project Area".

See response to Item #1 listed above.

This comment has been
addressed.

Complete

For Hearing on January 4, 2016 Page 11
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## Department
Note Date
19 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
Response
4. This comment has been satisfactorily addressed. However, in the Parks and
See response to Item #1 listed above.
Recreation Implementation Strategy section 2.2.8 the community parks facilities
should be referred to as "Project Infrastructure" and in no way should be
considered "System Infrastructure," because by definition they are intended to
provide the County's standard level of service to the residents of the entire Level A
"Project Area" at build-out. Given the extent and number of Community Parks
proposed in the current Level B plan, Parks and Recreation accepts that the
Regional Park will be a part of a future Level B plan to the west of the current level
B Plan as shown in the Santolina Level A Master Plan , and no provision for the
regional park is needed at this time.

20 Parks &
Recreation

5. Dedication has been addressed in the new Section 2.2.8. However, Section 2.2.8 See response to Item #1 listed above.
should be amended to state that dedication process for all parks and recreation
facilities shall be triggered 1) when the area that includes (or is adjacent on more
than one edge to) the location in the Level B plan for the facility comes in for
subdivision, or 2) if the subdivision of lots shall result in the planned construction
of dwelling units for any and all areas of the Level B plan that exceed any of the
thresholds for the corresponding facilities:
1000 dwelling units - neighborhood park
3000 dwelling units - community park
5000 dwelling units - aquatics facility & community center
10,000 dwelling units - fully inclusive playground
Because by definition, all these facilities are considered "Project Infrastructure" to
support the future residents of the Level B Area based on the level of service
standards of the County , dedication of all these facilities shall include planning,
design and construction of facilities plus two years of maintenance at no cost to
the County.

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
This comment has been
addressed.

Status
Complete

See Staff Response #1
above and #9

Completed
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## Department
Note Date
21 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Comments
Phasing of the Level B plan remains unclear for Land Use or for Community
Facilities including parks and recreation. At a minimum, Section 2.2.8 should be
amended to include changes stated above in the revised comment 5 that include
thresholds in the subdivision process to trigger the dedication of Parks and
Recreation facilities. The Financial Analysis should be updated as stated below in
Comment B, in order for it to correspond with what is currently in the current
version of the Plan, so that the Plan can be evaluated as to "no net expense". In
addition as per the Planned Community Criteria Level B: Village Master Plan
Section D, a "strategy" for funding and maintenance of community facilities shall
be provided.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
See Staff Response #1
We have provided a sequencing plan that provides for 8 residential
above and #9
phases and 4 non-residential phases. It should be noted that there are
some non-residential uses within the residential phases and some
limited residential uses in the mixed use portions of the nonresidential phases. With regards to funding mechanisms, on August
rd
23 , 2016 the Board of County Commissioners approved the
establishment of the Santolina Public Improvement Districts (“PIDs”) to
fund public improvements within the Districts. As a part of, of the
evaluation of the establishment of the Santolina PIDs the County
commissioned an independent fiscal impact analysis of Santolina and
the impact PIDs to the County. The County’s economic and fiscal
consultant concluded Santolina and the establishment of the PIDs will
be at a “no net expense The Santolina Tax Increment Development
Districts (“TIDDs”) which will fund public improvements have not yet
been established but are currently being considered by the County
based on the County’s independent fiscal impact analysis which
estimates a fiscal benefit to the County in the amount of
approximately $5.8 billion for the buildout of the Project. It is our
opinion that with these changes, that the Level B plan has addressed
the Planned Communities Criteria as it relates to Park and Recreation
facilities.

Status
Completed

Continued from above
The applicant has recently added Section 8.5, which outlines tools for funding the
various public facilities. However, the intended strategy for funding them using the
various tools has not been identified, now how those tools interface with the
financial analysis - i.e. what revenues will be used cover which costs and when?
This is critical to determine whether there will be sufficient revenues from the
development coming to the County support the additional staff and other costs to
operate and maintain the dedicated facilities two years after construction. The
applicant has stated that it would prefer these issues be resolved either in the PID
or TID process, and/ or in the development agreement for this Level B Plan, but it
is not possible to determine whether the "no net expense" criteria has been met
for the purposes of recommending approval without a more defined strategy. We
would request that the Section 8.5, the Financial Analysis be revised and that a
draft of the development agreement be completed in order to evaluate whether
the applicant's plan has satisfied the "no-net expense" criteria. Our concern is that
Level B approval will be the last time that the fiscal implications of the facilities in
the Level B Plan can be addressed in a comprehensive and meaningful manner.

Continued from above .
Additional items concerning the implementation of this Level B Plan
will be addressed with the Level B Development Agreement to be
approved by the Board of County Commissioners.

Completed

Pending review of most
recent Fiscal Analysis
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## Department
Note Date
22 Parks &
7/13/16
Recreation Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Comments
Comments on Fiscal Analysis 1&2:
These Comments have not been addressed. As yet there is no updated financial
analysis that corresponds to the current draft of the Plan.

Response
Responder
Staff Response
The independent fiscal impact analysis commissioned by the County is
No Adverse Comment
based on dwelling units (by type) and non-residential square footage
which have no significant change. The Land Use Plan has been refined
to reflect and show the conceptual locations of parks and recreation
facilities, which have always been assumed to be included, but were
not graphically shown. These have now been added to the plan. Since
the cost of the majority of these facilities, are assumed to be project
infrastructure, the capital costs will be borne by the developer and as
such, are not relevant to the fiscal impact and no net expense analysis.
The fiscal impact analysis does not and should not reflect specific
project level costs, but rather general fund revenues and expenses to
the County (based on the County budget) over the buildout of the
project. The fiscal impact analysis commissioned by the County utilizes
the most recently approved 2017 County budget and assumes expense
will increase commensurate with the increase in population and
required services.

Status
Complete

23 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Previous Comments 1,2,&3:
The first two comments have been largely addressed in the current draft of the
Plan, except where indicated above in relation to Comment 1. Comment 3 is not
relevant at this time, because the subject area is not part of the current Level B
plan area.

We agree.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

24 Parks &
Recreation

7/13/16
Letter
responding to
Comments in
Letter dated
6/15/2016
listed above

Additional Comment:
We have removed the PROS Plan map from Chapter 2.
1. Ch. 2 Exhibit 3 is not credited (PROS Plan and MRCOG) and I am not sure of the
relevance to this particular section of the plan, because all level of service
standards are keyed off of projected build-out. Also, the level of service standards
and Parks and Recreation Implementation strategy would seem to be a better fit
for Chapter 7 Government and Public Services section.

No Adverse Comment

Complete

Printed on: 12/21/2016
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AMAFCA

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments
Note Date
2/8/2016

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Comments
Santolina Level B Master Plan, (R-12)
AMAFCA staff reviewed the Level B Master Plan with respect to drainage
concepts and has no adverse comment. Staff also met with the engineer to
discuss maintenance responsibilities and impacts on capacity of AMAFCAs
Westgate Dam. These items will be addressed with future, detailed
development plans.

Response
We agree.

Responder
Lynn Mazur

Staff Response
Acceptable

Status
Completed
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##
Department
1 APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
Response
SPR2016-0001 Santolina is a Level A Master Planned Community that is
We agree.
approximately 13,851 acres, and is bounded by Interstate 40 to the north,
118th Street and the escarpment open space to the east, the Pajarito Mesa
on the south and the escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco Valley on
the west The master planned area (Level A) will consist of 34,000 residential
units built out over the next 40-50 years.
After approval of the Level A Master Planned Community in June 2015, the
developer is currently requesting approval for Phase 1 Level B Master Planned
Community. This phase will include 9,444 dwelling units and will encompass
4,243 acres. Santolina development (Level A Master Plan) will impact G.I
Sanchez ES, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, Atrisco Heritage Academy HS
and West Mesa HS. Currently, Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS and Atrisco
Heritage HS enrollments exceed capacity; these schools are overcrowded.
Please refer to the table provided by APS, in the Original comments,
indicating capacity, enrollment, and excess/shortage of capacity for each of
the listed schools.
Albuquerque Public Schools recently built and opened George I. Sanchez K-8
school in 2015-16 to address growth and overcrowding of schools in the
southwest quadrant of the District.
In addition, with the recent passage of the Bond/Mil Levy 2016 election, APS
will continue plans to construct a new K-8 school to alleviate current
overcrowding in the Northwest; and specifically, to relieve overcrowding at
Painted Sky ES, Jimmy Carter MS, and SR Marmon ES.

2

2/9/2016

To address overcrowding at schools noted in the table above, APS will explore We agree.
various alternatives. A combination or all of the following options may be
utilized to relieve overcrowded schools.
(i) Provide new capacity (long term solution)
a. Construct new schools or additions
b. Add portables
c. Use of non-classroom spaces for temporary classrooms
d. Lease facilities
e. Use other public facilities

APS

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended to be added
as the last sentence in Secion 7.6.

Status
Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment; complete.

A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment; complete.
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##
Department
3 APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
(ii) Improve facility efficiency (short term solution)
a. Schedule Changes
i. Double sessions
ii. Multi-track year-round
b. Other
i. Float teachers (flex schedule)
(iii) Shift students to Schools with Capacity (short term solution)
a. Boundary Adjustments/Busing
b. Grade reconfiguration
(iv) Combination of above strategies

Response
We agree.

Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
comment; complete.

Pertains to Level A Plan.

Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment; complete.

All planned additions to existing educational facilities are contingent upon
taxpayer approval.

4

APS

2/9/2016

Printed on: 12/21/2016

(i) APS finds that the residential development of 34,000 housing units
proposed by the Santolina Master Plan Level A would generate 15,846 K-12
students at build out. These students would need taxpayer approved school
facilities at a cost of $587 million (does not account for cost of land) in today's
dollars for construction of 13 elementary schools, 3 middle schools, and 2
high schools.
(ii) APS would need approximately 366 acres to develop the 18 schools
needed to serve the Santolina Level A Master Development Plan at full build
out.

We have been in coordination
with APS throughout this Level B
Plan process. We are in
discussions with APS to ensure
effective planning of future
facilities within the Level B Plan
area.
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##
Department
5 APS

APS

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
Response
The following is an addendum to Albuquerque Public Schools comments for We agree.
SPR2016-0001, a request for approval of Phase 1 Level B Santolina Master
Planned Community. APS comments are based on the original Level B
submittal of 9,444 dwelling units.
(i) This Phase 1 Level B plan covers 28% of the entire Level A Santolina Master
Planned community in terms of dwelling units.
(ii) APS will be contacting WAHL and seeking to find a consensual and
collaborative process that will facilitate the smooth provision of school sites
and to possibly obtain assistance from WAHL with the building of schools in
the subject area.
(iii)According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan; the District
would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school and
one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to deliver a
K8 instructional model, this would call for two (2) K-8 schools and one half
(.5) of a High School. APS will provide educational program models that are
cost effective and in alignment with the District Curriculum models of
instruction.
(iv) Within these three residential villages, three elementary schools have
been proposed by the Plan. It is unclear, as to where the additional levels of
educational service, namely middle and high school level of services, is
proposed. It assumed by APS that the asterisk indicated on the Level B Land
Use Plan Map, indicates K-5 schools, and that these schools are located at the
center of each residential village. However, additional clarification is needed.

2/9/2016

(v) Albuquerque Public Schools has been engaged with ongoing discussions
with Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC (WALH):
a. Timely identification and acquisition of land for future school facilities is
being requested of the applicant by APS, and the APS school district will be
looking to finalize such land acquisitions as the plan is being approved.
b. APS land acquisitions will at least be proportional to the quantity of schools
presented on the Level B Land Use Plan map dated May 4, 2016 and part of
the applicant’s current submittal. Land needs are determined by APS
educational curriculum, enrollment, and construction standards.
(vi) According to APS standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed
9,444 housing units in Phase I Level B Santolina Master Plan, the District
would need to provide four (4) elementary schools, one (1) middle school and
one half (.5) of a high school. Alternatively, if the District chooses to deliver a
K-8 instructional model, this would call for two (2) K-8 schools and one half
(.5) of a High School. APS will provide educational program models that are
cost effective and in alignment with the District Curriculum models of
instruction.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
(i) Santolina Master
Plan Level B language
is in alignment with
APS Comment;
complete. (ii) In
progress; MOU
agreement between
WAHL and APS is not
complete yet. (iii)
Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment; complete.
(iv) Santolina Master
Plan Level B language
is in alignment with
APS Comment;
complete.

In progress, not
complete. Still
working on this.
Not complete
APS has had the
revised MOU since
October 3, 2016.
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##
Department
6 APS

Note Date
7/12/2016

Comments
Response
A summary of the most current APS July 12, 2016 comments are below, and We agree
the full APS submittal is attached: July 12, 2016 APS comments: All previous
Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) comments continue to apply to the current
applicant submittal. In particular, for the scale of development as proposed
by the Santolina Level B Plan, calling for 9,444 dwelling units, the District
would need at least 101.6 acres of land, 5 schools (assuming a typical and
traditional educational curriculum model) and at least $162,944,857 for new
construction, not including the cost of land. Such figures are consistent with
APS previous comments regarding the applicants submittals. All new and
future construction is contingent on taxpayer approval.

7

7/12/2016

8

APS

APS

7/14/2016

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
(iii) Santolina Master
Plan Level B language
is in alignment with
APS Comment;
Complete.

Regarding the most current Santolina Level B Plan (Revised July 2016), the
We agree
applicant identifies in Section 7.6 Schools (pages 86 and 87) that 134.6 acres
are needed to plan for new APS school facilities and that would sustain
approximately 9,444 dwelling units; APS concurs with this assessment. The
District continues to work with the applicant and hopes to come to an
agreement with the applicant so that land can be conveyed to Albuquerque
Public Schools as per the quantity of land acreage indicated in Section 7.6
Schools (Santolina Level B Plan, Revised July 2016, pages 86 and 87) for APS
public school facilities. Again, according to the Santolina Level B Plan, the
quantity of land needed for APS school facilities is 134.6 acres. APS would also
like to note that the curriculum model of all future schools to be located
within Santolina Level B Plan (i.e. K-12 model versus a K-5/middle school/high
school traditional model) will be determined by the District and in response to
community educational needs.

A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment. An MOU
that may discuss land
conveyance is
pending and not
complete yet.

Id like to also point out that the assertion in the Santolina Level B Plan in
We have revised this text to
Section 7.7.6 Existing Schools (page 88) stated in the last sentence of the
address this comment.
second paragraph saying, and in reference to Atrisco Heritage Academy High
School, Rudolfo Anaya, Jimmy Carter Middle School and GI Sanchez, that
These existing APS facilities can temporarily accommodate the initial
residential development within the Level B Plan until the APS facilities within
the Level B Plan are constructed and open for enrollment, is incomplete in
that it dismisses the fact that population growth from Santolina growth would
exacerbate existing overcrowding at Atrisco Heritage High School and Jimmy
Carter Middle School. Similarly, GI Sanchez school capacity was designed to
relieve overcrowding at existing various west side schools including Rudolfo
Anaya ES and Jimmy Carter Middle School MS. In our submitted comments
we include this information that provides current overcrowding conditions at
Atrisco Heritage Academy High School, Painted Sky ES, and Jimmy Carter MS.

Edits to current Level B submittal
have been made.

APS has had the
revised MOU since
October 3, 2016.

Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment; complete.
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##
Department
9 APS

Note Date
7/12/2016

Comments
All previous Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) comments continue to apply to
the current applicant submittal. In particular, for the scale of development as
proposed by the Santolina Level B Plan, calling for 9,444 dwelling units, the
District would need at least 101.6 acres of land, 5 schools (assuming a typical
and traditional educational curriculum model) and at least $162,944,857 for
new construction, not including the cost of land. Such figures are consistent
with APS’ previous comments regarding the applicant’s submittals. All new
and future construction is contingent on taxpayer approval.
Regarding the most current Santolina Level B Plan (Revised July 2016), the
applicant identifies in Section 7.6 Schools (pages 86 and 87) that 134.6 acres
are needed to plan for new APS school facilities that would sustain
approximately 9,444 dwelling units; APS concurs with this assessment.
The District continues to work with the applicant and hopes to come to an
agreement with the applicant so that land can be conveyed to Albuquerque
Public Schools as per the quantity of land acreage indicated in Section 7.6
Schools (Santolina Level B Plan, Revised July 2016, pages 86 and 87) for APS
public school facilities. Again, according to the Santolina Level B Plan, the
quantity of land needed for APS school facilities is 134.6 acres.
APS would also like to note that the curriculum model of all future schools to
be located within Santolina Level B Plan (i.e. K-12 model versus a K-5/middle
school/high school traditional model) will be determined by the District and in
response to community educational needs.

10 APS

7/12/2016

The assertion in the Santolina Level B Plan in Section 7.7.6 Existing Schools
(page 88) stated in the last sentence of the second paragraph saying, and in
reference to Atrisco Heritage Academy High School, Rudolfo Anaya, Jimmy
Carter Middle School and GI Sanchez, that “These existing APS facilities can
temporarily accommodate the initial residential development within the Level
B Plan until the APS facilities within the Level B Plan are constructed and open
for enrollment”, is incomplete in that it dismisses the fact that population
growth from Santolina growth would exacerbate existing overcrowding at
Atrisco Heritage High School and Jimmy Carter Middle School. Similarly, GI
Sanchez school capacity was designed to relieve overcrowding at existing
various west side schools including Rudolfo Anaya ES and Jimmy Carter
Middle School MS. In our submitted comments we include this information
that provides current overcrowding conditions at Atrisco Heritage Academy
High School, Painted Sky ES, and Jimmy Carter MS.

11 APS

8/19/2016
NEW

8/19/16 Comments
APS met with the agent for Western Albuquerque Land Holdings, Consensus
Planning, on 8/15/16 to further the discussion regarding school facility needs
due to the magnitude of the Level B Santolina Plan (i.e. development of 9,444
dwellings). APS is still working to obtain a land use agreement to address
infrastructure issues and needs (e.g. land conveyance to the District from the
Santolina Developer) commensurate to the number of dwelling units
proposed. This item is still unresolved and pending an agreement between
the Santolina Developer and Albuquerque Public Schools.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response
A comment to indicate that, "Final
configuration of School Programs
(including size of school, grade
configuration, and curriculum
models) will be determined by
Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community
needs" is recommended.

Status
Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment; complete.
Land Conveyance is
pending completion
of an MOU
Agreement between
WAHL and APS.
APS has had the
revised MOU since
October 3, 2016.

APS viewed updates to the draft
(page 100 and attached with APS
8/19/16 comments); The edits to the
Plan B Santolina Text as noted will
suffice.

Santolina Master Plan
Level B language is in
alignment with APS
Comment; complete.

Unresolved pending a
formal agreement
Condition of
Approval
APS has had the
revised MOU since
October 3, 2016.
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##
Department
12 APS

Note Date
Comments
Comments
due 10/10/16 Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) and Western Albuquerque Land Holdings
(WAHL) have been working on the following:
a) Siting and acquisition of school sites within the Santolina Master Plan Level
B
b) Site infrastructure issues for potential schools
Both items a) and b) above will eventually be included in a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between the Board of Education and WAHL. APS and
WAHL are still working on this.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response

Responder

Staff Response

Status
In progress, not
complete. Still
working on this.
Condition of
Approval
APS has had the
revised MOU since
October 3, 2016.
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##
1

Department
Note Date
PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

Comments
COMMENTS FOR LEVEL B PLAN
1) Page 53 - see "Compliance with MS4 permit requirements, as adopted by
the County for individual non-residential tracts. Includes requirements that
tracts are designed to retain the 90th percentile storm event". Revise to
include residential lots also as any development, residential or commercial,
over 1 acre will be required to comply with our MS4 water quality
requirements.

Response
Responder
We agree and have revised accordingly. See page 64 of the Revised Level Don Briggs
B Master Plan.

2

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

2) Page 54 and other locations - Remove the term "First Flush" and replace
with "EPA Water Quality Volume".
First Flush is not a defined volume.

We agree and have revised accordingly.

3

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

3) Page 55 - Exhibits 14 and 15 appear to be missing from the pdf copy of the We have supplied these Exhibits.
plan.

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

4

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

4) Page 56 - Copy construction phased practices to Terrain Management
We agree and have revised accordingly.
section from LID section. Also discuss limiting development in sensitive areas
such as the escarpment areas as a Terrain Management practice.

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

5

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

5) Page 58 - Revise references to First Flush, two yr. storm volumes and 0.5'' We agree and have revised accordingly.
of rainfall to more precise EPA Water Quality Volume.
As this area is currently outside the defined "Urban Area" the 90th percentile
storm rainfall event presented in the EPA technical document is not be
appropriate.

Don Briggs

Completed

6

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

The rainfall event that initiates runoff for this area should be determined at
this time and used to determine required EPA Water Quality Volumes in the
LEVEL C plans. This method is acceptable under e terms of the Bernalillo
County MS4 permit and is preferred. See "Estimating Predevelopment
Hydrology in the Middle Rio Grande Watershed, New Mexico" (Kosco et al.,
201 ) for the accepted methodology to do this.

We agree, and have determined this new rainfall value. We have
supplied this value.

Don Briggs

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed

7

PW Drainage Review 2/1/2016

6) Discuss the possibility of 100% water harvesting within the playa basins
due to not having to deliver water to the Rio Grande in these basins.

100% harvesting within the basin is planned and identified in the Master Don Briggs
Plan. Harvesting will occur onsite and offsite relative to individual site
development characteristics and in accordance with Bernalillo County
MS4 permit.

8

PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

COMMENTS FOR SANTOLINA LEVEL B DRAINAGE MASTER PLAN AND
We generally agree. We will seek to "incise" the impoundments to the
TERRAIN MANAGEMANT PLAN
extent possible, and whenever possible, and/or provide/import the
I) Part of the "concept" of this Level B master plan is to have temporary
appropriate engineered dam construction material.
impoundments constructed with engineered earthen berms. Bernalillo
County would prefer fully incised impoundments as the Bernalillo County Soil
Survey indicates that the soils in the Santolina area are not well suited for
dam construction.

9

PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

2) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated We agree, and this determination has already been made and will be
"Urban Area",
supplied.
Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply calculations for "PreDevelopment Hydrology" using the methodology indicated in EPA Publication
Number 832R-14-007. This pre-development hydrology will be used to
calculate the required water quality volumes needed to mimic predevelopment conditions. The discussion regarding the 0.44 inch storm needs
to be revised.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Staff Response
ACCEPTABLE

Don Briggs

Status
Completed

Completed

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

Don Briggs

ACCEPTABLE

Completed

Don Briggs

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed
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##
Department
Note Date
10 PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

Comments
3) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from a We agree.
basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An undisturbed
basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter from the
basin. The MS4 permit address the concept of "pre-development hydrology"
or the point at which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as the water
quality volume. An undisturbed basin will not have a water quality volume.

11 PW Drainage Review 2/9/2016

Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for postdevelopment water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan by
using "water quality volume" in place of first flush.

12 PW Drainage Review 7/11/2016

The following comments have not been addressed in the latest version of the These Pre-Development Hydrology calculations are completed and will
Santolina Level B Master Plan. Please address these comments.
be supplied shortly to PW Drainage staff.
1) As the Santolina development area is well outside the current designated
"Urban Area", Bernalillo County will require the developer to supply
calculations for "Pre-Development Hydrology" using the methodology
indicated in EPA Publication Number 832-R-14-007. This pre-development
hydrology will be used to calculate the required water quality volumes
needed to mimic pre-development conditions. The discussion regarding the
0.44 inch storm needs to be revised.

13 PW Drainage Review 7/11/2016

2) The concept of "first flush" has to do with the first water discharged from All references to 'first flush' will be deleted from the technical reports
a basin that carries the highest concentration of contaminants. An
and the master plan.
undisturbed basin can have a first flush that carries fine sediment and litter
from the basin. The MS4 permit address the concept of "pre-development
hydrology" or the point at which runoff begins from an undisturbed basin as
the water quality volume. An undisturbed basin will not have a water quality
volume. Bernalillo County does not use the term first flush as a surrogate for
post-development water quality volume requirements. Please revise the plan
by using "water quality volume" in place of first flush.

14 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 47 Strike the last sentence or change to the more stringent of the two
will apply

15 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48, Item I. Change considered to will be utilized to the maximum extent Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
practicable
applicable.

ABCWUA is the intended provider. Designation of a
Completed
different water provider or structure will require revision
of the Level A Master Plan (9/16/2016). No development
agreement with the ABCWUA has been provided as of
9/16/16

16 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48. Add a new Item J and subsequently renumber. Add the following
Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
new item. All commercial and residential developers will evaluate
illustrations where appropriate.
opportunities for Green Infrastructure / Low Impact design elements prior to
permit application and will incorporate such elements where practicable. The
evaluation will be based on the techniques and practices identified in the
most current version of Bernalillo County's Water Conservation Development
Standards and Guidelines and/or as specified in any related stormwater
ordinances.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response

We agree and will revise accordingly.

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Responder

Staff Response
Comment only.

Don Briggs

Status
Completed

Completed

Received the updated Level B Drainage Report 9/15/2016. Completed

Completed

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16. Staff has Complete
reviewed and commented based on the condition as
written and intended.

Completed
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##
Department
17 PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
5/18/2016

Comments
Response
Page 48 Add new Item K and subsequently renumber. Each commercial site or Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
area of common development will provide for stormwater treatment and
illustrations where appropriate.
removal of floatables prior to discharge of stormwater from the site or area,
or provide for an acceptable alternative.

18 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 48. Item M. Add & and also the most current version of the County's
Water Conservation Development Standards and Guidelines.

19 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 49 Item 3d. Add the landscape islands and any landscape buffers will be Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
depressed from the surface and utilized for water harvesting / stormwater
illustrations where appropriate.
treatment to the maximum extent practicable

Condition 8 & 9 have not been satisfied. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Completed

20 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 52, Item H2. Modify to read & away from buildings and into on-site
stormwater treatment facilities

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Based on changes proposed in June 22,2016 Draft
Changes to Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan, the
minimum requirements of Condition 10 have been met.

Completed

21 PW Natural
Resources

5/18/2016

Page 52, Item I3, Modify to read & conveyance of drainage and stormwater
treatment.

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Not addressed. Infrastructure for reuse has not been
adequately addressed, nor has Condition 8 or an
acceptable Level B Water Master plan, denoted by
ABCWUA as acceptable been provided.

Completed

22 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

Comments that still need to be addressed as of 07/11/16:
1. The requirement for residential to development to participate in the NM
Green program should be added current language allows an out if Water
Sense fixtures are used. (First matrix response provided by applicant).

Since water conservation programs like NM Green will be replaced or
modified over the lengthy 50 year life of Santolina, we propose language
be supplied in the master plan as follows: 'Residential water
conservation practices such as those employed in the NM Green
program, or an equivalent program, will be employed'.

Acceptable. Requirement for residential development to Completed
participate in the Green NM program must be specifically
stated in the revised master plan. 6. A proposed water
conservation plan draft was provided as part of the Water
and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan on June 22, 2016. The
proposed changes in that document are acceptable. The
statement regarding required participation in the Green
NM program needs to be added to the Water
Conservation Plan as well and was not. Current
statement in 6.1.4 is that its option if Water Sense
Fixtures are used .Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16

23 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

2.Several responses refer to the Zoning Chapter. Water conservation
requirements and relation to 2024 ABCWUA goals is not addressed in that
section

Design Standards have been added to this chapter and include
illustrations where appropriate.

Due to lack of a development agreement, the use of
Finding &
"reclaimed" or potable reuse has not been adequately
Condition
addressed in the proposed revisions and is shown on the
conceptual Master Plan for Level A (see previous
comments). This comment has not been adequately
addressed as part of the water conservation plan in either
6.1.4 or in the Water And Sanitary Sewer Master Plan.

24 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

3.A fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement has yet to be provided. While significant progress towards a Development Agreement is being
made with the ABCWUA, the requested approved Development
Agreement (in accordance with the approved Level A Condition of
Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval of the Level B master
plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire that the intent of this
Condition be adhered to.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
applicable.

Responder

Staff Response
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16

Status
Completed

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a Completed
express written concurrence of a Level B Utility Plan
acceptable to ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

A fully executed development agreement has not been Finding &
provided as of 9/9/16. Zoning chapter has no mention of Condition
water conservation goals by zoning type, nor is water
conservation by zoning type addressed in the water
conservation plan of 6.1.4 or in the proposed changes to
water and sewer master plan. Current statement of
7/1/16 indicates Green NM is optional if WasterSense
fixtures are used. Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16
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Public Works

##
Department
25 PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
7/11/2016

Comments
4.The timing/phasing for installation and availability of water reuse and the
construction of the satellite wastewater treatment plant need to be
specifically addressed. This should be addressed as part of the conceptual
Utility Plan but is not. The conceptual Utility Plan of necessity should reflect
those elements that are in agreement with the ABCWUA. However, without
the executed Development Agreement, which has yet to be provided, there is
no way to ascertain if the Utility Plan is acceptable.

Response
The conceptual Utility Plan (for Water and Sewer, an associated timing
and phasing) can only be supplied upon the completion and approval of a
Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. While significant progress
towards a Development Agreement is occurring, the requested approved
Development Agreement (in accordance with the approved Level A
Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval of the
Level B master plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire that
the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

26 PW Natural
Resources

7/11/2016

Condition of Approval as of 7/11/16:. 1. If prior CPC Condition 8 of the CPC is
set aside and the plan is recommended for approval by the CPC, the applicant
must provide a fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement and revised
Utility Plan at the time of submittal of the Level B plan for BCC approval.

The requested approved Development Agreement (in accordance with
the approved Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to
BCC approval of the Level B master plan. Condition #8 does not
reference 'prior to submittal'. The ABCWUA has also indicated their
desire that the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Drainage master Plan and Terrain Management Plan.
Must be incorporated in Revision.

27 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

NRS responses have been completed. Unable to add additional comments at
this time. Comments would be as follows:
1. The requirement for residential to development to participate in the NM
Green program should be added current language allows an out if Water
Sense fixtures are used. (First matrix response provided by applicant).

See response to Item #14 above.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/9/16. Utility
Finding &
Plan will need to be revised as well. Planned Community Condition
Criteria for an acceptable Master Utility Plan cannot be
said to have been satisfied without ABCWUA express
written concurrence.

28 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

2.Several responses refer to the Zoning Chapter. Water conservation
requirements and relation to 2024 ABCWUA goals is not addressed in that
section

We will revise text that points all water conservation questions to Zoning
chapters.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/9/16. Utility
Finding &
Plan will need to be revised as well. Planned Community Condition
Criteria for an acceptable Master Utility Plan cannot be
said to have been satisfied without ABCWUA express
written concurrence.

29 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

3.A fully executed ABCWUA Development Agreement has yet to be provided. While significant progress towards a Development Agreement is
occurring, the requested approved Development Agreement (in
accordance with the approved Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be
supplied prior to BCC approval of the Level B master plan. The ABCWUA
has also indicated their desire that the intent of this Condition be
adhered to.

Acceptable. Requirement for residential development to Finding &
participate in the Green NM program must be specifically Condition
stated in the revised master plan. 6. A proposed water
conservation plan draft was provided as part of the Water
and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan on June 22, 2016. The
proposed changes in that document are acceptable. The
statement regarding required participation in the Green
NM program needs to be added to the Water
Conservation Plan as well and was not. Current
statement in 6.1.4 is that its option if Water Sense
Fixtures are used .Draft of proposed Design Standards
section was not made available to PW for review as of
9/16/16

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Completed
level B Master Plan, Chapter 5. Must be incorporated in
Revision.

Finding &
Condition
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##
Department
30 PW Natural
Resources

Note Date
5/18/2016

Comments
Response
Zoning Chapter Comments That need to be addressed prior to final approval. Zoning Chapter has been fully revised. This comments is no longer
Page 47 Next to last Paragraph the referenced plant pallet and xeriscape
applicable.
principles appendix was not posted and is not readily available for review as
of May 18 and is subject to later review and comment.

31 PW Natural
Resources

7/13/2016

4.The timing/phasing for installation and availability of water reuse and the
construction of the satellite wastewater treatment plant need to be
specifically addressed. This should be addressed as part of the conceptual
Utility Plan but is not. The conceptual Utility Plan of necessity should reflect
those elements that are in agreement with the ABCWUA. However, without
the executed Development Agreement, which has yet to be provided, there is
no way to ascertain if the Utility Plan is acceptable.

The conceptual Utility Plan (for Water and Sewer), including the
availability, timing and planning for reuse water and the satellite
treatment plant, can only be supplied upon the completion and approval
of a Development Agreement with the ABCWUA. While significant
progress towards a Development Agreement is occurring, the requested
approved Development Agreement (in accordance with the approved
Level A Condition of Approval #8) will be supplied prior to BCC approval
of the Level B master plan. The ABCWUA has also indicated their desire
that the intent of this Condition be adhered to.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16.

32 PW Natural
Resources 1

2/8/2016

CPC NOD
Condition 8. Per the special conditions from the Level A Master Plan, the
Level B master plan cannot be approved until the applicant provides a fully
executed development agreement with the ABCWUA, the water utility
provider identified in the Level A plan. Page 3 states that Coordination with
ABCWUA to identify final water and sanitary sewer system and master plans
for Santolina and execute a Development Agreement is on-going. Staff cannot
recommend CPC approval until such time as the required development
agreement has been fully executed.

The Level A conditions also state "prior to Level B" approval, which
approval occurs at BCC, after the CPC process. Accordingly, and
conversely, staff should not recommend disapproval (this may already be
intended/inferred from the staff comment).

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16.

33 PW Natural
Resources 1

2/8/2016

This condition coincides with the Level B criteria, which requires the applicant
to provide statements of water availability. There are multiple comments
throughout the Water Plan, particularly page 9, which states that Santolina
will be owned and operated by an independent water utility, anticipated to
be the ABCWUA & elements of the above described systems are subject to
change& established with the adopted utility provider; And similar on page
12, which indicates that the ABCWUA may provide water and sewer service
for the project Please be advised that the Level A approval was based on
identification of the ABCWUA as the utility provider and if that changes,
resubmittal of the Level A plan may be required.

The Level A Master Plan allowed for other utilities; however, there is no
intent at this time to use another utility. We agree that if a new utility
provider is utilized (or added), this will be discussed with County staff
based on details, merits, and nature of any proposed provider change.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16. Utility
Plan will need to be revised as well. Draft of proposed
Design Standards section was not made available to PW
for review as of 9/16/16.

Status
Finding &
Condition
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##
Department
34 PW Natural
Resources 2

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Condition 9 is dependent on the approved ABCWUA development agreement We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
being provided prior to a Level B approval. Without submittal of such an
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
agreement, the water use and phasing cannot be placed in context of the
2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update.

35 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

There is no clear explanation of how the proposed phasing fits within the Goal We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
and Program Update.
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

36 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

There is no discussion or design criteria listed which aligns with the new
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
program elements listed in that plan such as xeriscaping requirements or
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
installation of rainwater harvesting. Figure 1 of the goals and updates call for plans will be supplied at that time.
reuse and recycling, yet this Level B does not identify how or when this might
be implemented. Consistent with Table 1 and Figure 6 of the Goals and
Update, the Level B plans are expected to provide a breakdown of expected
water use by land use type and proposed design criteria that will be
incorporated in to each type of land use to achieve or maintain the ABCWUA
2024 water usage of 135 GPCD.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

37 PW Natural
Resources 2

2/8/2016

As observed in the Level B Village Master Plan 21% of land use is proposed as
low density residential zones. Outdoor usage is the significant variable
between the identified land use classifications, particularly between low
density and high density residential - there is generally less land to irrigate
per unit within high density residential areas as compared to that of low
density and rural residential areas. Level B should incorporate design
standards or criteria designed specifically to lower water usage for outdoor
landscaping in Low Density Residential zones to meet 135gpcd 2024 ABCWUA
Water Conservation Plan goal.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design Standards Dan
to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan to be incorporated McGreggor
as a separate section, addressing low water usage landscaping in all
zones, but specifically Low Density Residential zones. Future residential
development will be required to participate in the Home Builders
Association of Central NM Build Green NM program. Standards
specifically address ABCWUA 2024 Water Conservation Plan goal to
meet 135 GPCD.

Staff Response
Status
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.
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Department
38 PW Natural
Resources 3

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Condition 10. Compliance with Condition 10 has not been satisfied. The
section of the Water Master Plan (p.6) captioned as Water Conservation Plan
is inadequate and is a solely a summary of existing Water Conservation
Ordinance requirements. No additional concepts or measures needed to
meet the planned water use of 135 gpcd have been identified in this Level B.
This need for revision is consistent with Level B criteria. for land use wherein
there is to be definition of important design characteristics, including
streetscapes, setbacks, landscaping, parking, etc.

Response
(1) We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures are being required by this Master Plan
(though they may be encouraged on a Level C plan basis).
(3) 135 qpcd already met under existing Water Conservation ordinances.
Additional conservation requirements are not presented here, but are
subject to future County and ABCWUA regulation changes.

39 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

The Water Conservation Plan (which can be used across several Level B plan
submittals, and modified as needed for submittal specifics) should address by
design principles, standards, or guidelines how the development is going to
ensure compliance with ABCWUA and Bernalillo County water conservation
provisions, guidelines and design standards and the related development
agreements. For instance, Level A plans mention water reuse, to the Level B
plan should include indirect potable reuse as more than just a remote
possibility. One would expect at Level B to see more detail and conceptual
infrastructure to address eventual water reuse, for example a design criteria
that all development would be constructed with piping to allow future
introduction of water reuse.

(1) We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
(2) No additional measures over and above current County Ordinances,
are being required (though may be encouraged), though specific future
Level C or Level B plans may do so.
(3) 135 qpcd has already been met (even with old water technology).

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

40 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

Additionally landscape design standards with appropriate techniques and
specifications to address lower water usage should also be included. Santolina
Master Community will be located in an area with predominantly silty and
sandy soils, less than average precipitation, higher than average
temperatures and higher evapotranspiration rates compared to other parts of
the region. Outdoor water usage could be significantly higher than in other
service areas because of this natural variability. The Water Conservation Plan
should address exterior best management practices and design criteria
specific to the zone that significantly reduce water use and chemical use by
proposed densities. For example soil amendment program, passive water
harvesting, irrigation design standards and other techniques should be
included to address water usage in landscape design.

We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design Standards Dan
to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan for low water
McGreggor
usage landscaping. Future residential development will be required to
participate in the Home Builders Association of Central NM Build Green
NM program. As requested, a revised Water Conservation Plan (Chap 6,
Section 1.4) will be supplied prior to the June 26th Environment Hearing
to address exterior best management practices.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft.
Revised language must be incorporated.

Completed

41 PW Natural
Resources 3

2/8/2016

A good example of the level of detail and explanation of what is needed is
provided in the Stormwater Master Plan. ln many instances, the techniques
and approaches listed may serve both purposes, particularly as regards
outdoor water use and conservation. However, these elements should be
evaluated separately with respect to the use of reclaimed water and water
conservation principles. This would include separately addressing capture
and reuse of rooftop rain water capture from other site runoff which has to
be treated as stormwater runoff.

We agree. A revised Water Conservation Plan (Chap 6, Section 1.4) has Dan
been provided and includes the level of detail and explanation sought for McGreggor
by this comment.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft.
Revised language must be incorporated.

Completed

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.
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##
Department
42 PW Natural
Resources 4

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
SANTOLINA LEVEL B LAND USE PLAN
p. 5 ABCWUA letter. The letter was adequate per CPC decision. However it is
not adequate for Level B approval a fully executed development agreement is
needed prior to approval. Zoning p.16 - The Level B Plan includes portions by
land type use Design principles, guidelines; and standards demonstrating how
2024 Water Conservation goals are to be met should be included in the
proposed zoning for each land type use. That discussion probably should be
addressed in either Chapter 5 or Chapter 6.

43 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

44 PW Natural
Resources 4

Staff Response
Adequately addressed in June 22,2016 Draft changes to
Drainage master Plan and Terrain Management Plan.
Must be incorporated in Revision.

Status
Completed

Stormwater System Design Approach page 53 Compliance with MS4 permit We agree and will revise accordingly.
requirements, as adopted by the County for individual non-residential tracts.
Language must be corrected to read Compliance with MS4 permit
requirements, as adopted by the County for all new development and
redevelopment projects that disturb greater than or equal to one acre,
including projects less than one acre that are part of a larger common plan of
development or sale.

Defer issue to PW Drainage Engineer

Completed

2/8/2016

Terrain Management p.60 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils,
We agree and will revise accordingly.
and other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important
site features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils to
wind erosion, their locations within the Level B plan, and the particular
techniques that will be used to prevent excess wind erosion during
construction and development.

Stormwater is not mentioned in the Zoning Chapter.
Changes to the Drainage/Stormwater Master Plan
proposed on June 22, 2016 are generally acceptable to
NRS, but decision is deferred by NRS to the Drainage
Engineer

Completed

45 PW Natural
Resources 4

2/8/2016

Water System Planning page 63 The proposed Santolina Level B Water
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
System remains consistent with the system as proposed with the Level A
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.
Master Plan approval. Level B does not incorporate into the water and
wastewater design maps a reclamation/reuse plan nor does it incorporate the
infrastructures to deliver the reclaimed/reused water. Please revise the water
system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure and provide an indication
of what phasing/timing will incorporate the use of the reclaimed water which
will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build out water use
estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Water Master Plan. Revised language must be
incorporated. Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16

46 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

WATER MASTER PLAN
We agree and will revise accordingly.
Water Master Plan p. 3 bullet list. Condition & specifies consideration of
direct and indirect potable reuse as one of the elements for the
Development Agreement. It should specifically be included in this bullet list,
accordingly, as it is a summary of Condition 8, which is not yet satisfied.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
Completed
the Water Master Plan. Revised language must be
incorporated. Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16

47 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.4, next of last P. The preceding paragraphs are short on We agree and will revise accordingly.
a description of approaches used to achieve the 135 gpcd goal by existing
users. It fails to identify which of WATER MASTER PLAN those might be
incorporated as design criteria for this Level B. This paragraph calls out the
opportunity to utilize new development standards and practices to achieve
significant water savings over time, but fails to identify what those may be.
Please identify and discuss these new development building standards and
practices as part of the Water Conservation Plan section for each type of land
use. Also if existing system users can achieve 135 gpcd, as stated as having
already occurred, and the WRMS draft indicates that new construction is
expected to use between 25 to 50 percent less water relative to existing
residential properties, than that expectation should be expressed in Santolina
water conservation goals and the design criteria used to achieve should be
conceptually identified at Level B and identified in the Water Conservation
Plan.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
Responder
The Zoning Chapter now includes 2024 Water Conservation goals for
Dan
each land use. Future residential development will be required to
McGreggor
participate in the Home Builders Association of Central NM Build Green
NM program. Chapter 6, Section 1.4 addresses how the ABCWUA's 2024
goals will be met.

Public Works

Completed
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##
Department
48 PW Natural
Resources 5

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Water Master Plan p.4 the potential for utilizing water reclamation
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
methodologies is mentioned here. However, the water conservation plan fails current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
to discuss this opportunity, specify design criteria for doing so, does not
plans will be supplied.
specify expected opportunities in this Level B plan to do so, and the water
use plan for this Level B shows no infrastructure for implementing this
opportunity.

49 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

50 PW Natural
Resources 5

Public Works

Staff Response
Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Status
Completed

Please revise the water system drawings to incorporate such infrastructure
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
and provide and indication of what phasing will incorporate the use of the
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
reclaimed water which will likely be necessary to meet the eventual full-build plans will be supplied.
out water use estimates of 14,380 acre-feet.

Incorporated by reference in the June 22, 2106 Water
Plan. Proposed revision must be incorporated

Completed

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5 continue the conservation practices. Please specify
which practices Santolina should continue.

We agree and will revise accordingly.

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Completed

51 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5. The development agreement required in Condition 8
is needed to ensure that ABCWUA is in conceptual agreement with the Level
A and Level B master plan. There is no assurance to the County that the
proposed Level B water infrastructure is satisfactory to the ABCWUA as this
involved cross-trunk connection and jumping of development across multiple
pressure zones rather than successive development to higher zones albeit it is
consistent with the Level A approach previously approved by the BCC.

The ABCWUA and the developer are reviewing and studying the water
infrastructure at this time (including the above raised funding and
phasing issues). The BCC condition refers to sequential extension of
infrastructure based on location of existing infrastructure (not successive
zone-by-zone extension).

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Completed

52 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.5, last bullet. That statement is made that service
approach includes participation in new water supply acquisition by paying a
Water Supply Charge, which is of course allowable ABCWUA policy for new
development. However, on page 7, the document indicates that water supply
will generally come from outside the Level A Plan Area from existing
infrastructure. If existing sources are available and adequate, then one or the
other of these statements needs to be revised.

We will provide additional clarity.
The intent here is to say that water supply (however acquired) will be
generally delivered via existing infrastructure (and also new
infrastructure).

Language does not appear in the June 22,2016 Draft of
the Stormwater Management Plan. Revised language
must be incorporated. Design Standards section was not
provided to PW for review as of 9/16/16

Completed

53 PW Natural
Resources 5

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.6 Water Conservation Plan. This section is inadequate
and needs to address Santolina specific design criteria that are above and
beyond the Bernalillo County Water Conservation Ordinance. As this is a large
and very large user (i.e., a Master Plan) a water conservation plan identifying
techniques; approaches, design criteria, and water use goals for various water
land use sectors as laid out in the WRMS need to be provided and tied back to
the various criteria - show us what you are going to do to meet the reductions
specified in the WRMS. For example landscape design standards with
appropriate techniques and specifications to address lower water usage
should be included in this session.

The interpretation of the Ordinance's "large user" as being equal to a
Level A "Master Plan" requires further discussion. It seems logical that
Level C plans should address "techniques, approaches, etc." that can be
relevant to the "large user" specifics. The Level A conditions allow for
Level C compliance with this comment. The BCC Level A condition
references "prior to Level B approval".

Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Completed
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, not appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

54 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.8 and 9 - please revise to discuss the projected water
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
use with the context of the 2024 Water Conservation Plan Goal as specified in current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
Condition 10. What portion of the projected water use does this constitute,
plans will be supplied at that time.
what design criteria will be use to ensure that projected decreases in
commercial/industrial use are realized, etc.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Not acceptable. Language should be such that
participation in similar or successor programs will be
required, not just simply "those practices that are
employed." Or are you now backing away from such an
innovative level commitment for this Master Plan?

Completed
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Public Works

##
Department
55 PW Natural
Resources 6

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Water Master Plan p. 9 There is no apparent use of reclaimed water
identified in this Level B master plan. As part of the water conservation plan,
please identify the conceptual users of reclaimed water and identify the
infrastructure necessary to supply it to those land use areas.

Response
We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

56 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

What design criteria will be used/imposed on developers to ensure the 180
gpcd maximum is achieved.

We agree and will supply additional information, upon completion of
current agreements/discussions with ABCWUA. Final methodologies and
plans will be supplied at that time.

Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 8/17/16, nor has a Finding &
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
Condition
ABCWUA been provided as of 8/17/16. Draft of
proposed Design Standards section was not made
available to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

57 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.10 How will reclaimed sewage for reuse purposes be
used within the boundaries of this level B, given the lack of infrastructure in
the water plan to deliver the same? Where is the conceptual infrastructure
identified to convey sewage to the potential future satellite Water
Reclamation plant in the southern portion of the Santolina Level A Plan Area
and or what is the phasing/ timeline to do so for this Level B plan? And on
page 11 the timing of that construction should likely be included in the
Development Agreement though here you say its to correspond with the
WRMS policy document. But you say later on page 11 that it may be available
to the Santolina Level B Plan area will it or will it not be constructed and
available for this Level B plan area and if so, in which phasing?

We agree with the request for additional clarity. Accordingly, further
Dan
explanation has been supplied to address the question of reclaimed
McGreggor
sewage infrastructure. Reclaimed (reuse) water distribution
infrastructure will be provided in appropriate street corridors at the time
of initial subdivision/site development activity. Additionally, please note
that reclaimed water will not be available to Level B until the Water
Reclamation Plant is installed in the Master Plan area (see Level A plans),
as can be seen in the Level B Sewer Master Plan. A Development
Agreement with the ABCWUA may have more to say about specific
timing of the Reclamation Plant.

Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Finding &
development agreement in place as that is the very point Condition
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

58 PW Natural
Resources 6

2/8/2016

Water Master Plan p.12. Much of this paragraph is a restatement of portions We agree and we will revise accordingly.
of the Bernalillo County Level A development agreement. However, the
paragraph should be removed as minor modifications of the language from
the development agreement have been introduced, particularly regarding
anticipation of that the ABCWUA will provide water and sewer to ABCWUA
may provide water and sewer, and expansion throughout the paragraph from
solely Owners to owners and developers, and a third change from negatively
affect current County water or sewer service to negatively impact the System.
Given that those provisions are in the development agreement, this should
either be deleted or incorporated by reference only.

Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Finding &
development agreement in place as that is the very point Condition
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

59 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan - p.5 High density urban development results in increased
We agree.
impervious area, leading to increased runoff volumes and velocities.
Accordingly, reduced application of the water harvesting principles is counter
intuitive the MS4 permit specifies system alternatives, but only if on-site
measures cannot be obtained. Only alternatives demonstrated and allowed
by the MS4 permit will be considered at the Level C review.

Not acceptable. Language should be such that
participation in similar or successor programs will be
required, not just simply "those practices that are
employed." Or are you now backing away from such an
innovative level commitment for this Master Plan?

60 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan P.11 Level B criteria requires analysis of slopes, soils, and
We agree and will revise accordingly.
other environmental characteristics which identify unique and important site
features. Please specifically address the fragility of dune related soils, their
locations within the Level B plan, and the particular techniques that will be
used to prevent excess wind erosion during development.

Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Completed
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, not appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Necessary language has been incorporated in to the June Completed
22. 2016 Water Master Plan. However, no appendix was
provided and Design Standards section was not provided
to PW for review as of 9/16/16.

Completed
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##
Department
61 PW Natural
Resources 7

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
Stormwater Plan p13 - The MS4 permit requirement is for on-site
We agree and will revise accordingly.
management of the 90th percentile storm. Because of the west mesa location
of this development, the applicant needs to define and develop the numeric
values for runoff using the methodology specified EPA 832-R-14-007 and
using site appropriate data. This may be in excess of the 0.44-inch storm
event or other first-flush volumes called out in the DPM and in the
Stormwater Master Plan.

62 PW Natural
Resources 7

2/8/2016

Stormwater Plan p.15. The MS4 permit requirements are briefly summarized,
but fail to mention post-construction stormwater management requirements
including on-site management of the 90th percentile storm event, the need
for post-construction and recurring inspection requirements, and on-going
mechanism to ensure effective post-construction operation and maintenance
of best management practices. The details of these requirements can be
addressed at Level C, but should be at least mentioned in passing at Level B.

Public Works

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Completed
development agreement in place as that is the very point
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Additional narrative and design standards has been included in the Level Dan
B Plan to address the use of LID techniques. A revised Stormwater Plan McGreggor
will be supplied to address post-construction stormwater management,
impervious cover limitations, and removal/correction of the table
reference.

Response is not acceptable to NRS staff. BCC needs a
Finding &
development agreement in place as that is the very point Condition
of having imposed the condition in the first place and why
the ABCWUA desire is not acceptable to NRS staff and is
not recommended for consideration by the CPC.
Condition 8 has not been satisfied as of 9/16/16, nor has a
Level B Utility Plan with express written acceptability to
ABCWUA been provided as of 9/16/16.

Bernalillo County Staff has indicated this comment will be removed. See Richard
PCC criteria and Level A Development Agreement. These protections are Meadows
built into the process.

Correct. Staff has removed this comment.

Completed

P. 46, paragraph 7

Completed

Stormwater Plan - p.15 The stated percentages listed in Table 4 should be
considered as maximum impervious cover limitations allowed. The use of LID
techniques implies that efforts, techniques, and approaches should strive to
minimize the amount of impervious cover, and particularly the amount of
directly connected impervious cover. Please address this table as maximum
anticipated impervious cover percentages and techniques that can be used to
address the high parking/paving percentages for commercial/industrial; and
low density mixed use, and educational/institutional. Also there is a reference
to a Table 22.13.1 that doesn't exist in this document.

63 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Comments on Level A (Revised) and B Transportation Plan and Technical
Report
1. Prepare a guideline that defines the parameters in which the Level A and
Level B plans remain relevant and when exceeded shall require appropriate
modifications to these plans and the subsequent review by the County. This
guideline and the associated parameters shall apply to all appropriate
sections of the plans.

64 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

2. Include adequate information to ensure that appropriate land/ROW for all This is addressed in the Level B Land Use Plan. PdV south of I-40 has
major onsite corridors shall be provided to allow for the transition from
been planned to be consistent with the ROW north of I-40.
interim to ultimate buildout conditions. This is especially relevant regarding
the extension of PDV south of I40, as there is the possibility that this road will
ultimately become a freeway.

65 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

3. Functional Classification Maps Provide consistent language or footnote
Level B MP - Exhibits 3, 4, 5 and 6; Updated Level A Transportation MP, Richard
differences: primary = principal arterial, secondary = minor arterial. Consider Figures 1, 2, 3 and 21 and Level B Transportation MP, Figures 1, 10, 11, Meadows
minor and major collectors.
12 will be modified to maintain consistency with Functional classification.
Updated Level A Transportation MP, Figures 13 and 43 and Level B
Transportation MP, Figures 2, 13 and 21 has been revised to clarify the
functional classification is based on MRCOG model link definitions. See
September 2016 Level B Technical Report revision, p. 8, for additional
clarification.

Ex. 5-8 still use incorrect terminology (primary instead of
principal arterial) in MP. Correct in Fig. 1, 10, 11, 12 in
Transportation Tech. Document. Some differences
between modeled roads and plan roads shown. Text
added to explain why different.

Completed

66 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

4. LRTS Guide/ Complete Streets Add text describing green infrastructure
techniques used in roadways. Provide a section describing ITS techniques
and adaptive signals as a best practice to consider in Santolina.

p. 51 added text on GI and ITS. P. 48 added text on ITS.

Completed

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Richard
Meadows

Text describing green infrastructure techniques used in roadways and
Richard
describing ITS techniques and adaptive signals as a best practice to
Meadows
consider in Santolina has been added to the 2016 Level B Transportation
Master Plan, Section V, p. 41.
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##
Department
67 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
5. 2040 V/C Off-site LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
*Provide AM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
discuss these locations and identify mitigation requirements.
a. I40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista/118th St Ramps
b: I40 WB between Unser Blvd and 98th St interchanges.
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40 and approach to Gibson
d. Unser Blvd NB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd NB between
Rio Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd NB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.
e. Gun Club Rd WB approach to 118th St.
f. 114th St NB approach to Central Ave
g. Central Ave WB near 118th St; Central Ave EB approach to 98th St

Public Works

Responder
Richard
Meadows

*Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations:
a. I-40 and PDN/Atrisco Vista Ramps
b. I-40 EB between 118th St and Unser Blvd interchanges
c. 118th St SB between Central Ave and I-40
d. Dennis Chavez Blvd WB approaches to Unser Blvd and Broadway Blvd
e. Central Ave WB and EB approaches to 118th St and 98th St
f. Unser Blvd SB between D. Chavez and Gun Club; Coors Blvd SB between Rio
Bravo and Gun Club; and Isleta Blvd SB between Rio Bravo and Gun Club.

Staff Response
2025 offsite: 1-2. pp 14-15 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
2040 offsite: 1-2. p. 19-21 I-40/118th St WB-EB
3. p. 21 118th Central
4. p. 23 118th/ Gibson
5. p. 24 118th/ D. Chavez
6. p. 26 118th/ Gun Club
7. p. 29 Central/ 98th
8. p. 30 Central/ 106th
9. p. 33 D. Chavez/ Unser
10. p. 34 D. Chavez-Rio Bravo/ Coors
11. p. 35 Rio Bravo/ Isleta
12. p. 37 Rio Bravo/ Broadway
13. p. 38 Gun Club/ Unser
14. p. 39 Gun Club/ Coors
15. p. 40 Gun Club/ Isleta
16-17. p. 43-44 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
18. p. 45 Atrisco Vista/ Central
19-20. p 46-47 PDV/ I-40 WB-EB
21-22. p. 48-49 I-40/ Unser to 98th WB-EB

Status
Completed

2040 on-site:
1. p. 51 PDV/ I-40 Frontage
2. p. 52 Atrisco Vista/ Parallel Rd
3. p. 53 Atrisco Vista/ Gibson
4. p. 53 D. Chavez/ Loop Rd.

Completed

68 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Continued from previous line (Item 5)

Continued from previous line

69 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

6. 2040 V/C On-site LOS Analysis:
Provide AM/PM Peak on-site mitigation recommendations:
* 118th St NB/SB between Dennis Chavez and Gun Club Rd

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.

Richard
Meadows

70 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

7. 2025 V/C LOS Change (>10%) Analysis:
* Provide AM Peak off-:site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB on-ramp

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
discuss these locations.

Richard
Meadows

2025 offsite: 1-2. pp 14-15 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
2040 offsite: 1-2. p. 19-21 I-40/118th St WB-EB
3. p. 21 118th Central
4. p. 23 118th/ Gibson
5. p. 24 118th/ D. Chavez
6. p. 26 118th/ Gun Club
7. p. 29 Central/ 98th
8. p. 30 Central/ 106th
9. p. 33 D. Chavez/ Unser
10. p. 34 D. Chavez-Rio Bravo/ Coors
11. p. 35 Rio Bravo/ Isleta
12. p. 37 Rio Bravo/ Broadway
13. p. 38 Gun Club/ Unser
14. p. 39 Gun Club/ Coors
15. p. 40 Gun Club/ Isleta
16-17. p. 43-44 Atrisco Vista/I-40 WB-EB
18. p. 45 Atrisco Vista/ Central
19-20. p 46-47 PDV/ I-40 WB-EB
21-22. p. 48-49 I-40/ Unser to 98th WB-EB

Completed

Continued from previous line

Richard
Meadows

2040 on-site:
1. p. 51 PDV/ I-40 Frontage
2. p. 52 Atrisco Vista/ Parallel Rd
3. p. 53 Atrisco Vista/ Gibson
4. p. 53 D. Chavez/ Loop Rd.

Completed

* Provide PM Peak off-site mitigation recommendations: I-40/Atrisco Vista
WB off-ramp

71 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Continued from previous line (Item 7)

Completed
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Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
Response
8. Transit MP: Page 62. Although no commuter/ BRT service currently exists The text on page 62 of the Updated Level A Transportation Master Plan
on Dennis Chavez & Mention there is an existing Route 222 transit service on has been revised to mention existing Routes 222 and 98. The text has
Dennis Chavez that serves South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing
now been revised.
Route 98 transit service on 98th St and Dennis Chavez that serves Rio
Bravo/Coors commercial center.

73 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

9. Pedestrian and Bikeways MP: Proposed trail network runs through the
proposed street network. Describe how trails will cross roadways (grade
separation, signalized arterial crossings, mid-block crossings, etc.).
Disconnected trail network through urban center and other locations. Add
more connectivity to trail network. Describe how trails will integrate with onstreet bicycle and pedestrian network. Describe safety design features for onstreet bike-ped network (buffered bike lanes, cycle tracks, bike intersections,
etc.).

Responder
Richard
Meadows

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Updated Level A Transportation MP Section F.3 (p. 67) and Level B
Transportation MP Section V11.A (p. 58) has been revised. as follows:
"Mid-block, unsignalized pedestrian/trail crossing treatments has been
evaluated using the latest research procedures, such as TCRP
112/NCHRP 562 "Improving Pedestrian Safety at Unsignalized Crossings."
This research identifies the safest approaches for safely crossing
roadways at mid-block and unsignalized locations." "At the intersection
of the trails and on-street network, the trails will enter at-grade with the
sidewalk and provide access to the on-street bicycle network, or
proposed crossing. At locations where high traffic volume and high
pedestrian or bicycle traffic volume are present, if a traffic signal is not
present, a pedestrian traffic signal (such as a HAWK) has been evaluated.
In rare circumstances, a grade separated structure has been considered."

P. 61 text added. Map not updated. P. 69 Level A, p. 62
Completed
Level B language added to support grade separated
crossings on open space network @ PDV, Atrisco Vista,
and Dennis Chavez (9-15-16).
7 ft. bike lane, 3 ft. buffer added and language included
that dimensions allow for cycle tracks p. 62, Level B (9-1516)
Minor modification still needed on typical cross sections
on Paseo del Volcan@ Urban Center include 3 ft buffer
between travel lane and bike lane (Master Plan: pg. 71 Ex
12, pg. 136 Ex 12; Level A: pg. 17 Fig 7; Level B pg. 56 Fig
37)

74 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

Continued from previous line (Item 9)

Text from the Level B Tech report section V Typical Sections (p. 53), has
been added to both the Updated Level A (p. 65) and Level B
Transportation (p. 58) MP's bicycle sections (p. 65 Level A and p. 58) to
highlight that the proposed typical sections for principal and minor
arterials provide for a buffer between the vehicular and bike lanes. The
base for the Level A exhibits has been corrected to show this open space
connection. The overall open space network has been finalized with
future Level B plans.

P. 56-57, typical sections

Completed

75 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

10. Performance indicators, page 59. While vehicle hours travelled (VHT),
congested lane miles and vehicle hours of delay (VHD) are reduced on the
system network in 2040, vehicle miles travelled (VMT) increases by 2.6% in
2040. This measure has implications for regional air quality degradation and
related health outcomes, meeting new federal ozone standards, and
increased greenhouse gas emissions.
Describe possible reasons for increases to network VMT e.g. induced demand
and provide realistic mitigation recommendations e.g. promoting transit use,
mixed use development, compact/ walkable development, etc.

The likely reason for the increase in VMT is the location of the jobs in
Santolina results in slightly longer commute trips, as residents of the east
side travel to the west side for employment. Although this does result in
increased VMT, it more efficiently utilizes the existing transportation
infrastructure that is underutilized in the current west-to-east morning
commute, and the east-to-west evening commute. The Transportation
Demand Management section of the Transportation section (Section 4.7,
p. 49) of the Level B Master Plan describes the strategies for promoting
transit use, mixed use development, walkable development, etc. Air
Quality is also discussed in the Level B Master Plan, in Section 5.4, page
53, and a separate Air Quality analysis is being prepared for submittal.

Text added to report, Level A, Tech Appendix

Completed

76 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

11. Transportation infrastructure no net costs. Page 19 identifies total 2040
MTP public and private costs. The 2040 MTP estimates $155.5 million on-site
Santolina transportation costs ($55.5 million by 2025) not including PDN
interchange ($15A million) and PDN roadway through Santolina ($11.6
million), and Gibson through escarpment {$1.6 million) by 2040.
Off-site improvements listed in the MTP include 118th St roadway ($4.8
million) and 118th St/1-40 interchange ($25 million) by 2040. Provide on-site
and off-site Santolina roadway costs and potential funding mechanisms for
Level B 2025 and 2040 build-out.

A supplemental report has been submitted to Bernalillo County to
Richard
discuss these locations. This report will include cost estimates of the on- Meadows
site and off-site infrastructure. The cost sharing arrangements has been
included in the Development Agreement. The funding mechanisms will
likely include PID's, TIDD's, developer imposed fees or other methods to
be developed in concert with the County over the lifetime of the
development of Santolina.

Condition of
Summary of improvement costs - pp. 3-4. Still not clear
on which on-site improvements are project infrastructure Approval
costs and which are system infrastructure costs.
Development agreement should itemize list of
improvements by type. Infrastructure funding strategy
added on pp. 95-97 in MP. See Comment 101

Printed on: 12/21/2016
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72 PW Transportation
Review

Public Works

Packet Pg. 4939

7.A.d

##
Department
77 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/8/2016

Comments
12. Level A Minor corrections:
* Page 14. Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Roadway Design
Guidelines
* Page 22. Footnote: For purposes of this analysis&
* Page 41. &providing opportunities for commuting in the reverse of the
typical west-to-east anticipated in the MPO forecast.

78 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

13. Level B Minor corrections:
We are in agreement with these changes and they have been
* Page 45. Transit service within the County areas is provided on a contract
incorporated into the document.
basis with ABQ Ride.
* Page 46. An existing Route 222 provides transit service on Dennis Chavez to
South Valley Railrunner Station and an existing Route 98 on 98th St and
Dennis Chavez serves Rio Bravo/Coors commercial center.
* Page 55. As a transit market grows, the Santolina Master Plan.

79 PW Transportation
Review

2/8/2016

14. Level B Major Corrections:
Page 43 & Exhibit 10: Replace "Local Street 3: with a cross-section of a "Major
Local" which has 60ft: ROW and 36ft: face-of-curb to. Face-of-curb drivable
width. Contact BCPWD for a copy of the cross-section typical of County Street
Standards.

80 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

1) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 9: - Is the existing frontage road south of I- NMDOT wishes the Frontage Road to remain a two-lane road and the
40 adequate as a 2-lane (1 lane per direction) facility adequate to carry the
modeling was done to satisfy that request. Turn lanes may be required
future full buildout traffic volumes? Might a 4-lane (2-lane per direction) be at some point in the future at major intersecting roadways to achieve
considered?
acceptable levels of service.

81 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

2) General Comment, Pages 11 - 13: for the full buildout traffic volume maps Agreed, the maps have been revised to include a legend.
(ADT page 11, AM Peak page 12 and PM Peak page 13) should consider
providing a legend for the reader to identify the volumes shown are in
hundreds or thousands.

82 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

3) Traffic Modeling Comment, Page 14: How many lanes for the full buildout I40/PDV interchange WB exit ramp and EB entrance ramp are considered?
Since this interchange is planned for future buildout after 2025 shouldn’t it
have a better LOS and v/c condition in 2040 other than severe? Maybe
consider increasing the number of ramp lanes (if only considering 1 lane) and
re-run the model to improve the condition.

83 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

84 PW Transportation
Review

85 PW Transportation
Review

P. 42 MP

Status
Completed

P. 53 MP

Completed

Major local by reference. Ex 12 private road or as
approved by County. Add 60 ft. major local drawing.

Completed

Richard
Meadows

P. 45 text

Completed

Richard
Meadows

Technical Appendix: pp. 13-14, Fig. 6-7; p. 25, Fig 17; p.
49, Fig 37

Completed

The MRCOG model assumes a single lane for the ramps, and at the
Richard
intersections with future PdV. The poor performance is due to the low
Meadows
capacity used on the off-ramp or on-ramp link in the model. This
indicates the expectation that the intersection will be signalized.
Improvements will be identified in the supplemental report at the
intersection with PdV, however final configuration will be dependent on
future NMDOT studies of the interchange.

P. 47 table 43

Completed

4) General Comment, Page 15: Same comment as #2 above.

Agreed, the maps have been revised to include a legend. The Legend on Richard
page 11 will be updated.
Meadows

p. 11 ADT directional not in 000s

Completed

2/26/2016

5) General Comment, Page 16, second paragraph: Regarding the discussion of
the roundabouts. Maybe consider providing potential candidate locations for
future roundabouts. If only to earmark those intersections for possible
roundabouts and planning real estate needs. Right-of-Way most of the time
becomes an issue when constructing a roundabout footprint.

It is considered unlikely roundabouts will be located on major principal Richard
arterials (Atrisco Vista, Paseo del Volcan, Gibson, Dennis Chavez and the Meadows
Loop Road). Minor/minor intersections, and minor/collector
intersections could be considered possible candidates for roundabouts. A
statement have been added that says "Roundabouts are not precluded in
this Master Plan, and can be considered at appropriate locations, in
consultation with Bernalillo County Transportation Staff. Right-of-way
will be provided in the event previously granted ROW is not adequate."

P. 16 text added

Completed

2/26/2016

6) General Comment, Pages 26 – 28: for the 2025 build traffic volume maps Agreed, the maps will be revised to include a legend.
(ADT page 26, AM Peak page 27 and PM Peak page 28) same comment as #2
above, should consider providing a legend for the reader to identify the
volumes shown are in hundreds or thousands.

p. 27 Fig 16; p. 35 Fig. 24

Completed

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
We are in agreement with these changes and they have been
incorporated into the document.

Public Works

Responder
Richard
Meadows

Richard
Meadows

14. The major local typical section have been included in the revised
Richard
Technical Appendix. The proposed Local Street 3 will be maintained, but Meadows
we have added clarifying language to indicate it is proposed for low
volume streets with ADT < 1,500.

Richard
Meadows

Staff Response

For Hearing on January 4, 2016 Page 35

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Packet Pg. 4940

7.A.d

Public Works

##
Department
86 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
2/26/2016

Comments
7) Traffic Modeling Comment, Pages 27 – 28 and 34 – 35: – In the AM/PM
peak hour volumes exhibit, in the year 2025, there are traffic volumes at the
end of Shelly Road but in the year 2040, this traffic volume “disappears”.
Could this be explained?

87 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

8) General Comment, Page 34 and 38: Did the traffic modeling analysis factor 2025 has it incorporated correctly, 2040 does not. See response above.
in traffic to/from the Metropolitan Detention Center and Sandia
Motorsports?

88 PW Transportation
Review

2/26/2016

9) General Comment, Page 66: - Is there sufficient evidence to justify that the
Santolina development will affect EB traffic on US-550 and Alameda Blvd? Can
this scenario be explained as to how the model factored these volume
reductions?

89 PW Transportation
Review

3/10/2016

Prepare a Transportation Conformity Determination for air quality by June
2016.

90 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

The following Conditions of Approval are required within 30 days of BCC
We Agree
approval of Level B Santolina Master Plan: The Level B Transportation Master
Plan/Technical Appendix text and maps will be revised to address agency
comments.

91 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

Level B Development Agreement will address no net cost PCC criteria for all
on-site and off-site transportation improvements related to the Level B
Santolina Master Plan using the appropriate funding mechanism.

92 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

The following items are required prior to CPC approval of Level B Santolina
Will be submitted based on comments previously received.
Master Plan: Addendum to the Level B Transportation Master Plan/Technical
Appendix with revised text and maps addressing agency comments

Completed

93 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

An Air Quality Study per PCC criteria will be performed by June 2016 using
Completed and submitted to BCPWD.
EPAs Motor Vehicles Emission Simulator (MOVES 2014) model identifying
regional pollutants in National Ambient Air Quality Standards and, if needed,
localized analysis of 2 on-site, 2 off-site high volume intersections using
CAL3QHC dispersion model.

Completed

94 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

To address Public Works and other agency transportation comments already
submitted on the Level B Transportation Master Plan, BHI provided the
following at the end of March 2016: Spreadsheet documenting all
transportation-related agency comments and how they will be addressed.

Completed

95 PW Transportation
Review

4/14/2016

Level B Santolina Transportation Master Plan Mitigation Report analyzing on- Completed and submitted to BCPWD.
site and off-site roadway impacts for 2025 and 2040 and mitigation
improvements required and their costs. The report addresses comments
related to improvements to the network at select intersections to achieve
acceptable level of service.

96 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

Ref. Santolina Level B Master Plan Transportation Comment Matrix:
Condition: Revise Transportation MP to address agency comments within 30
days of BCC approval:

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
Responder
There was a coding error in the connector from the zone south on
Richard
Shelley Road for 2040. The existing uses (Detention Center, Landfill and Meadows
Motor Sports Park) were mistakenly connected to the Loop Road.
However the base year model (2012) from MRCOG shows just 100 vph in
the peak hour on Shelley, and also shows no employment growth for the
existing uses in 2040. Adding these 100 trips to the 2040 volumes
shown in Figures 25 and 26 would still result in v/c less than 0.90 in
2040. No change is proposed.

OK

Status
Completed

OK

Completed

These reductions on US 550 and Alameda are due to the normalization of Richard
the socioeconomic forecast required to maintain regional control totals Meadows
of households and employment, as directed by MRCOG. Households,
and retail and service jobs, from the west side of Albuquerque/Bernalillo
County and Rio Rancho were reassigned to Santolina (to maintain
regional control totals). This reduces the traffic generation in those parts
of the metro area. The result is fewer river crossings on US 550 and
Alameda in the Santolina scenario as compared to the MRCOG Trend
scenario.

No changes.

Completed

Per discussions with Bernalillo County Staff, an Air Quality analysis has
been submitted prior to the June Environment Hearing.

Submitted. Summarized in MP pp 61-63.

Completed

We Agree

Richard
Meadows

Richard
Meadows

Staff Response

Completed

See comment 101.

Condition of
Approval

The matrix is attached

Agreed

Completed

Comments have been included in revised Level B
Transportation Plan

Completed
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##
Department
97 PW Transportation
Review

98 PW Transportation
Review
99 PW Transportation
Review

Note Date
7/13/2016

Comments
3. Ex. 5-8 still uses incorrect terminology (primary instead of principal arterial) Will be revised

7/13/2016

8. The text on p. 62 still has not been revised to mention existing routes 222
and 98.
9. Bikeways and Trails Map has still not been updated to reflect increased
connectivity.

7/13/2016

Response

Will be revised
Will be revised

Public Works

Responder

Staff Response
Terminology has been revised in Level B Transportation
Plan

Status
Completed

Terminology has been revised in Level A Transportation
Plan
To be revised in the Level B Master Plan

Completed
Completed

100 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

10. Typical sections still not final. Remove 220 ft. R/W section. Modify the 186 Will be revised
ft R/W section as multi-way boulevard, if possible.

Additional comments on roadway sections. Text added
Completed
regarding future revisions to standards, geometry design
per updated traffic studies.

101 PW Transportation
Review

7/13/2016

12. Mitigation improvement cost summary in supplemental report - still not We agree that this comment should be provided as a condition of
clear on which on-site improvements are project infrastructure costs and
approval.
which are system infrastructure costs. Development agreement should
itemize list of improvements and cost by infrastructure type corresponding to
funding mechanism identified on pp. 95-97 in MP. Condition: Provide within
30 days of BCC approval.

BHI will provide a project list with costs for off-site and
system improvements needed by 2025 and 2040

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Condition of
Approval
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##
Department
1 ABCWUA

Note Date
2/12/2016

Comments
1. The development has requested a water and sanitary sewer serviceability
statement. This serviceability statement will outline the specific water and
sanitary sewer improvements needed to serve the entire development and
the Level B Master Plan. The Water Authority will determine the forecasted
potable and nonpotable water demands along with the projected sanitary
sewer flows based on the land uses approved by the CPC and ultimately the
BCC.

2

ABCWUA

2/12/2016

2. The Water Authority requests that the CPC make the determination on the We agree.
proposed Level B plan so as to provide some level of certainty on the
approved land uses for the Level B plan This will allow the Water Authority to
finalize the water and sewer uses in the serviceability statement. The
serviceability statement will then supplement the Development Agreement
which must be approved by the Water Authority Board.

Kristopher
Cadena

Finding &
Condition of
Approval

3

ABCWUA

2/12/2016

3. The Water Authority's understanding is there is a condition of approval
from Level A that requires a Water Authority Development Agreement. The
Water Authority is requesting that the condition of the Water Authority
Development Agreement be revised to state prior to BCC approval for the
Level B Plan so as to be a concurrent process.

We agree, prior to Level B (BCC)
approval.

Kristopher
Cadena

Finding &
Condition of
Approval

4

ABCWUA

6/15/2016

The Water Authority is negotiating a development agreement with the
developer which is to be concurrent with the Level B Master Plan.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

Finding &
Condition of
Approval

5

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

I would like to add the following to my previously submitted comments: 1.
We agree.
Santolina has requested a water and sanitary sewer serviceability statement.
This shall be issued prior to the Water Authority development agreement as it
supplements the development agreement.

Kristopher
Cadena

Finding &
Condition of
Approval

6

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

2. The Water Authority Development agreement will then need approval
from the Water Authority Board.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

7

ABCWUA

6/16/2016

3. The Water Authority is aware of the Level A and Level B process.

We agree.

Kristopher
Cadena

Finding &
Condition of
Approval
Finding &
Condition of
Approval

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
We agree.

Responder
Kristopher
Cadena

Staff Response

Status
Finding &
Condition of
Approval
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##
1

Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
GENERAL COMMENTS
Letter dated MRMPO concerns are largely related to the size of the Level B Plan Area. At 4,243 acres, it is
2/8/2016
nearly one third of Santolina's total 13,851 acres. The Planned Communities Criteria (PCC)
indicates that Level B Plans are to be submitted for Village Master Plans, Community Center,
Employment Center, or Urban Center Plans, and that these plans are typically 650 to 1200 acres
in size (PCC, page 38). Having an appropriately sized Level B Plan is important because, in the
case of Santolina, the Level B plans are equated with phasing (Level A Plan, page 35). If the
Santolina Level B Plan is approved at the currently proposed size, MRMPO strongly recommends
a more detailed phasing strategy to ensure predictable and contiguous development, as well as
to evaluate important benchmarks (see comments for SANTOLINA Level B MASTER PLAN, pages
80-84). A detailed phasing strategy for the Level B Master Plan would alleviate the majority of
MRMPO concerns. Closely related to phasing, MRMPO is concerned about different stages of
development of roadways within Santolina during the course of its development: Specifically
MRMPO has concerns regarding funding of roadway widening projects, and how multi-modal
elements will be accommodated at each stage of roadway development. (see comments for
SANTOLINA LEVEL A MASTER PLAN UPDATED TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN, page 17).

2

Andrew
We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design
MRCOG
MRMPO is concerned about certain design elements of Santolina in the Level B Master Plan.
Standards to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan. The Gingerich
Letter dated MRMPO is very encouraged to see the high level of non-residential land uses proposed in the
Level B Master Plan. As was demonstrated by the Level A Transportation plan, the development addition of these standards will alleviate these concerns.
2/8/2016
of these non-residential uses will be critical to performance of the surrounding regional
roadway network. MRMPO is also encouraged to see a variety of housing densities proposed in
the Level B plan and the close proximity of housing to services. This will help shorten
automobile trips as well as make alternative transportation options, such as walking, biking, and
future transit, more viable. However, MRMPO is concerned that the proposed zoning will be
inadequate to ensure the development of certain aspects of the built environment envisioned in
the Level A Plan (see comments for SANTOLINA LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, page 12, and pages 1631).

MRMPO is very concerned to see that the draft Completed
Design Guidelines Section of the Level B Master
Plan has been removed in the July Draft. These
guidelines were an important step in the right
direction and MRMPO staff were pleased to see
that they were being developed. "Design
criteria" is a part of the Level B Planned
Communities Criteria. In regards to the zoning
chapter, MRMPO is pleased to see that mixeduse is more integrated into the zoning
categories. However there are few places that
may be contradictory. See July 11th Comments
for more details.

3

MRMPO appreciates that the Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Guide is referred to for See Above
MRCOG
Letter dated roadway designs. However MRMPO has some specific roadways design concerns (see comments
for SANTOLINA LEVEL B MASTER PLAN, pages 41-42).
2/8/2016

See Above

4

See MRCOG comment response matrix.
MRCOG
Finally, MRMPO has concerns about the way in which the 2040 MTP Trend Scenario is
Letter dated referenced in the Level B documents in specific areas. MRCOGs Socioeconomic Program
2/8/2016
Manager was consulted throughout the development of the alternative 2025 and 2040
socioeconomic datasets that were required for the analyses contained within the Level B Master
Plan Transportation Master Plan. The methodology is consistent with those discussions.
However, several references to the 2040 MTP Trend Scenario in the Level B documents need to
be modified or clarified (See multiple comments).

This was from the introductory paragraph of the General
MRMPO February 8th comments. Specific issues Comment
address in other comments.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
Responder
Andrew
As part of this Level B Plan, we are allocating approximately 1,000
acres, or 22% of the Plan area, to Open Space. Additionally, this level Gingerich
B Plan includes the entire Town Center that will serve all of Santolina
at full buildout. We recognize that the Town Center will develop over
the life of the project. In order to meet the benchmarks set out by
the Level A Development Agreement, we are allocating
approximately 45% of the Level B Plan area to support institutional,
commercial, and businesses.

Staff Response
Status
This was from the introductory paragraph of the Completed
MRMPO February 8th comments. Specific issues
address in other comments.

Completed
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##
5

Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
Page 1: Atrisco Vista widening from Dennis Chavez to north of 1-40 is not proposed to be
Letter dated publicly funded in the 2040 MTP. Would this widening project fall under 719.0 and 719.1 in the
2/8/2016
2040 MTP project listing under proposed privately funded projects? Paseo del Volcan (PdV)
construction south of 1-40 is also not proposed for public funding. Please specifically identify
which projects in this paragraph are proposed for public funding and which are proposed for
private funding per the 2040 MTP.

Response
The Level A and Level B Development Agreements identify the
shared funding responsibilities for system and project infrastructure,
and should be incorporated into future MTP's as the Development
Agreements identify. The supplemental mitigation evaluation report
submitted to Bernalillo County identifies the updated funding
amounts for 719.0 and 719.1. Widening of Atrisco Vista is included
in those project numbers, as are all roadways within Santolina.
Revised Page 1

6

MRCOG
Page 17A: Under Strategies for Street Construction and Dedication, the statement is made that
Letter dated "the initial 2-lanes of permanent roadways, intersections, and other elements to serve the
2/8/2016
development will be constructed by the developer, per the Planned Communities Criteria and
the Development Agreement." It then states that additional widening, based on "actual demand
and short term projections," could be conducted through local government capital funding
mechanisms. The transportation analysis demonstrates the need for additional on-site roadways
to be widened to 4 or 6 lanes in order to adequately serve the proposed levels of development
seeking approval. This means the results of the study are dependent on the widening occurring.
The potential for reprioritization of public monies for roadway infrastructure needed to serve
any approved levels of development is a concern, given the emphasis on "no net expense"
language throughout the submitted documents. MRMPO expects limited additional public
funding options in the future, especially for capacity expansion projects (2040 MTP, page EX-1).
The current program 2040 MTP, with the exception of the widening of Dennis Chavez east of
Atrisco Vista, does not anticipate any public funding for roadways within Santolina before 2040,
with the exception of the PdV I-40 interchange at the north boundary of the Santolina, which is
expected to have combined private and public funding.

Andrew
A. Not quite. This language simply repeats the PCC language
Gingerich
regarding roadway improvements. The Level A and Level B
Development Agreements have and will identify under what
conditions the developer will pay for project and system
infrastructure, which are based on proportional use of the required
improvements. The transportation analysis shows that widening is
required to support development. Therefore, it is reasonable to
conclude that a portion of the improvements will be funded by the
developer. However, to be clear, the Level A Development
Agreement defines “no net expense” as the following: “The "no net
expense" policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a
responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including construction,
operation and maintenance, shared between the public and private
sectors. The "no net expense" test is satisfied if the County's on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures reasonably
allocated to the Project have been, or will be, offset by revenues
and/or economic and fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced)
from the Project.” It is also assumed that as the MTP is updated
every 5-years, that specific funding and construction projects will be
updated to reflect decisions, and approvals relate to both public and
private funding.

Which roads are considered "system
Complete
infrastructure" and which are considered
"project infrastructure" have not been clearly
communicated to MRMPO staff. A map of
roadways expected to be "system infrastructure"
would help to clarify this, along with the
expected proportion of public expenditures for
each roadway, especially onsite roadways.

MRCOG
Page 17B: Relatedly, MRMPO is also concerned with how additional elements in the roadbed
Letter dated will be covered in each phase of roadway construction, such as bike lanes, paths, sidewalks, and
landscaping, which are depicted in the street sections on page 16. Will these elements be
2/8/2016
implemented only at the final phase of roadway construction? If so, this would greatly diminish
bicycle and pedestrian systems during the interim period, which in the case of a project this size,
could span decades.

B. Multi-modal and landscape improvements will be phased and it is
expected that all roadways will include a reasonable portion of these
elements at each stage of construction. Phased implementation of
these improvements will be ensured through each individual Level C
Plan applications and improvement agreements. For example, until
transit service is anticipated, the construction of dedicated bus lanes
is not warranted and cannot be constructed. However, an emphasis
will be placed on ensuring that pedestrian and bicycle improvements
are in place as soon as practical. The phasing of development within
Santolina is included in the Level A Development Plan document
under section 6.3 Phasing of Project and Infrastructure: “The Project
shall be developed in multiple phases at such times, location and
size as determined by market demand or the Owner. The Project
Infrastructure improvements shall be installed in phases on an as
needed basis and sized to serve the phase of Project then proposed
for and/or being developed.” The phasing of development through
future Level C Plan applications will also be delineated further in the
Level B Development Agreement. Revised, page 18 Level A Trans
Plan, p 61, Level B Tech Report.

Please add the following language to the
Completed
Transportation chapter of the Level B Master
Plan. "Multi-modal and landscape
improvements will be phased and it is expected
that all roadways will include a reasonable
portion of these elements at each stage of
construction, as to provide adequate multimodal
infrastructure to at each stage of development."

7

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Regardless of what is agreed to by the developer Completed
and Bernalillo County, this section incorrectly
references the 2040 MTP project list. Please
clarify which projects are considered to be
publicly funded, privately funded, or publicly and
privately funded, according to the 2040 MTP.
You can qualify your future funding expectations
in a different sentence.

9/16/16 - MRMPO staff have met with the
applicant and are working on solution to address
this. We are near agreement.

For Hearing on January 4, 2016 Page 40

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

MRCOG

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Packet Pg. 4945

7.A.d

MRCOG

##
8

Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
Page 11, Section 2.2.2: The boundaries of the Residential Village Centers, which have zoning
Letter dated implications described in Chapter 3, are not clearly defined in the Level B Plan.
2/8/2016

9

MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016
MRCOG
Letter dated
2/8/2016

10

Response
The Residential Village Boundaries are based off of the approved
Level A Land Use Plan and are also shown in Exhibit 3 of this Level B
Plan.

Responder

Staff Response
The boundaries of the Village Centers can be
determined by the most recent zoning map in
the July draft of the Level B Master Plan

Page 19: The first sentence on this page incorrectly cites the University of New Mexico's Bureau Agreed, this has been revised throughout the document.
of Business and Economic Research (BBER). It should cite the UNM's Geospatial and Population
Studies (UNM-GPS).
Page 19: The last statement references $5 billion of publicly financed roadway capacity projects. Agreed, this has been revised
This is incorrect. The 2040 MTP identifies almost $6.3 billion for all types of transportation
projects by 2040, including roadway capacity, rehabilitation, as well as multimodal projects. Of
this $6.3 billion, publically financed roadway capacity projects account for only $1,036,980,106
and privately funded roadway projects account for only $1,555,881,922 for a combined total of
$2,592,862,028 in roadway capacity projects by 2040.

Status
Completed

Completed

Completed

11

MRCOG
Page 21: The first sentence of the Socioeconomic Forecast section should read 'Population
Agreed, this has been revised. This will be revised.
Letter dated projections for each county in New Mexico were developed independently by UNM's Geospatial
2/8/2016
and Population Studies department, and refined by MRCOG for the metropolitan area.'

12

MRCOG
Technical Appendix T-1, Page 16: The fifth paragraph incorrectly cites (BBER), the UNM Bureau
Letter dated of Business and Economic Research. It should read 'and UNM's Geospatial and Population
2/8/2016
Studies department, who independently produces county level population projections'

Agreed, this has been revised

Completed

13

Technical Appendix, page 5: The 2nd paragraph in Section E. states ''The original Level A
MRCOG
Letter dated Transportation Master Plan used the MRCOG 2035 MTP socioeconomic forecast, which was
2/8/2016
found to have overestimated population and employment in 2035. These overestimated
forecasts were discovered after the completion of the original Level A Santolina Transportation
Master Plan analyses." MRCOG informed the Santolina project team during the initial planning
meetings for the Level A plan that a new, lower, projection would be forthcoming. In addition,
we request removal of the term overestimation, which is an oversimplification. MRMPO
requests language similar to the following - "The original Level A Transportation Master Plan
used the MRCOG 2035 MTP socioeconomic forecast. Since that time, the MRCOG board has
approved a 2040 MTP socioeconomic forecast. The 2040 forecast is lower than the 2035
forecast due to the availability of new information regarding growth trends in the region. The
2040 forecast was not finalized for use at the completion of the original Level A Santolina
Transportation Master Plan analyses."

Agreed, the text has been revised as suggested

Completed

14

Technical Appendix, page 9: A table displaying the number of modelled/proposed lane-miles by Agreed, the table has been added.
MRCOG
Letter dated functional classification should be included to compliment Figure 3, which depicts number of
2/8/2016
directional lanes at Full Buildout.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Change agreed to but not yet made in
document.

Completed

Completed
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MRCOG

##
15

Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 15: A map should be included showing the number of directional
Agreed, the map and table has been added.
Letter dated lanes for the Level B network (similar to Figure 3 for the Full Buildout network). This map should
2/8/2016
also be accompanied by a table displaying the number of modelled/proposed lane-miles by
functional classification.

16

MRCOG
Technical Appendix, page 22: The MTB establishes the regional transportation project
This is the correct summary of the current MTP. Discussions in Santa
Letter dated programming priorities for the AMPA, using estimates of anticipated travel demand based on
Fe and recent Legislative funding requests may result in changes to
2/8/2016
approved socioeconomic data and reasonably anticipated funding levels. The current set of
the current policy and funding availability with respect to PdV.
regional priorities identified in the 2040 MTP anticipates the funding of Paseo del Volcan (PdV)
north of I-40 including the interchange at I-40 as being comprised of a combination of public
and private funding sources. PdV north of the interchange is not anticipated before 2040, with
the exception of potential right-of-way acquisition. The section of Paseo del Volcan south of I-40
is anticipated to be funded entirely with private sources.

17

Technical Appendix, page 39: The "off-site roadway effects" can be considered with inbound
MRCOG
Letter dated and outbound cordon-analyses and summary tables. See comment above in the Level A update
2/8/2016
comments.

Screenline volumes for the Santolina Scenario are included in
Technical Appendix T-2 of the 2016 Level B Transportation Master
Plan Technical Appendix, p. 15 (full Build), p. 27 (2025) and p. 51
(2040).

Completed

18

Technical Appendix, page 45: Discussion of the interface between transit and bike/ped should
MRCOG
Letter dated include "last mile" language and the need for an effective transit system to have robust bicycle
2/8/2016
and pedestrian infrastructure connectivity to stations in order to effectively penetrate the
origins/destinations of neighborhoods and employment areas.

The current text addressing this has been expanded as suggested.

Completed

19

MRCOG
Page 2, Section 1.2.1: This section incorrectly cites the Bureau of Business and Economic
Letter dated Research (BBER) as the source for the projections. It should city the University of New Mexico's
Geospatial and Population Studies (UNM-GPS).
2/8/2016

Agreed, see previous response.

Completed

20

Page 3, Section 1.2.1:The statistics in this sentence have been corrected and a projection year
MRCOG
Letter dated added - "The projections suggest that by 2040, approximately 44% of the Albuquerque
2/8/2016
metropolitan area housing units will be located on the area west of the Rio Grande River (West
Side). Yet, employment distribution for the West Side is projected to represent 27% of the jobs
within the AMPA."

Agreed, this has been corrected.

Completed

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

The original comment (meant for page 22 of the Completed
main document, not the technical appendix)
meant to clarify that the regional transportation
infrastructure priorities are establish by the
MTP, and projects listed in the MTP must be
fiscally constrained and based on reasonably
anticipated funded sources. For more
information about current funding expectations
for Paseo del Volcan see 2040 MTP Appendix B:
Projects of Special Interest.
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21

Note Date
Comments
Response
Agreed, the text has been clarified.
MRCOG
Page 3, Section 1.2.1: The last statement in the first paragraph "The projections highlight the
Letter dated longstanding need for new employment centers on the West Side" is an opinion stated in the
2/8/2016
context of MRCOG's projections. MRCOG supports the idea that we need successful
employment centers on the West Side (whether they are new or not). Please modify this
statement or remove it from the context of MRCOG's projections. Similarly, the first sentence of
the second paragraph "Due to land constraints, limited areas of the region can accommodate
the forecasted population growth" is an assumption framed in the context of MRCOG's
projections. MRCOG's forecast does indeed accommodate the vast majority of the forecasted
growth without Santolina, as described in Santolina's Transportation Master Plan. Please remove
this sentence or clarify that this is the viewpoint of the project team and not a finding associated
with the MRCOG forecast.

22

Page 4, Section 1.2.1: This is the only mention of the Jobs-housing ratio in the Level B Plan, and
MRCOG
Letter dated does not provide any additional information other than what is found in the Level A
2/8/2016
Development Agreement.

It is anticipated that any further refinement of this shall be
addressed in the Level B Development Agreement.

Responder

Andrew
Gingerich

Staff Response
Status
Completed
The edits that have been made do not
adequately address the initial concerns. In the
first paragraph, use of the phrase "anticipated
growth" still ties the statement to the 2040 MTP.
Please remove the word "new" from this
paragraph, or state that this is the opinion of the
project team. The next paragraph also continues
to be inconsistent with the 2040 MTP. The
sentence that reads "Due to land constraints,
limited areas of the region can accommodate
the forecasted population growth without
substantial redevelopment and densification of
existing developed areas" is incorrect. The MTP
contrasts with the statement (added to the July
draft) that "Densification of existing developed
areas often places a strain on existing
infrastructure.” MRMPO supports
redevelopment as an efficient use of existing
infrastructure. Please remove this content or
clarify that this is the viewpoint of the project
team.

Complete

See staff response for Level A Conditions of
Approval #3
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

23

Condition #2 of the Findings and Conditions passed with the Level A Plan states that "A plan for
MRCOG
Letter dated attaining the ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans, such that the anticipated job
2/8/2016
development shall occur in relation to residential development."

Please see our response to the Level A Conditions of Approval
included as part of this Matrix.

Andrew
Gingerich

The Conditions of approval state that this should Complete
be provided in the Level B Plan and does not
mention the Development Agreement. See
MRMPO staff response for Level A Conditions of
Approval #3
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

24

Pages 8-14, Section 1.5.1 and all of Chapter 2: MRMPO is very encouraged to see the high level We Agree.
MRCOG
Letter dated of non-residential land uses proposed in the Level B Master Plan. As is demonstrated by the
2/8/2016
Level A Transportation Plan, the development of these non-residential uses will be critical to
performance of the surrounding regional roadway network as Santolina develops. MRMPO is
also encouraged to see a variety of housing densities proposed in the Level B plan and the close
proximity of housing to needed services. This will help shorten automobile trips as well as make
alternative transportation options, such as walking, biking, and future transit, more viable.
MRMPO is also very encouraged to see that each proposed elementary school is located along
an open space trail, separate from automobile traffic. This will provide safe opportunities to for
students to walk and bike to school, helping to address public health issues articulated in the
2040 MTP (Section 3.8).

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Complete
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Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 12, Section 2.2.3: MRMPO has concerns about the proposal for a Primary Education
We have been in coordination with APS throughout this Level B
Letter dated Campus and a Secondary Education Campus in the Urban Center District. The character of the
process. We are in discussion with APS/CNM to ensure effective
2/8/2016
Urban Center will be critical to the success of the multi-modal transportation system. In the
planning of future facilities within the Level B Plan area.
Level A Plan, the Urban Center is described on page 44 as "a dynamic, high-density core where
office, commercial, civic, educational, multi-family residential, retail and entertainment uses
come together and serves as a destination for residents to live, work, shop and play. It is defined
by a tight network of streets, wide sidewalks, tree- lined streets, unique architectural elements,
street furnishings, pedestrian scale elements and urban green space." While educational land
uses are among those listed above, the character described is that of an integrated urban
environment. MRMPO is not concerned with the proposed educational land use itself, but
rather how well it will be integrated into the urban center environment described in the Level A
Plan. Underlying these concerns is that recent secondary and primary education developments
have not been designed in a way that would fit with the described character of the Urban Center
District.

26

MRCOG
Rather, these developments have been built in a suburban style, with closed access, and are not
Letter dated well integrated with the surrounding environment (see Attachment 1). MRMPO believes that, in
2/8/2016
order to fit into the vision of the Urban Center described in Level A, the proposed educational
uses must be developed in and urban style with a pedestrian campus, and must be fitted to the
Urban Center District as described (see Attachments 2 and 3). MRMPO is also concerned about
the size of the proposed education campuses, which totals 177.9 acres (91.3 primary education
campus, 86.6 secondary education campus). For reference, that is slightly larger than the of
portion UNM main campus bounded by Central Aye, Campus Blvd/Las Lomas Rd, University
Blvd, and Girard Blvd 172.04 acres, see Attachment 4).

We have updated the land use map to indicate general school
locations that are based on our conversations with APS. The Urban
Center Land uses have also been revised to include a more general
office/institutional, and education area with additional roadways to
better facilitate the grid in this area. This also reduces the size of the
land use blocks to a more urban framework. This allows flexibility
per our evolving coordination with APS/CNM. We have included
institutional/civic uses in this land use area.

See comment 5

27

MRCOG
Pages 16-31, all of Chapter 3: The Level A Master Plan states on page 29 that the activity centers
Letter dated in Santolina are intended to "serve as vibrant, transit-oriented urban places that encourage
walking to destinations throughout each center." This vision is complemented in several other
2/8/2016
places in the Level A Plan that show the intention to use innovative land use planning strategies
in Santolina including form based zoning (pages 42, 53), transit oriented development or TOD
(pages 43, 44, 53) and mixed-use development (pages 31,43, 44, 52). These strategies are
important tools that are becoming more widely used across the nation to create built
environments that support multi-modal transportation systems.
However, the zoning proposed in the Level B Plan is largely based on traditional single-use
Euclidian zoning with some variation by district, and there is no mention of TOD or form-based
zoning. Certain zoning categories in the proposed Level B Plan do allow for mixed-use, but only
as a conditional use. MRMPO recommends, per their mention in the Level A Plan, that TOD and
form-based zoning strategies be articulated in the Level B Plan. MRMPO also recommends an
incorporation of a true mixed-use zone, and that mixed-use be considered a permissive use
where it is currently designated a conditional use in the Level B Plan. These concerns apply in
particular to the Urban Center and Village Center Districts. For reference, the Mesa del Sol Level
B Plan submitted diagrams and tables to articulate building form dimensions (see Attachment
5). Also for reference, the draft (October 2015) zoning districts proposed for the city of
Albuquerque's Integrated Development Ordinance (IDO) provide a good example of how mixeduse zoning strategies can be implemented (see Attachment 6).

We have provided language in the Land Use Chapter that addresses
Transit Oriented Development. The Santolina Master Plan envisions
a mixed-use community of non-residential and residential uses that
are further defined in the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan. We
have also included Design Standards to ensure that the future built
environment supports this mixed-use vision.

MRMPO is very concerned to see that the draft Complete
Design Guidelines Section of the Level B Master
Plan has been removed in the July Draft. These
guidelines were an important step in the right
direction and MRMPO staff were pleased to see
that they were being developed. "Design
criteria" is a part of the Level B Planned
Communities Criteria. MRMPO is pleased to see
that mixed-use is more integrated into the
zoning categories. There are few places that
may be contradictory. See July 11th Comments
for more details.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
The extended grid network into this part of the Complete
Urban Center, along with the change in zoning to
allow for more flexibility of uses has alleviated
this concern.

Complete
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Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 34, Section 4.1: Paragraph 3 in the Overview presents a comparison between the Level A
Agreed, the text has been clarified.
Letter dated Transportation analysis using the 2035 Forecast and the Level B Transportation analysis using
2/8/2016
the 2040 Forecast (volumes go down on Central, 118th ...). MRCOG asserts that any comparison
between the 2035 and 2040 forecasts is invalid due to the differences in the control totals.
Please keep all comparisons between the 2040 MTP forecast and the 2040 Santolina Scenario.

29

MRCOG
Page 34, Section 4.1: The statement regarding a 2040 reduction in river crossings (0.1% and
Letter dated 0.5%) is well within the limits of model variability ("noise") and should not be presented as a
2/8/2016
benefit.

Agreed, the text has been clarified. The authors considered it of
interest to the reader to state the number of river crossings
compared to the 2040 MTP. That portion of the sentence was not
intended to be construed as describing a benefit, just a statement of
the model results. The text will be modified to indicate the 2040
model results is comparable to the 2040 MTP river crossings.

This text has not been changed

Complete

30

MRCOG
Page 36, Section 4.2.1: The Auto Transit Circulation, Full Buildout network takes advantage of
Letter dated major opportunities to connect to surrounding areas. The Level A Master Plan (page 74) states
2/8/2016
that a gridded roadway network would be identified at Level B and C Plans. MRMPO appreciates
that the area of Santolina north of Dennis Chavez has achieved this, which includes the entire
first Level B Plan Area. The internal grid fulfills the Long Range Transportation System (LRTS)
Guide's connectivity recommendations with the approximate quarter mile spacing of the
collector and arterial network together. MRMPO asks that this gridded network continue to
areas south of Dennis Chavez in future Level B Plans, and that Minor Arterial connections be
made south of Santolina.

When future Level B Master Plans come forward, the additional
roadway networks will be developed. It is anticipated they will be
similar to the gridded network considered in the 2016 Level B
submittal.

MRMPO is please to see this response

Complete

31

Page 37, Section 4.2.1: The phrase "once development occurs north of the interstate" is
MRCOG
Letter dated inappropriate. There is currently no approved master plan in the area north of I-40 near Shelly
2/8/2016
Road and an interchange there is not listed in the 2040 MTP. The federal long range
transportation planning process conducted by MRMPO will determine which transportation
improvement projects are prioritized in the future.

The Level A Master Plan Area extends past the 2040 horizon, so this
statement was presented in the context of post-2040 roadway
network requirements.

Yes, this was written in post-2040 context, but
MRMPO suggests changing the term "once" to
"should" or "if."

Complete

32

Page 39, Section 4.3: This section is presented as though the Level B traffic volumes are based
MRCOG
Letter dated on the 2040 MTP. Please add a clarifying statement to the opening paragraph that states that
2/8/2016
the Level B transportation analysis required modifications to the 2040 MTP forecast to create a
"Santolina Scenario" because the 2040 MTP forecast does not reflect the level of anticipated
development. This is an important detail that belongs in the Level B Master Plan.

Agreed, the text has been clarified.

The rewrite of this paragraph is confusing.
Please remove the text "...anticipated
development of the…." This will clarify that the
Santolina Scenario with region consistent with
MTP 2040 control totals, but differs from the
Trend Scenario in terms of development
location.

Complete

33

MRCOG
Page 40, Section 4.3.2: This page should reference or include language related to the ultimate
Letter dated cross section anticipated in the Full Build/Level A Plan.
2/8/2016

Agreed, the text has been added.

34

Page 40, Section 4.3.2: Conduit associated with new intersections must be built with input from Agreed, the text has been clarified.
MRCOG
Letter dated agency staff and be consistent with regional Intelligent Transportation Systems plans.
2/8/2016

35

MRCOG
Page 41, Section 4.4.1: The sentence "roadways within the Level B Plan Area consist of typical
Letter dated roadway functional classifications" is incorrect. FHWA classifies roads as interstates, other
freeways & expressways, principal arterials, minor arterials, major collectors, minor collectors,
2/8/2016
and local roads. This section needs to be rewritten using language according to federal criteria
(for more information see
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway functional
classifications/section03.cfm). Specifically, what is depicted and shown as "local" in the Level B
plan more closely resembles "minor collectors" according to federal criteria.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Agreed, the text has been clarified. The text will be modified to
reference that major and minor collectors categorization will be
identified in the future.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
There is no red text (indicating an edit) in the
Complete
revised document, but it appears this change has
made.

Complete

Complete

Maps and text pertaining to the proposed
roadway functional classification should be
consistent with FHWA categories: Principal
Arterial, Minor Arterial, Major Collector, and
Minor Collector (Collectors could be mapped as
one category, but should at least reference that
Major and Minor categorization will be
determined in the future).

Complete
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Note Date
Comments
Response
MRCOG
Page 41, Section 4.4.1:186 feet is an exceedingly large right-of-way. A roadway this wide is
The proposed ROW has additional width for sidewalks/path
Letter dated challenging for pedestrians to cross, and would difficult to integrate with activity centers. Please compared to the LRTP guideline, so this accounts for some of the
2/8/2016
see comments below related to activity centers, BRT, and median size.
additional width, as does the ROW provided for dual left turn lanes.
The typical sections have been reviewed to more accurately
considered curb and gutter and median curb widths.

37

MRCOG
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please explain the purpose of a 30' wide median on the principal and The LRTP guideline has an 18' median. As many of the principal and
Letter dated minor arterials. Is this to accommodate left-hand and right-hand turn lanes at intersections? Or minor arterial intersections are expected to require dual left turn
2/8/2016
is this for the BRT routes to accommodate station platforms? Or is this this space intended for lanes, an additional 12' was added to the LRTP guideline median.
future expansion? This is a remarkably large median.

See comment 28

Complete

38

MRCOG
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: Please relate the roadway cross-section design to the surrounding
Letter dated context by providing cross sections for roadways within activity centers. Wider sidewalks in the
2/8/2016
urban, town and village centers are highly encouraged. For example, please consider a multiway boulevard where principal arterials boarder the urban center or the town center (see
Attachment 7.B). This would allow free flow of regional traffic while also allowing access to the
higher intensity adjacent land uses.

MRMPO appreciates that this was attempted,
however this resulted in even wider right-ofway. See MRCOG Transportation comment 28.

Complete

39

MRCOG
Pages 41-42, Section 4.4.1: The cross sections on the arterials and collectors show trail widths of The typical sections has been revised accordingly. The typical
Letter dated 6'-10'. The AASHTO minimum trail width is 10', typically trail widths range from 10' to 14'. The sections will be updated and coordinated with the MPO.
2/8/2016
recommended clear sidewalk width in urban areas is 10'. The bicycle lane width shown in the 4lane minor arterial cross section and the 4-lane collector cross sections meets LRTS
recommendations. For minor arterials and collectors, please consider having the outside lane be
wider (12') instead of the inside lane. This helps if transit is provided along the roadway as it will
most likely run in the outside lane. Wider outside lanes also help with the level of comfort for
bicyclists and pedestrians and improve multi-modal level of service scores.

These changes have not been made to the road
section diagrams.

Complete

40

Page 42, Section 4.4.1: It is difficult to understand the elements that will make up a 77' or 99'
MRCOG
Letter dated right-of- way for a 2-lane collector. The combined minimum bicycle lane and parallel parking
2/8/2016
width needs to be 13'.This also is an opportunity for back angle parking in urban areas.

See comment 28

Complete

41

MRCOG
Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The two transit routes entering into Santolina have been identified- The typical sections were developed with the provision for BRT in
Letter dated Central Ave and Dennis Chaves Blvd. Please also take into consideration Gibson Blvd which could the future. A Gibson transit connection has been added to the
provide a connection to the Bridge/Westgate Route 54. Given the low density on Dennis Chavez Transit section graphic and discussion, p. 45-47.
2/8/2016
Blvd the Bridge/Westgate Route is probably more important than the Dennis Chavez Blvd route.
The likelihood of BRT within Santolina is minimal, and would be a significantly lower priority
than providing high-capacity and high-frequency service in more dense parts of the region with
proven ridership. More important than identifying routes is developing a roadway network that
does not preclude transit. The current proposed grid network with approximate quarter mile
spacing of the arterial & collector network goes a long way to assist transit.

Complete

42

MRCOG
Pages 45-47, Section 4.5.1: The current transit centers are adjacent to minor arterials within the Agreed.
Letter dated Town Center and Urban Center. Please continue to plan for minor arterial and collector
2/8/2016
roadways to be integrated within centers and concentrations of employment and retail so that
these roads can be used by transit. At some point in a transit round-trip, transit users need to
cross the road to get to a bus stop. If transit routes are aligned on minor roadways, then transit
users do not have to cross regional principal arterials, which improves pedestrian safety and the
regional network traffic flow.

Complete

Printed on: 12/21/2016

We have provided three new roadway cross-section designs that
address this comment and various design considerations.

These typical sections were based on the LRTP major collector
typical section, and include ROW widths for wider sidewalks, as well
as the possibility of a two-way left turn lane in the median.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
MRMPO has been working on the issue of the
Complete
very wide right-of-ways for arterials in Santolina.
MRMPO will continue to work on this with the
applicant and Bernalillo County staff.
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MRCOG

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Note Date
Comments
MRCOG
Page 47, Section 4.6.2: The open space network has the opportunity to provide an off-street
Letter dated trail network that makes highly meaningful connections (to the urban center, village centers,
2/8/2016
office parks and schools) as well as integrating and connecting with residential development to
make for a high quality of life. Depending how the open space trail network interfaces with
residences and with roadway crossings, this trail system could provide a locally unique nonmotorized network, particularly since it penetrates the urban center from three different
directions. MRMPO encourages further planning and development of the open space network
to make meaningful connections and foster public space, where people will want to live, travel
and recreate. The on-street bikeway network in Exhibit 12 goes above and beyond the Long
Range Bikeway System. If the gridded street network continues for the southern portion of
Santolina in future Level B submittals, MRMPO expects the on-street bikeway network to be
included.

44

MRCOG
Page 77, Section 7.6: Remove two references to the MRCOG 2040 projected population on this These references have been removed.
Letter dated page. The connotation is that the need for new schools within the Santolina Master Plan area is
2/8/2016
determined by our projections, and that is not the case.

45

MRCOG
Pages 80-84, Section 8.2: MRMPO is generally concerned that the Level B Plan does not provide
Letter dated enough detail in the development phasing chapter. This makes it difficult to assess the overall
2/8/2016
concept of the Level B Plan. The PCC states that the Level B development agreement should
contain a more detailed phasing plan than what was is in the Level A (PCC, page 40). The
proposed Level B Plan shows only two phases, a 2025 phase and a 2040 phase. It is critical to
have appropriately sized phases because Level B Plans include an analysis of important
performance benchmarks including the jobs/housing balance (Level A Plan, page 35) and "no net
expense" policy (Level A Development Agreement, page 9). If the proposed Level B Master Plan
is approved with its current boundaries, MRMPO requests a more detailed phasing strategy
where such performance benchmarks can be evaluated (for reference, the Mesa del Sol Level B
Plan included four phases for development, see Attachment 8).

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
As future Level B Master Plan areas are submitted, additional onstreet bike and pedestrian network will be provided, as they are
included in the typical roadway sections.

To address the phasing of development within this Master Plan area,
we have provided additional narrative to be included as part of
section 8.2 of the Level B Plan. As part of the material we prepared
for the Land Use and Zoning CPC Hearing, we submitted this new
redline on May 6, 2016.

Responder

Staff Response
MRMPO is pleased with this response.

Status
Complete

There is no red text (indicating an edit) in the
Complete
revised document, but it appears this change has
made.
While the added language regarding phasing in Complete
section 8.2 is a very important and positive
addition, MRMPO still believes that a more
detailed phasing strategy is appropriate at Level
B. Other comparable plans have outline smaller
phases. See July 11th Comments for more
details.
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46
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Note Date
Comments
MRMPO
MRMPO Letter dated 5/12/2016
Letter dated 1) MRMPO has continually expressed concerns about the possibility of fragmented or
5/12/2016 incomplete development occurring in the Santolina development, which would strain
transportation infrastructure, and make the development less resilient to changing
circumstances. In comments to the County Planning Commission on September 18, 2014
regarding the Level A Master Plan, MRMPO stated the following:

Response
The term “phase” and the concept of phased development, as
referred to in the new language added to section 8.2 of the Level B
Plan, shall be defined as follows: Ordered sequencing of
development based on the provision of services, the establishment
of the planned roadway network, and the ABCWUA serviceability
agreements that will be finalized in the Level B Development
Agreement. We will provide this definition as part of Section 8.2 for
“A phased development strategy for Santolina would guide more sound and stable way forward clarity.
amidst many uncertain conditions in our region’s future, be they related to the wider economy,
land-development market forces, demographic trends, availability of natural resources, fiscal
We are providing a phasing map to address this and similar
constraints, or a change in regional development priorities. Building only some components of comments.
Santolina over large areas independent of the Master Plan’s other components leaves the
developer, and ultimately the public, more vulnerable to potential changing conditions. It allows
the possibility of being stuck with a large incomplete development that is not self- supporting.
On the other hand, a phased development strategy would reduce Santolina’s vulnerability to
potential changing circumstances. Building Santolina in smaller complete phases would ensure
that it emerges in a more sustainable and sound manner throughout its development rather
than relying on full build-out to achieve…positive contributions to the region.”

Responder

Staff Response
Status
The applicant has delivered a draft of the
Complete
sequencing plan to MRMPO staff. MRMPO is
very please to see this. The phases/sequences
are in logical order given what was approved in
the phasing maps in the Level A Master Plan.
The size of the phases are more comparable in
size to those in other larges plans in the region,
such as the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan. The
applicant also delivered a set of tables to
MRMPO staff that estimate the jobs-housing
ratio for each phase in the new sequencing plan.
However, not every phase meets the jobshousing ratio required by the Level A
Development agreement (see attached table
"Santolina Level B: Total Jobs-Housing Balance
by Phase, Cumulative"), albeit it is close in most
phases.

The concern expressed above is the same general concern underlying the MRMPO February 8th
comments for the Level B Plan related to phasing.

47

See Above.
MRMPO greatly appreciates the language added to section 8.2 in the revised Level B Plan that
MRMPO
Letter dated was included after the April 28th meeting. This demonstrates that the applicant understands
5/12/2016 MRMPO concerns on this issue and goes a long way to addressing them. However further
clarification is needed to ensure that the intention of these objectives are achieved, in particular
the use of the term “phase,” which is used in a variety of ways across different Santolina
documents. For example, the added language states that the 2025 and 2040 roadway network
phases will be the sequence of the development, however the objectives in the added language
allude to development in smaller phases. Meanwhile, the Level A Plan equates Level B Plans
with development phases (Level A Plan, page 35), and section 6.3 of the Level A Development
agreement refers to “Project Infrastructure” that “shall be installed in phases on an as needed
basis and sized to serve the phase of the Project then proposed for and/or being developed.”
MRMPO recommends a clear definition of the term “phase” and an approximate size for a
typical phase area, that area being small enough to ensure the objectives of Section 8.2. One
possibility may be for phases to be comprised of the approximate locations of expected
development by 5-year increments, as was the case in the Mesa del Sol Level B Plan (October
2006, pages 40-41). Another possibility may be to outline phase areas that are 650-1200 acres—
the “typical” Level B size range listed in the Planned Communities Criteria (PCC, page 39).

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Complete
9/16/16 - Continued from comment #46…
MRMPO understands that these are estimates,
but recommends that the applicant adjust the
phasing plan in a manner that the jobs stay
ahead of the jobs-housing balance outlined in
the Level A Development agreement. MRMPO
also requests a brief documentation of the
methodology used to generate the jobs-housing
balance. Also, MRMPO has not seen a final
version of the sequencing plan and how it will be
incorporated into the Level B Plan.
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Note Date
Comments
MRMPO
2) MRMPO is also concerned the size of the Level B Plan and the phasing strategy because of the
Letter dated evaluation of critical benchmarks that are, according to existing Santolina documents, supposed
5/12/2016 to occur at Level B submittals. Namely, these are an evaluation of no net expense, and a plan to
achieve jobs-housing balance—a requirement of the Level A findings and conditions. It’s the
understanding of MRMPO staff that, under what is currently proposed, these important
evaluations wouldn’t be required again until a new Level B Plan is submitted. This means it’s
conceivable that they may not occur again until beyond the year 2040, according to the
applicant’s expected time horizon for development. MRMPO sees these requirements as critical
to evaluating the progress of the Santolina development, and given the very large size of the
proposed Level B area, recommends that they be performed on a more frequent interval than
once per Level B submittal. This could be achieved by combining these evaluations with the
aforementioned recommended phasing strategy.

49

See Above.
MRMPO
For example, a plan with smaller phases could contribute toward the plan to achieve a jobsLetter dated housing balance. One possibility could be to expand “Table 3” on page 18 of the Level B
5/12/2016 Transportation Master Plan. This table currently demonstrates how Santolina will achieve a JobsHousing balance, per the Level A Development Agreement threshold table (Level A Development
Agreement, page 4) for the areas the developer expects development by 2025 and 2040. This
table could be expanded to include smaller area phases, once they are identified, demonstrating
how the smaller phases would also achieve the required jobs to housing ratio. MRMPO
recommends including this table in the Level B Plan.

50

MRMPO
Regarding Zoning
Letter dated In the February 8th comments, MRMPO expressed concerns that the zoning strategy put
5/12/2016 forward in the original draft of the Level B Plan did not provide enough design guidance in order
to achieve the vision of Santolina put forth in the Level A Plan. MRMPO staff were particularly
concerned about character of the activity centers—the urban center, town center, and village
centers. The character of the developments is critical to the viability of transit oriented
development in Santolina. These centers are also critical to ensuring that there are complete
communities within Santolina, which will mitigate stress on the wider transportation network.

51

See Above.
Since that time the applicant has done much to address MRMPO’s concerns on this issue, and
MRMPO
Letter dated have incorporated many of MRMPO’s suggestions presented at the April 28th meeting. These
5/12/2016 include the incorporation of a design standards section that explains how Santolina will create a
pedestrian oriented environment; making mixed use development in the centers permissive
instead of conditional; extending the gridded street network into the urban center with more
flexible zoning, which will make it more likely that what development will be more urban in
character; a land use map indicating a scenario for certain levels of development, including
which areas of the Town Center are envisioned to be the mixed-use pedestrian focused
development; among other additions.

Complete

52

Yet, there are some elements of the zoning code that seem to be contradictory or difficult to
MRMPO
Letter dated understand. Several additions could be made to improve the document’s clarity, for example,
5/12/2016 the inclusion of diagrams and matrices to demonstrate the dimensional aspects of design
guidelines.

See Above.

Complete

53

MRMPO
MRMPO also has concerns regarding roadway access for large retail facilities (May 6th Level B
Letter dated Zoning Chapter, page 32). However, MRMPO feels that most of these issues can be cleaned up
5/12/2016 in future zoning drafts, which the applicant indicated would be forthcoming. MRMPO will be in
communication with the applicant and the county on specific edits after new zoning chapter is
submitted. In general, the zoning chapter is improving and MRMPO appreciates the applicant’s
work on this.

See Above.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
Evaluation of critical benchmarks that are set out by this Level B Plan
are controlled through the Level B Development Agreement.
Evaluation of no net expense as well as the jobs-to-housing balance
is regulated by the Level A and Level B Development Agreements.
The assumption that the evaluation of progress of development
within Santolina will only occur “once per Level B submittal” is
incorrect. The approval of future Level C Plans must comply with the
Level A and Level B Plans and Development Agreements. Therefore,
each application for a Level C Plan will require an evaluation of
benchmarks as set forth by these governing Plans and Agreements.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through Complete
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through Complete
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

Complete

The Santolina Level B Plan is a living document. We intend to
continue working the Zoning Chapter as we move through this
process. We intend on providing diagrams as part of the Design
Standards that have recently been added to the Zoning Chapter. We
will evaluate the recommendations of MRMPO with respect to
minimum densities, pedestrian connectivity, and assurance of the
intended character for the Village Center.

Applicant has agreed to language change

Complete

For Hearing on January 4, 2016 Page 49

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

MRCOG

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Packet Pg. 4954

7.A.d

MRCOG

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Note Date
Comments
MRMPO
All of that said MRMPO would still like to see the following clearly incorporated into the zoning
Letter dated code and land use plan:
5/12/2016 • Minimum density requirements in activity centers to bolster the vibrancy of these areas.
• Minimum pedestrian connectivity standards ¼ mile (this is nearly achieved with the current
grid system and trail system but should be a standard nonetheless)
• An assurance that village center commercial won’t be developed into residential

Response
We have completely reworked the zoning chapter in coordination
with County Planning Staff. The new chapter provides a streamlined
approach that references the County's Zoning Code to avoid
redundancy and ensure applicability. We have also included Design
standards as part of this chapter. The new Zoning Code addresses
the comments received in MRMPO's letter dated 5-12-16.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Complete

55

MRMPO
Regarding Street Sections
Letter dated MRMPO appreciates that the applicant has attempted to incorporate MRMPO staff suggestions
5/12/2016 for a multiway boulevard for principal arterials near the urban center. However this has resulted
in some very wide streets that may create a barrier for pedestrians to cross. An environment
that is difficult for pedestrians will diminish the viability of transit. It seems that the 30’ median
is to allow for dual left turn lanes at intersections, but is this much space necessary at midblock? MRMPO recommends placing the bicycle lane in the parallel access route and not with
the center through lanes, eliminating the need to buffer the bike lane. Another possibility would
be to locate a two-way cycle track in the parallel access route area. Below are ROW measures
for the street sections submitted on May 6th:

In an attempt to address MRMPO suggestions for multiway
boulevards for principal arterials, we provided new Street Sections
as part of our submittal on May 6, 2016. We understand MRMPO’s
recent concern about the street width and pedestrian crossings. We
will continue to work with MRMPO on these Street Sections to come
up with a mutually agreeable design solution.

Complete

• Dennis Chavez at Urban Center (205’ to 209’ ROW = Ped crossing time 59-60 seconds)
• Atrisco Vista at Urban Center (183’ to 187’ ROW = Ped crossing time 52-53 seconds)
• Gibson at Urban Center (161’ to 165’ ROW = Ped crossing time 46-47 seconds)

56

MRMPO
Below are some approximate ROW measure in the region, found using Google maps. These are
Letter dated for reference only:
5/12/2016
• Louisiana at Uptown (approx. 140’)
• Paseo del Norte at Eagle Ranch intersection (approx. 175’)
• Paseo del Norte west of Eagle Ranch intersection (approx. 130’)
• I-40 near downtown with no frontage (approx.. 250’)

See Above.

Complete

57

MRMPO
MRMPO greatly appreciates the opportunity to participate the Level B Plan discussions. Please
Letter dated feel free to contact MRMPO staff with any further questions or concerns.
5/12/2016

We appreciate your participation and feedback in throughout this
Level B planning process. We look forward to our continued
collaboration on this Plan.

Complete

58

Open Space
MRMPO
Exhibit 3 has been removed from the document.
Letter dated Exhibit 3 is said, on page 17, to be based on MRCOG growth projections, however it is
7/11/2016 inconsistent with the most recent 2040 MTP data. Please contact Kendra Montanari (505-7243601), to obtain the correct forecast data.
MRMPO
Roadways
Pending Development Agreement.
Letter dated It is unclear which on-site roadways will be considered project infrastructure and which will be
7/11/2016 system infrastructure. A map showing these roadways as well as a table that shows the
proportionate share of funding would clarify this. Subsequent Metropolitan Transportation
Plans (MTPs) will incorporate the funding status of these roadways if they are identified and
funding is agreed upon by the Developer and County. MRMPO expects limited additional public
funding options in the future, especially for capacity expansion projects (2040 MTP, page EX-1).
MRMPO has been working on the issue of the very wide right-of-ways for arterials in Santolina.
MRMPO will continue to work on this and will likely provide more information at the July 21
hearing.

59

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Applicant has agreed to change

Complete

See response to comment #6

Complete
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Note Date
Comments
Response
MRMPO
Development Phasing and Jobs-housing
We have provided a phasing map to address this and similar
Letter dated While the added language regarding phasing in section 8.2 is a very important and positive
comments. We have revised referenced text in section 8.2.
7/11/2016 addition, MRMPO still believes that a more detailed phasing strategy is appropriate at Level B.
Other comparable plans have outlined smaller phases. The Mesa del Sol Level B Plan (2006)
identified four phases for 3,082 acres in expected four year increments. The Westland
Masterplan (revised 2016), just north of Santolina, shows six phases for 6,424 acres. The
proposed Santolina Level B Plan describes only 2 phases for 4,243 acres. Moreover, the
Santolina Level A Masterplan shows phasing that is more detailed than the 2025 and 2040
phases shown in the Level B Plan (Level A Plan pages 34 and 36). A Level B plan should have
more descriptive phasing than the Level A Plan. A more detailed phasing plan could also be
integrated into the plan to achieve the [job-housing] ratio described in Level A Conditions of
approval #3. Calculating the jobs-housing ratio for each phase would show a plan to maintain
the ratio established in the Level A Development agreement. Finally MRMPO is concerned about
the following sentence found in section 8.2 which states: Ensuring the financial tools are
available will allow the Developer to provide adequate public facility infrastructure prior to new
development. This sentence does not seem necessary. It is the Developers responsibility to
provide adequate infrastructure for new development.

61

We have clarified the definition for mixed-use and have added text
MRMPO
Zoning and Land Use
to allow mixed-use as permissive in the Town Center and Urban
Letter dated The zoning section has improved. MRMPO appreciates the inclusion of mixed-use into the
Center.
7/11/2016 zoning code and the distinction between horizontal and vertical mixed-use. However, the
definition of horizontal mixed use (page 20) as single-use buildings on distinct parcels in a range
of land uses within one block, is insufficient. In order to be considered mixed-use, developments
must not only be near to each other, but must also be functionally and physically integrated.
Furthermore, it is possible to have horizontal mixed-use on the same parcel. The Level B Plan
envisions the Town Center and Urban center to have vertical mixed-use, but the zoning does not
seem to have vertical mixed-use as a permissive use. Perhaps these zones should reference the
PC-S-C zone for permissive uses rather than the C-2 zone. The proposed zoning allows vertical
and horizontal mixed use in the PC-S-C zone.

Complete

62

MRMPO
Design Guidelines Section
We are working in coordination with County Zoning on Design
Letter dated MRMPO is very concerned to see that the draft Design Guidelines Section of the Level B Master Standards to supplement the Zoning Chapter of this Level B Plan.
7/11/2016 Plan has been removed in the July Draft. These guidelines should be reintroduced and continued
to be developed. "Design Criteria" is a part of the Level B Planned Communities Criteria.

Complete

63

MRMPO
Section 8.5
Letter dated This section outlines some possible mechanisms for funding project and infrastructure. MRMPO
7/11/2016 recommends that the text should clarify that if outside financial mechanisms are not available,
the developer is responsible for financing all, or their proportionate share (in case of "system
infrastructure") adequate infrastructure for new development.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

If outside funding and/or financial mechanisms are not available at Andrew
the time of development, then the developer shall be responsible to Gingerich
advance the financing of all, or their proportional share (in case of
“system infrastructure”), of the cost for the required infrastructure
necessary to support the new development consistent with the site
specific Traffic Impact Analysis.

Staff Response
Status
9/16/16 - This issue is being addressed through Complete
the sequencing/phasing plan. See Staff response
to comment #46

9/16/16 - This is good language, can it be added Complete
to section 8.5?
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DMD

Santolina Level B Master Plan Accela Comments

Department
DMD

Note Date
2/18/2016

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Comments
The Engineering Division of the Department of Municipal Development has
reviewed the subject applications and submits the following comments:
Permit # ZSPR 2016-0001 Santolina Planned Community Level B Master Plan
Transportation Section for a half-mile West of 118th St the future Gibson Blvd
will be a City-owned and maintained Community Principal Arterial that is
planned to contain bicycle lanes and a paved multi-use trail, per the Long
Range Roadway System Map and the Long Range Bikeway Systems Map. From
Dennis Chavez Blvd. to Gibson Blvd. 118th St. is also a City-owned facility.
Secondly, Gibson Blvd. through the eastern escarpment (much like Dennis
Chavez Blvd.) will likely have to be constructed at design grades that are
flatter than existing topography, which may require the dedication of more
right-of-way than a community principal arterials typical 156 feet. Dennis
Chavez's right-of-way through the eastern escarpment varies from 400 feet to
600 feet wide, due to it being cut into existing topography that is significantly
steeper than minimum allowable design slopes.
Identification of impacts to City-owned and maintained transportation
facilities should be coordinated in detail between the County Public Works
Division; the NMDOT, and the City's DMD/Planning Department during postmaster plan reviews in order to effectively define Santolina's offsetting traffic
mitigation measures.

Response
The proposed typical section includes bicycle
lanes and a sidewalk/trail. Right-of-way or
easements will be provided for the
necessary width for construction of the
proposed roadways.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed
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Department
NMDOT

Note Date
2/9/2016

Comments
Department Comments:
" The NMDOT has programmed funding in the STIP (Statewide Transportation
Improvement program) to begin acquiring right -of-way for the proposed NM
347 (Paseo del Volcan) corridor. The final alignment has not been identified
and the spacing between interchanges shall be determined by NMDOT and
FHWA. " The NMDOT has not identified any funding for the construction of
the proposed roadway extensions or proposed interchanges or underpasses
shown in the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). If any of these
improvements do become funded, there is no guarantee that the design
and/or construction would coincide with the time frame of the plan phasing.
The developer shall commit cost sharing or matching a portion of the
construction costs associated with any future roadway extensions and
infrastructure outside, but in the vicinity of, the Santolina area. If Santolina's
phased development occurs prior to funding becoming available for the
proposed MTP improvements, then those improvements must be installed at
the cost of the developer. " Based on the transportation analysis prepared in
the Level 'B' report, increased congestion is projected as early as 2025 at
several existing interchanges including but not limited to, Atrisco Vista
Boulevard, 98th Street and Unser Boulevard. The developer shall identify
mitigation alternatives for each of the impacted locations at each
development phase for review by the NMDOT and FHWA prior to finalization
of these measures.

Response
It is our understanding that right-of-way for the
proposed PdV alignment has been identified and is in
the process of being acquired. This includes right-ofway for the roadway from I-40 to US550, as well as
the right-of-way for the proposed interchange
location. A supplemental report identifying
mitigation alternatives is being developed for County
review, and all future development proposals
requiring NMDOT review will include NMDOT review
and approval.

2

NMDOT

2/9/2016

Revise, Note 5, from The Notice of Decision dated December 12, 2014 as
follows: Written approval from the NMDOT will be obtained prior to the
improvement or expansion of state roads identified in the Level 'A' and Level
'B' submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration) review
and approval will be required for any Level 'C' plan defining any required
modifications and improvements to Interstate 40 and to other state facilities
as a result of the development of Santolina and its roadway network. The
approvals shall itemize financial obligations with participation and
ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚƐƐƉĞůůĞĚŽƵƚ͘dŚĞĐŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƚŝŵĞĨƌĂŵĞƐĨŽƌƚŚĞŽĨĨƐŝƚĞ
roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be identified.

It is our understanding the FHWA does not review
local land use development plans, and therefore will
not approve future Level C Plans. However, we do
agree that the approval of the NMDOT and/or FHWA
will be required prior to any construction
modifications on I-40 or associated ramps, State
facilities, or projects with Federal funding. We also
concur that all roadway improvements must be listed
in and follow the procedures of the MRCOG
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), which are
ultimately approved by the NMDOT and FHWA. We
anticipate that the approved Level A Master Plan and
future Level B plans will impact future MTP efforts.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Agree with response with the following clarification. Any Completed
proposed modification to interstate access or access to a
NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of New
Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.

Completed
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3

Department
NMDOT

Note Date
2/9/2016

4

NMDOT

7/12/2016

5

NMDOT

7/12/2016

6
7

NMDOT
NMDOT

7/12/2016
7/12/2016

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Comments
Continued from previous line

Department Comments for Matrix of Comments and Responses:
NOTE 20- No additional comments.
NOTE 21- What is meant by "We anticipate that the approved Level A Master
Plan and future Level B plan will impact future MTP efforts"? NMDOT
reiterates that there is no guarantee that the design and/or construction of
Santolina would coincide with the time frame of the plan phasing. The MTP
may be affected if the developer installs improvements at its own cost prior
to the MTP plan.

Response
We suggest the following revision to the proposed
condition: Written approval from the NMDOT will be
obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of
state roads identified in the Level 'A' , Level 'B' and
Level 'C' submittals. NMDOT and/or FHWA (Federal
Highway Administration) review and approval, as
appropriate to the nature of the request (i.e., FHWA
review will be sought only for interstate facilities and
during the design review process), will be required for
any Level 'C' plan defining any required modifications
and improvements to Interstate 40 and to other state
facilities, that are proposed under a Level C plan in
Santolina as a result of the development of Santolina
and its roadway network.

Responder

Staff Response
Status
Agree with response with the following clarification. Any Completed
proposed modification to interstate access or access to a
NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of New
Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.

We agree.
The intent was to describe that as Santolina develops
general items in MTP Projects 719.0 and 719.1 may
become specific projects in the MTP. In addition, as
the MTP is updated it is anticipated the Level A and
Level B Master Plan area traffic analyses will also be
updated, possibly altering the required
improvements, depending on conditions at the time
of the future MTP.

NOTE 22- No additional comments.
We agree.
Department Comments for Land Use Plan (dated June 28, 2016) NMDOT
concurs with the analysis provided in the Level 'B' On-site and Off-site
Locations of Interest Traffic Analysis with the understanding that the Level 'C'
analysis may require additional geometric changes. If the NMDOT determines
that a conversion to a one-way frontage road is required, the developer will
be required to construct the parallel internal based on a separate planning
study. When the level 'C' analysis for the Industrial and Business Park land use
moves forward then additional enhancements may be required consistent
with AASHTO design criteria for certain roadway classifications, such as but
not limited to, curb, gutter, sidewalks, bike lanes, shoulder, roadside ditches
etc. Access to NMDOT facilities shall adhere to the State Access Management
Manual and any locally developed access management plans. Comparison of
the anticipated volumes on the frontage road shall be made to the functional
classification volume criteria located I the State Access Management Manual.
The Land Use Plan exhibit dated June 28, 2016 does not appear to be
consistent with Section 4.4 Access of the Santolina Level B Plan A New
Community for new Economy revised July 2016. NMDOT is seeking a separate
developer agreement with Santolina to establish funding requirements and
phasing of development consistent with the 2040 MTP.

Completed
Agree with response

Completed

Completed
Any proposed modification to interstate access or access Completed
to a NMDOT facility will have to follow the provisions of
New Mexico Administrative Code 18.31.6, NMDOT
Administrative Directive 222, and NMDOT Commission
Policy 65.
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PNM

##
1

Department
PNM

Note Date
7/13/2016

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Comments
Catherine, I have reviewed the latest version of the Santolina Level B plan and I have a question. In
the zoning chapter, there were changes made to the permissive uses language, however, I would
like to clarify the granting of public utility structure as a permissive use in all zones. The permissive
use of a public utility structure is explicit in the PC-S-LDR zone. In the PC-S MDR zone, the language
reads All uses permissive in the PC-S LDR Zone. When we get to the PC-S-O zone, the following
language is used, All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of the O-1
Office and Institutional Zone B.2 and so on from there with the subsequent zones. It would be
PNMs preference to explicitly grant public utility structure in all zones. Are we covered with the
above language? Your thoughts?

Response
Responder
Staff Response
We have specifically called out "public Ken Maestas PNM's concerns have been
addressed.
utility structure" as permissive in the
PC-S-LDR zone because it is not
permissive in the R-1 zone of the
Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
All other zones reference the O-1
zone which is included in the
commercial zones, and C-LI zone of
the Bernalillo County Zoning
Ordinance. Both of these zones
include public utility structures as
permissive uses. All zones have been
verified and include public utility
structures as a permissive use.

Status
Complete
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Commissioner Comments from Hearing

Santolina Level B Master Plan Commission Comments
Department
Commissioner
Hertel

Note Date
7/21/2016
Hearing

Comments
Response
Follow up on when mitigation is necessary The following guidance concerning future mitigation steps were provided by Andy
for the sites that were named in the Class II Wakefield, RPA, Archaeologist with the New Mexico Historic Preservation Division:
Study.
For private land only a permit for mechanical excavations would be required. If land came
into the ownership of the school district, county, or city, state permits would be needed for
testing and data recovery.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

##
1

For the project as it is (private land, local ordinances/policy), SHPO recommends that a
testing and data recovery plan be prepared for the sites that will be affected and that the
plan be submitted to the County and our office for consultation. The SHPO recommends
using State regulations for guidance for preparation of testing/data recovery plans.
Based on the Class II survey and input from the New Mexico Historic Preservation Division,
the recommendation is that the sites are avoided or tested/mitigated should they have the
potential to be affected. The owner’s mitigation strategy is that for identified sites (areas
identified in the Class II survey), a treatment plan for preservation, testing, and mitigation
is required prior to development, if a site has the potential to be affected. For areas that
have not been surveyed, then a Class III survey shall be required prior to development. This
determination will be made in conjunction with a Level C application, as required by the
Planned Communities Criteria.

Printed on: 12/21/2016
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Planned Communities Criteria
Comments
Response
Land Use
1. Identification of land uses by parcel, acreage and type - including residential The Land Use Chapter 2 Tables 2 & 3 describe the acreage, and uses
and retail/commercial or other non-residential space.
for each Level B Land Use District. The Level B Land Use Map Exhibit
2 provides the location, size, and use of each parcel within the Level
B boundaries.

3

2. Conceptual description of village characteristics in terms of market
potential and opportunities, including location and description of village
center--parcel sizes by use, suitability to natural topography, intensities;
service area of center.

Responder

Staff Response

Status

Acceptable

Completed

The Land Use and Zoning Chapters delineate the location, acreage,
and mix of uses provided within the Village Center. We have also
provided a zone map to identify the various zones and their relation
to each other. Please refer to the land use and zoning maps.

Acceptable

Completed

4

3. Location and densities of neighborhoods and neighborhood centers within The Land Use and Zoning Chapters identify the location and
the village.
allowable densities of the neighborhoods within residential villages.
See page 13 of the Revised Santolina Level B Master Plan as well as
Exhibit 2.

Acceptable

Completed

5

4. Delineation of open space system, parks, recreation areas and links among The Land Use and Environment and Open Space Chapters discuss the
land uses, with identification of proposed ownership, management, and
Level B open space, parks, and recreation areas and identify means
maintenance.
of management, maintenance, and ownership. We have provided
additional text that address this topic in Santolina Level B Master
Plan Land Use Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 & Environment & Open Space
Chapter 5 .

Acceptable

Completed

6

5. Definition of important design characteristics, including typical
streetscapes, signage, building massing and setbacks, landscaping,
connections, ·parking, civic spaces.

(MRMPO comment) The drafted Design Guidelines
section of the Level B Master Plan went a long way
to meeting this requirement, unfortunately this
section was removed from the July draft.

Completed

7
8

Transportation
1. A disclosure statement regarding strict conformance with the Level A
Transportation System Plan will be required, or a substitute traffic analysis,
with consequential findings, recommendations, and proposed amendments to
the Level A Transportation System Plan and Level A Community Master Plan,
must be conducted prior to formal submittal of the Level B plan.

The Transportation Chapter 4 Sections 4.1.1 Conformity with the
Level A Transportation Master Plan & 4.2 Proposed Street Network
identify the Level B proposed street network and its conformance
with the Level A Master Plan.

Completed

9

2. A Level B transportation system analysis, including specific traffic studies
The Revised Santolina Level B Transportation Master Plan Technical
for the particular plan submittal plus all other approved Level B plan elements Appendix has been submitted on July 1, 2016.
in the community, existing and projected demand (phased as appropriate),
and consequential noise and air quality impacts, must be conducted prior to
formal submittal of the Level B plan.

Completed

10 3. The traffic circulation system must be identified, including:
a. major roadways within the Level B area;
b. major roadway connections between the Level B area and the remainder
of the Level A area;
c. concept location for local street intersections with major roadways; and
d. major street access and access limitation concepts.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

The Zoning Chapter identifies regulations for streetscape, signage,
building massing, setbacks, connections, parking, civic spaces, etc.
We have worked closely with county Zoning to revise and update
this chapter.

A traffic circulation system has been identified by the Level B
Transportation Master Plan Figure 1 Level A Land Use and Road
Network.

Andrew
Gingerich

Completed
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Planned Communities Criteria
Response
Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.4 Access
Exhibit 7 provides typical roadway cross-sections for major
roadways.

12 5. The type and approximate location of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
elements of the transportation system must be specified.

The location and types of elements within the transportation system
for this Level B Plan area are identified in the Level B Master Plan
Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.5 Transit and 4.6 Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities.

Completed

13 6. A plan which identifies performance objectives for increasing transit
ridership as appropriate, as well as strategies for achieving a mode split that
maintains level of service D or better on all roads in the affected area, must
be submitted.

Performance objectives for increasing transit ridership are included
in the Level B Master Plan Transportation Chapter 4 Section 4.7
Transportation Demand Management. Strategies regarding
"complete streets" along with the multi-modal cross sections are
provided.

Completed

14 7. Any remaining transportation problem or issues identified in the Level A
Transportation Systems Plan and appropriate to the detail of Level B review
must be resolved.

Congested locations have been identified and can be improved to
acceptable levels of service. Due to the jobs anticipated, the
transportation system is improved with minor problem areas
identified at certain Interstate on/off ramps.

Completed

15 Environment and Open Space
16 1. Analysis of slopes, drainage, soils, animal life, groundwater, vegetation,
airport noise zones, and other environmental characteristics which identify
unique and important site features for protection and optimum use or which
restrict development.

17 2. Strategy for meeting community air quality objectives and standards.

Responder

Dan McGreggor
Site specific, unique environmental characteristics, which are
important to consider and restrict certain development, are
identified in the Environment and Open Space Chapter. A
geotechnical study was conducted and provided. The
environmentally sensitive areas, that were identified in the Level A
Plan (the escarpments), are identified and proposed to be zoned PCS-MPOS. See Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.11) Major Public Open
Space.

Staff Response

NRS - depth to groundwater has been identified,
and development of groundwater resources from
within the master planned area are not anticipated
as ABCWUA has been identified as the water
provider.

Air quality and noise standards are provided within the Environment Dan McGreggor A traffic related air quality impact study was
and Open Space Chapter. The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis provided and found to be acceptable.
Santolina Level B Master Plan has been submitted to County Staff
June 1 as part of this CPC process.

18 3. Strategy for promoting energy efficiency, maximizing options for alternative Energy efficiency and alternative energy sources are delineated in
energy sources.
the Environment and Open Space Chapter. 5 Section 5.6 Energy
Efficiency and Alternative Energy sources.
19 4. Conceptual drainage plan for management of watersheds and floodplains A conceptual drainage plan is provided in the Level B Master Plan
and preservation of arroyo corridor multiple-use opportunities.
Exhibits 14 & 15.

Status
Completed

Completed

Completed

Acceptable

Completed

Acceptable

Completed

20 5. Update Class I literature search/and do Class II sample of geotechnical and A Class II Archaeological study has been completed and has been
Acceptable
archaeological features; mitigation strategy.
submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office with a copy
provided to County Staff on July 1, 2016.
21 6. Siting of industrial land uses to avoid groundwater contamination and toxic Industrial uses are allocated for the Industrial Park and Business Park Dan McGreggor Agreed. Depth to groundwater exceeds 700 feet
air emissions impacts on nearby residential or other sensitive areas.
of this Level B Plan area. The location of these land uses is consistent
and contamination potential is minimal.
with the Level A Plan. Permissive uses in these districts are specified
in the Zoning Chapter 3 Section 3.4.9) & 10) Industrial & Business
Park.

Completed

Completed

22 Government and Public Services

Printed on: 12/21/2016
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##
Comments
11 4. Typical roadway cross-sections for major roadways, including:
a. right-of-way widths;
b. number of lanes, including high occupancy vehicle lanes;
c. medians and median treatment;
d. streetscape character and special design features;
e. bus bays and other transit facilities; and
f. trails or bicycle lanes.
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Planned Communities Criteria
Responder

24 2. Facilities plan including detailed location, phasing of water systems, sewer
systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

The Utilities and Infrastructure Chapter of the Level B Master Plan as Dan McGreggor
well as the Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan and Terrain
Management Plan identify the location and phasing of water
systems, sewer systems, drainage systems, and mobility systems.

25 3. Annexation plan/agreement.

No annexation is proposed.

Staff Response

Status
Completed

The Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan are
conceptual and do not have the consent of the
ABCWUA - a fully executed Development
Agreement from ABCWUA has not been provided.

26 4. Statements of water availability and availability of public services including Water and public service availability is discussed in Chapter 6, Utility Dan McGreggor The Water and Sanitary Sewer Master Plan are
liquid and solid waste management/recycling, cultural and human service
Infrastructure and Services. See also Water and Sanitary Sewer
conceptual and do not have the consent of the
facilities, fire and police protection, transit services, and schools.
Master Plan.
ABCWUA - a fully executed Development
Agreement from ABCWUA has not been provided.
27 5. Level B Development Agreement to:
28 5.a. Follow through with more detailed infrastructure/service agreement
covering phasing of the village master plan and its public services/facilities,
and designation of financial, operations, and management responsibility over
time.
29 5.b. Specify measures to mitigate negative consequences of the village's
development.

These items shall be included in the Level B Development Agreement
to be reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission.
We have added additional narrative to the plan that addresses the
phasing of development in Level B Master Plan Chapter 8 Section 8.2
Development Phasing.
The village center and urban center are identified and controlled
with more detailed zoning as provided in Chapter 3 Sections 3.4.6) &
7). The level B Plan implements both the Reserve Area and Centers
and Corridors policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

Finding /
Condition of
Approval

Not
Applicable
Finding /
Condition of
Approval

Condition of
Approval

Finding

30 5.c. Augment Level A development agreements expressing items mutually
The Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved
agreed to by the City and/or County and the planned community developer
by the Bernalillo County Commission will be consistent with and
and committing to their permanency unless re-negotiated; any limitations on augment the provisions of the Level A Development Agreement. .
development established at Level A cannot be increased at Level B.

Condition of
Approval

31 5.d. Provide a legal recording instrument.

The Level B Development Agreement shall be recorded following the
review and approval by the Bernalillo County Commission.

Condition of
Approval

32 5.e. Identify more specifically any public incentives to the developer, or
public/private partnerships, including provisions for affordable housing.

These items shall be included in the Development Agreement to be
reviewed and approved by the Bernalillo County Commission. A
funding strategy section has been added to Chapter 8 Section 8.5.

Condition of
Approval

33 5.f. Identify more specifically any public incentives or agreements between
the local government and developer for the appropriate protection and
maintenance of the open space system.

The Major Public Open Space is identified in this Level B Plan and the
protection, dedication, and maintenance shall be included in the
Level B Development Agreement to be reviewed and approved by
the Bernalillo County Commission.

Condition of
Approval

Printed on: 12/21/2016
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23 1. Strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites, including Funding and maintenance of public facilities and sites will be
open space.
outlined in the Level B Development Agreement and have been
delineated in the Level B Plan as additional redline text. See Revised
Level B Master Plan Chapter 2 Section 2.2.7 Open Space. Additionally
text has been provided outlining the implementation strategy for
Parks and Recreation facilities. These facilities have been added to
the Land Use Map Exhibit 2.
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##
Comments
1 1. A Level A Development Agreement shall be entered into between Bernalillo
County and the applicant which reflect this approval and a) clearly identifies
responsibilities for development of and infrastructure and other facilities in
Santolina; b) requires a link between housing and employment development
in Santolina; c) maintains an overall residential density that is consistent with
the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan density requirements
and is included in the Santolina Level A Plan; d) shall adhere to water use and
conservation requirements of Bernalillo County and the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority.

Response
The Level A Development Agreement was entered into between
Bernalillo County and Western Albuquerque Land Holdings on
August 10, 2015. The Development Agreement was officially
recorded on August 21, 2015.

2

2. Bernalillo County and the applicant agree on the "no net expense" clause of
the Planned Community Criteria. Nothing in any development agreement
shall commit this Commission and future Commissions to public funding or
financing mechanisms.

The Level A Development agreement defines this policy on lines 24
through 32, page 9: “The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned
communities shall not be a net expense to the County. The “no net
expense" policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a
responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including construction,
operation and maintenance, shared between the public and private
sectors. The "no net expense" test is satisfied if the County's on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures reasonably
allocated to the Project have been, or will be, offset by revenues
and/or economic and fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced)
from the Project.”

3

Jobs-housing
3. The Santolina development shall achieve a reasonable balance between
residential uses and employment uses such that it maintains the
characteristics of a self-sustaining community. As stated in the Santolina Level
A Master Plan, an approximate jobs to housing ratio of 2-1 shall be achieved
with a goal of creating no less than 75,000 jobs as indicated in the Level A
Santolina Plan at the time of full buildout of Santolina. A plan for attaining the
ratio shall be provided in subsequent Level B Plans, such that the anticipated
job development shall occur in relation to residential development.

This Level B Plan sets the stage for achieving the jobs to housing
ratio set out by the Level A Development Agreement in Section 4.4
Housing/Employment, Dwelling Units Thresholds/Jobs Table. See
Santolina Level B Master Plan pg 4 Table 1: Jobs to Households.
We are anticipating over 9,000 dwelling units for the first Level B
Plan, which requires 1.25 jobs per dwelling unit at full build out of
the Level B Plan area. The Level B Plan provides for and is
anticipated to exceed this requirement.
The Level B Plan includes a sequencing plan and table that provide
for jobs and housing broken out into smaller development phases.

4

4. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
The applicant will submit a proposed Level B Transportation Plan consistent
with the Level A Transportation Master Plan, as revised, of the Santolina
Level A Master Plan, prior to a Level B approval or future development
activities such as building permits, that generate 500 or more cumulative
peak hour trips when upon coordination with the developer BCPWD deems it
necessary.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

The Level B Transportation Plan was completed, submitted, and has
been revised to address ongoing comments. The Level A
Transportation Plan has been revised to address previous staff
comments.

Responder

Andrew
Gingerich

Staff Response
Agreed

Status
Completed

Agreed

Completed

(MRMPO comment) What is included in the Completed
July draft of the Level B Master Plan does
not expand on what was established at the
Level A. This Condition of Approval implies
that jobs-housing will be discussed in more
detail at Level B, and asks for a "plan for
attaining the ratio." This plan needs to be
developed.
9/16/16 - MRMPO staff's main concerns on
this issue are being addressed through the
phasing/sequencing plan. This plan is not
yet in it's final version. See MRCOG
comment #46.
Completed
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed

6

b. Revise the Level A Transportation Network model as required by BCPWD. The overall Level A Plan has been re-modeled per this condition.
Revisions/reanalysis shall include, but not be limited to, the 118111 St./I-40
interchange, the new proposed arterial roadways, the new urban center
layout, and any other changes to the Santolina roadway network. In
accordance with PCC criteria, when substantial variations are identified to the
Level A Master Plan, subsequent revision/reanalysis of the Level A
Transportation Network model shall be required, when upon coordination
with the developer, BCPWD deems it necessary.

Completed

7

c. All appropriate items in the Addendum to the Transportation Master Plan These have been incorporated into the Updated Level A
dated November 4, 2014 shall be placed in the appropriate Level A document. Transportation Master Plan.

Completed

8

5. Written approval from the proper state and/or federal authority will be
Coordination with these agencies is and will be ongoing. No
obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of State roads identified in improvements to NMDOT facilities are proposed at this time.
the Level A submittal. NMDOT and FHWA (Federal Highway Administration)
review and approval will also be required for any required modifications and
improvements to Interstate 40 as a result of the development of Santolina
and its roadway network. Future coordination with NMDOT and FHWA will
be done in subsequent procedures including the Metropolitan Transportation
Plan, the Transportation Improvement Plan and the State-wide
Transportation Improvement Plan. The coordination of timeframes for the
offsite roadway improvements and the Plan phasing will also need to be
identified.

Completed

9

6. Funding for arterial streets and linkages, which are needed for Santolina
and not programmed in the Bernalillo County Capital Improvements Program
(CIP) or the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), shall be identified and
submitted to the County for recommendation for inclusion in the CIP or the
MTP.

Completed

The MTP already has placeholders for Santolina arterials and
collectors, pre 2025 and post 2025. This is something the applicant
has and will continue addressing as studies are reviewed and
presented to the County and shared with MRCOG. It is anticipated
that modification to the MTP and CIP will be amended in the future
to include these facilities

10 7. The submitted Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan, dated December 1,
This is addressed in the accompanying Drainage Master Plan.
2014, contains an addendum which includes minor inconsistencies within the
calculations to the revised Land Use Master Plan. However, these
inconsistencies do not alter the concept of the overall Drainage Master Plan
and therefore are acceptable for this Level A Master Plan. The applicant must
provide a Drainage (Stormwater) Master Plan consistent with the proposed
Level A Master Plan with any Level B submittal.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Completed
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##
Comments
Response
5 a. The Santolina Access Management Plan (SAMP) with the Traversable
This has been completed, and was incorporated into the Level a
Median column added to Access Spacing Standards Table on Page 3 is
Transportation Plan.
approved. The SAMP shall be added to the Santolina Level "A" Transportation
Master Plan.
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Comments
11 8. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
applicant will provide a fully executed development agreement with the
ABCWUA. The development agreement should be structured to ensure
compliance with the ABCWUA's existing guidelines, policies, and ordinances
and as may be amended from time to time. The development agreement
should, at a minimum, address residential, industrial, institutional and
commercial water conservation provisions, guidelines, and design standards.
The development agreement should, at a minimum, address infrastructure
improvements, direct and indirect potable reuse, and water supply charges,
as well as provide; a Phasing Plan consistent with ABCWUA policies. This
condition shall in no way constrain the ABCWUA from imposing such
requirements as it may deem necessary.

Response
We are coordinating with the ABCWUA staff regarding Santolina. A
draft Development Agreement has been provided to the ABCWUA.
ABCWUA is currently updating their Water Resources Master Plan,
which is anticipated to provide additional policy guidance for the
Santolina project. We respectfully request that this condition be
addressed prior to BCC approval.

Responder
Staff Response
Status
Finding &
Dan
This condition has not been satisfied as of
Condition of
McGreggor 7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B Approval
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

12 9. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C document, the applicant shall,
The Water Master Plan Technical Report is included in this submittal Dan
based on the approved ABCWUA development agreement, provide to the
and we are in discussion with ABCWUA.
McGreggor
County a written explanation of the projected Master Plan water use and
phasing and the subsequent level plans within the context of the 2024 Water
Conservation Plan Goal and Program Update (July 2013) or subsequent
updates.

13 10. Prior to approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the
applicant shall provide to the County a water conservation plan that is
compliant with Bernalillo County and ABCWUA's guidelines, standards and
requirements and which achieves the conservation goals expressed in the
Bernalillo County Ordinance and ABCWUA's 2024 Water Conservation Plan
Goal and Program Update, July 2013 and which requires compliance with
subsequent revisions of the such guidelines, standards, requirements, and
plans. Residential development shall occur in a sequential manner adjacent to
existing infrastructure and consistent with ABCWUA's policies.

This will be completed in concert with the ABCWUA. The Level B
submittal addresses all County requirements. In addition, a number
of design guidelines have been included that address landscaping
and Low Impact Design (LID) strategies to guide future
development.

14 11. Water and wastewater issues for the Santolina Master Planned
Community shall be resolved between the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County
Water Utility Authority (ABCWUA) and the applicant prior to any Level B
approval. An agreement between the applicant and ABCWUA and regarding
timing, responsibilities, and maintenance of water and sewer facilities
required to service Santolina will be developed and agreed upon prior to any
Level B approval.

Agreed, see response to Condition #8.

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Finding &
This condition has not been satisfied as of
Condition of
7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B Approval
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.

Completed

Dan
McGreggor

This condition has not been satisfied as of
Finding &
Condition of
7/7/2016. No finalized development
agreement has been provided. The Level B Approval
Water and Wastewater Utility plan
required by the Planned Communities
Criteria should reflect the conceptual
approach agreed upon by the ABCWUA and
the applicant. Without a signed
development agreement, there should be
no assumption that the conceptual master
plan is acceptable to the ABCWUA.
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
Responder

The revised Air Quality Impact Analysis - Santolina Level B Master
Plan has been submitted to County Staff June 1 as part of this CPC
process.

17 14. Development of Parks, Trails, and Open Space shall comply with the Level
A Master Plan. The location of open space corridors shall be developed in
accordance with the requirements of the Planned Community zone with
regard to the transportation grid. If the more detailed plan deviates
significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher level
plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan would
need to be amended.

The Parks and Open Space facilities and acreage are in compliance
with the Level A Master Plan and the Level A Development
agreement. Additional text has been provided to address the timing,
funding, and implementation of these facilities.

Completed

18 15. The Planned Communities Criteria requirements regarding the study and
mitigation of archaeological and geotechnical resources shall be followed in
Level B and Level C Santolina Plans. Prior to any Level B approval,
documentation regarding the completed study and mitigation measures
within the Level B Plan area shall be provided.

This has been In consultation with the SHPO a Class II Archeological
Survey was designed and completed in May 2016.

Completed

19 Albuquerque Public Schools
16. The developer will work cooperatively with APS to locate school sites
within Santolina, which will be made available to APS on mutually agreeable
terms and conditions.

The level A Development Agreement and Level B Plan address this
item. The Level B Plan has been updated in response to APS
comments. We have and will continue to work with APS throughout
the process.

Completed

Printed on: 12/21/2016

The analysis has been submitted and is
acceptable. This condition has been
satisfied.

Status
Completed

16 13. Prior to any Level B Plan approval, the developer shall provide
documentation that the proposed development will comply with
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Air Quality Standards and will demonstrate
the intent to comply with air quality standards established by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

This Level B application satisfies the Level B portion of this
20 17. Level B and C Plans shall be required prior to development of the
condition.
Santolina Level A Master Plan Community. Level B and C development
agreements, as prescribed in the Planned Communities Criteria, shall be
provided. Consistency between Level A, Level B, and Level C plans shall be
required throughout the development of Santolina. If the more detailed plan
deviates significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher
level plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan
would need to be amended.

Dan
McGreggor

Staff Response

Completed

Completed
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##
Comments
Response
15 12. A drainage plan and stormwater management plan shall be submitted at We have provided a Drainage and Stormwater Management Plan
the time of any Level B submittal with provisions for revision as needed to
Technical Report as part of this Level B application.
ensure consistency with any EPA-issued municipal separate stormwater
system permit provisions or requirements as issued for the Urbanized Area of
Bernalillo County.
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval
##
Comments
21 18. The Santolina Development Agreement shall include a section that
pertains to Interim Uses. This section shall indicate that all sites within the
Santolina Level A boundary area governed by a Special Use Permit or any site
expected to be developed with local, state and/or federal support shall be
governed by Sections 18, Special Use Permits and Section 24, Administration
of the Zoning Code until a Level B Plan, affecting such site, has been adopted
by Bernalillo County. No special use permit shall be issued without a
demonstration of available necessary infrastructure and utilities, including
water, electricity and sewer, to be installed before, or concurrently with,
development of the site. No building permits shall be granted on all remaining
sites until Level C plan affecting the subject property have been approved.
Any subdivision will occur in compliance with the County's Subdivision
Ordinance.

Response
The approved Level A Development Agreement and this request for
a Level B Plan satisfies this condition. The zoning chapter of this
level B plan references County Special Use Permit regulations.
Furthermore, level C plans will adhere to the county's subdivision
ordinance as indicated in the zoning chapter, future non-residential
or apartment development over 5 acres will require site plan review
by the CDRA.

22 19. Prior to or concurrent with the first Level B Plan approval, the subject
Level A master planned property shall be legally platted (the "Boundary Plat").
A summary platting procedure, such as that allowed for 'a minor subdivision'
under County ordinances, shall be permitted for the Boundary Plat, and for
any subsequent platting actions prior to a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision
plat approval. The Boundary Plat and any subsequent plats submitted in
advance of a Level C plan or a Level C subdivision plat approval shall provide
legal access (easements) to all existing and proposed tracts within the platted
area, but infrastructure installation or guarantee shall not be required prior to
Level C plan or Level C subdivision plat approval, because, before building
permits can be granted or development can proceed, additional land use
approvals and infrastructure installation and/or guarantees are required at
the Level C Plan approval stage and/or at the Level C subdivision plat approval
stage.

The Level A Master Plan property has been submitted for a
Boundary Plat to the CDRA. The CDRA hearing is scheduled for July
14th. Following adoption of this level B plan, the zoning districts will
be platted. Future level C plans will also require platting prior to
building permit approval.

Completed

23 20. Minor corrections to the plan, such as typographical and grammatical
corrections, editorial changes agreed to by County staff, or small changes to
acreage related to surveying may be incorporated in the final, adopted
version of the plan.

These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Level A Master Plan.

Completed

24 21. The request shall comply with all applicable Bernalillo County ordinances
and standards.
25 22. The applicant shall make the following modifications to the Level A Plan
(dated 12/1/14) as required by staff and agencies:
26 a. Chapter 4. Zoning, p. 47. Add the following sentence under Level A
Governance and Interim Uses (after ..Bernalillo County ..) "No building
permits shall be granted on all remaining sites until a Level C plan affecting
the subject has been adopted."

This submittal complies with Bernalillo County ordinances and
standards.
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

Completed

27 b. Change the language "publicly funded" on page 92 to "proposed for public
funding."
28 c. Chapter 6, Transportation, Level A Master Plan on page 95: remove the
sentence "The policy supersedes other policies that may be in place for
roadways within Santolina" regarding the SAMP, and remove "(by others)"
regarding the extension of Gibson Boulevard.

This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
This change has been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

Completed

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Staff Response

Status
Completed

Completed
Completed

Completed
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Santolina Level A Conditions of Approval

Printed on: 12/21/2016

Response
These changes have been made and incorporated into the approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.

Responder

Staff Response

Status
Completed
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##
Comments
29 d. Exhibit I must be corrected to indicate that the Westland Master Plan was
approved by both Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque. The Board
of County Commissioners approved the Master Plan as a Rank III Plan in
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The City of Albuquerque also
approved a separate Sector Development Plan for the portion of the Master
Plan that has been annexed.
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Chappell Law Firm, P.A.

Bill Chappell, Jr.
Michael Hoeferkamp

Albuquerque Centre, Suite 150
6001 Indian School Rd. NE
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87110

Telephone
(505) 878-9600
Telecopier
(505) 878-9696

June 20, 2014

Bernalillo County Board of Commissioners
One Civic Plaza NW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

Re:

Bernalillo County Planning Commission
111 Union Square SE
Suite 100
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

Santolina Project - SPR-20130004 and CZ-20130009

Dear Commissioners:
As counsel for Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC ("WALH"), the owner and
developer of the Santolina Project ("Project"), we have been provided a copy of the communication
to the County Commission and County Planning Commission dated.May 29, 2013 from the Town
of Atrisco Land Grant-Merced (the "Town of Atrisco"), together with a summary (prepared by
Consensus Planning) ofthe.statements of Jerome Padilla, a member of the Board of Trustees of the
Town of Atrisco, at a public hearing on the Project on May 28, 2014. The statements made therein
will be referred to as the "Atrisco Claims." WALH believes that a formal response is appropriate
as to certain of the statements made.
·
In 2012, certain individuals currently involved with the Town of Atrisco caused newspaper
articles to be published and sent communications to various public officials making very similar, if
not identical, claims to the Atrisco Claims. We extensively researched these issues and sent a
comprehensive response to those claims in a letter to the Town of Atrisco dated May 11, 2012
("May 11 Letter"). After receipt of the May 11 Letter, the undersigned and a representative of
WALH met with those individuals representing themselves as Trustees of the Town of Atrisco.
After a long and what we thought was a productive discussion, the undersigned received an
email from Jesus Anzures, a member of the Board of Trustees, in which he states, "At this point we
have 0 plans to regulate anyone, and do not feel we have the authority to regulate anyone." In point
of fact, the statute which recognizes the Town of Atrisco includes the following limitation language:

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

Attorneys at Law

The town of Atrisco land grant-merced, situated in Bernalillo county, confirmed by
the court ofprivate land claims in 1894 and patented by the United States to the town
of Atrisco in 1905, shall be governed by the provisions of Sections 49-1-1 through
49-1-18 NMSA 1978; provided that the board of trustees shall not have
regulatory jurisdiction over, and the provisions of Chapter 49, Article 1 NMSA
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1978 shall not apply to or govern, any lands or interests in real property the title
·to which is held by any other person, including a public or private corporation,
partnership or limited liability company. 1
We also researched and ad.dressed the Town of Atrisco' s claims of title. W ALH has title
insurance for its property and the specific claims of the Town of Atrisco or the individuals involved
were previously addressed by the New Mexico State Counsel for First American Title Company.
Our conclusion is the Town of Atrisco has no title, jurisdiction, regulatory authority, approval
rights or any other interest in either the property involved in the Project or in any other property
owned by W ALH and other private property owners. As expressly provided in the land grant statute
(Chapter 49), the Town of Atrisco's sole authority is as to common lands owned by the Town of
Atrisco, if any. It is clear that the Atrisco Claims, to the extent a claim is made as to jurisdiction of
and approval rights over the Santolina Project or claims to title under the 1905 patent from the U.S.
government, are patently incorrect.
I have attempted.to keep this short, as I know each Member of the Commissions has a very
busy schedule. However, if you would like to review the documentation which supports these
conclusions, we have provided with this letter the following:
1.

Letter dated May 11, 2012 from the undersigned to the Town of Atrisco.

2.

Copy of an email dated June 14, 2012 from Jesus Anzures as referenced above

3.
Letter from Ke:vin J. Peterman, New Mexico State Counsel for First American Title
Insurance Company, addressed to the mortgage company through which WALH acquired title,
specifically addressing the Atrisco Claims (see finalparagraph).
Of course, if the County Commission or Planning Commission or any member of those
commissions would like additional information, we will be happy to.provide such information. We
would request, if appropriate, that this letter be placed in or with the Santolina Project file so as to
be available for review or consideration by the appropriate county and other personnel. We are
providing a copy of this letter to the Board of Trustees of the Town of Atrisco Land Grant-Merced.
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Bernalillo County Board of Commissioners
Bernalillo County Planning Commission
June 20, 2014
Page2

NMSA 1978, §49-l-2(D) (2013) (emphasis added).
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Thank you for your attention to this matter.

BC:gnb
Encl. a/s
cc:
Board of Trustees, Town of Atrisco Land Grant-Ivferced (w/encl.)
Randy M. Autio, Esq. (w/encl.; Via Email)
Mr. Jeff Garrett (w/encl.; Via Email)
G:\data\WP60\2012\12071\Letters\Bem Co Comm & Bern Co Planning Comm 062014.wpd
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-Chappell Law Firm, P.A~
Bill Chappell, Jr,
Michael Hoeferkamp
Sidney Childre_ss . ·

Albuquerque Centre~ Suiie 150
6001 Indian School Rd. NE
Albuquerqiie, New M~ico 87ll o ,

·Telephone
(505) 878"9600
Telecopier
(505) 878-9696

May 1t,2012

Board of Trustees
ToWil of Atrisco Land Grant-Merced.
P.O. Box 95046
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87199
Jerome Padilla, President
Board of Trustees
Town of Atrisco Larid Grant-Merced
3408· Calle Facio NW
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87104
Gentlemen:
Our office represents Western Albuquerque Land Holdings LLC · ('.'WALH''), the owner
through foreclosure of approximately 55,000. acres ofland previously owned.by Westland DevCo,
.LP. ("DevCo LP"), successor in interest to. Westland Development Co., Inc. ("Westland ..
· Deveh>pment Co." or "Westland''). We are writing in response to your letter to New Mexico's
Congressional Delegation dated March.12, 2012, yo'ur statements to the press over the past few
1
months, and your recent
meetings With focal governmental authori,ties regarding
this property.
.- .
. .
. .
....

,

'

'

· In these various communieations, yo11 ha,ve stated that you are seek!ng ah investigation into:
(l)the 1967 conversion of the Atdsco Land Grant, which was then owned as common lands by the
. To'Wn of Atrisco, into a private,.. shareholder-owned corporation;2 and. (2) the shareholders'
·
Examples of press statements are described in footnotes later i~ this l~tter. Our understartding of
. your statements to local governmental authorities is based on WALfI' sown ·meetings with those authorities,
.·. when they des.cribed their prior meetings with representatives of the Town of Atrisco.
·
·
1

2

Commotilands are also referred to as a "community grant".or "community land gr.ant" undeiNew
Mexico law, consisting of lands held by
incorp°orated local community fo~the use and benefit of its
residents. Armijo v. Town.ofAtrisco, 56 N.M. 2, 239 P.id 535 (1951); Mondragon v. Tenorio, 554 F.2d 423
(loth Cfr. 1977). The entity owriingthe common lands oftheAtrisco Land Grant was The Town of Atrisco,
·which was incorporated in 1892. Armijo, 56 N.M. at 6, 239 P2d at 537. According to the New.Mexico
Attorney General, the Atiisco Land. Grant no longer existed a5 a land grant or- public corporation after the
· I.967 conversion into a private corporation.' Attorney General ofNew Mexico, Opinion letter dated Sept. 26, ·
2008, addressed to Hon. Bernadette M. Sanchez, New Mexico State Senate. As used in this letter, our ·
reference to the "Town of Atrisco" is to "Tile town of'Atris_co land grarit-~erced" fo §49- l-2(D): of the New
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,

subs~quent sale <?ffheir shares in the corporation in 200-6, in a transaction organiz~d by all affiliate
-of The SunCal Compames (described in greater detail below).,, _
,
- -We understand that youhave_ also sugge,sted, in meetj~gs with local goverllinental authorities
and at public meeting~ ofthe Town of Atrisco Land Grant~Merced (the "Town of Atrisco"), 3 tl)at .
·- the Town ofAtrisco has regulatory authority over the property formerly owned as common lands in,
the Atrisco Land Grant. As you know, that property now includes WALH" s lanci and land owned,
by numerous other private o-WUers. We understand that the Town of Atrisco is preparing a
,Comprehensive Plan for area that might 'inchide such prfvately held lands, to submit to, the local
Council _of Governments ("COG"); is seeking to join the COG as either a voting or non-voting '
member; and has stated' to .local goverrimental authorities that.the Town of At,risco intends to
'
participaJe in the planning and developm,ent of such private property.

an

>,

•

,

•

,

•

•

.

,

We detail the ~ecent history of the Atrls~o Land Grant below to show that: ,
•
The title to this property is lodg.:settled, after being exhaustively litigate,d by the New
Mexico,
and
federal
courts over the. past
sixty. .(60)years.
,
.
.
. .
..
'
•
The 2006, stockholdersale has alsobeen extensively litigated in multiple ~lass action
,
lawsuits over the past six years. As you know, the suits were recently settled.
•
The, New Mexic-o)egislature expressly provided, when it recently amended New,
Mexico's land grant statute (Chapter 49, NMSA1978) tQ include the Town of Atrisco, thadt shall
, have no regulatory jurisd!ction over private property.4 Ari additional ptoviSion in the land grant
statute expressly provi,des that thestatµte shall not:
,· ·

{i) -

'(ii)

.

'

.

"diminish; extinguish or- otherWise impair ,any private property
, interest located within the boundaries of a land graJit~nierced"; or
· "be co~strued to grant the board of trustees of a Jarid gntnt-merced ,
regulatory authority over such property 1nterests ot larids other than _
·
,
, ,
'
the. common lands:"5
.

.

.

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

Board of Trustees, Town of Atrisco L,and Grant-.Merced
Je_rome Padilla, President, Board of Trustees, Town of Atrisco Land Grant'.'.Merced
,May 11, 2012.
,
,
Page2

.

MexicoJand grant statute ,(Chapter 49; NMSA 1978), whieh was, added to the statute by an' amendment
adopt~din201L
,
,
, ,
,
,
,

3

Accordingtothe·publicly avai_Iable minutes ofthose meetings, online at: www.atriscofandgrant:cbm. _
Specific provisions ofthos·e minutes are described in greater detail ,bek>W.
,

4
,.

,

NMSA 1978, § 49-1~2(D). The textoftlle 2011 amendm_ent is quoted o~ page 7 of this letter.

1d. at§ 49-l-ll.J(B) (emphasis added):
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.

'

.

-

.

The statute lists various powers of a board oftrustees of a land grant-merced,
including to determine zoning "pursuant to a comprehensive plan," but these
. powers expressly apply only to common lands. 6 .· ·
We respectfully request that the To~ of Atrisco, including the To-wn Board and .any of its
'
otherrepresentatives,'spokes:persons,-agents and attorneys, cease and refrain from: .
.

(I)

. private property owners~ and
·. (2)

-

'

-

Questioning~or disputing the title of any ofthe lands now owned _by WALH and other

'

.

'

Taking ruiy further actions -whether through the Town of Atrisco' s Comprehensive .
Plan or any other efforts - that suggest that the Town bf-Atrisco has any regulatory
jurisdiction authority over WALH' s land and th~ land ()fany other private property ·.
·owners.. ·

or

. .Title History of the A~risco Larid Grant.
.

. The title history of the Atri.sco Land Grant, including the property now owned by WALH,
is long settled after exte_nsive litigation over the pa_st ;60 year5.
·
·
Title Litigation

Although you have.frequently referred to the Tieaty of Gu(1dalupe Hidalgo (for example, in
. your Marth 12, 2012 letter), we ri9te that all rights of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo 'are
incorpo1:ated in, and subject to, the 1905 patent issued by the U.S. governfilent. No rightS exist
. beyond the 1905 patent, as the New Mexico.courtshave long hell7 The New Me.xico courts have
also issued numerous. decisions confirming that the lands comprising the Atrisco Land Grant were
8
· common
lands owned by the
Town
of Atiisco,
which .was incorporated
,.
-.
.
. - in 1892.
,

·Id. at§ 49-J-3(J). The New Mexico Supreme 9ourt has .confirmed thatthe power of a land.grant's
hOard oftrustees comes from the land grant stattite. Bibo v. Town ofCµbero Land Grant, 65 N.M. I 03, 104, ·
.33i·P.2d 1020, 1021 (1958) (interpreting the 1953 predecessorlandgrant statute, NMSA 1953, §§ 8-i.:1 to
'. 8-1-19).
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Board of T~stees, Town of Atrisco Land Grant-Merc.ed
Jerome f>adilla; President, Board of Trustees, ToWI1 of Airisco Land Grant-Merced
· May 11, 2012 .
.
Page3

7

. · ·• Montoya v. Tecolote Land Grant, 2008.-NMCA-O 14, 143 N.M. 413; R.ND. Land Co. v. Suazo, 44 ·· ..
N.M. 547, 105 P.2d 744 (1940). . .
.
.

a·
Armijov._TownofAtrisco, 56N.M. 2, 239P.2d 535 (l95l);Armijo v. Town·ofAirisco,62N.M.440,
312 P.2d 91'(1957); Carabajal v. Candelaria (Ar~ijo v. Town of Atrisco), 65 N.M. 1~9, 333 P.2d 1058
{1958). .
.
.
.
.
'
. '
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.

.

'

.

.

.

.'

:

In 1967, New Mexico adopted a statute authorizing land grants to in~orporate as·private
corporations s9 their heirs couid.more effectively develop the p~opertie~ for their own economic
benefit. 9 In July 1967, over a thousand.owners and heirs of the Atrisco Land Grant (1111.out of
1832) attended the meeting on incorporation, and a majority approved converting the land grant into
a private, shareholder-owned corporation (Westland Development Co.,Inc.) to own all of the lands
formerly held by the Town of Atrisco. 10 The New Me~ico Supreme Coilrt. subsequently rejected a·
challenge to the incorporation and upheld the authorizing statute as constitu,tional. 11 Several New
Mexico and federal coUrtshave resolved various Atriscotitle and shareholder stock disputes since
the 1967 incorporation. 12 The incorporation is thus a long-established event upon which numerous
courts arid the Atrisco heirs themselves have relied. ·
·
.

.

.

· The 2006 Sale & Related Litigation

. In 2006, the shareholders of Westland Development Co., Inc. sold their shares in a
transaction organized by an affiliat~ ofThe.SunCal Companies (the "2006 Sale"). The consideration
to the shareholders included cash payments, certain mineral interests 13 and the creation ofthe Atrisco
Heritage F oundatio~, which was· formed tci preserve the heri~ge of the Atrisco Land Grant. 14 . Any.
liabilltfos to the shareholders (including pending litigation) pr to the Atrisc0 Heritage Foundation
were retained by Westlarid DeyCo, LLC, a New Mexico entity into which Westland Development
·
Co., Inc.'Cogverted in conneytion with the 2006 Sale.
.

.

.·

'

.

.'

As you know, the 2006 Sale has been the subject of multiple class action lawsuits that
recently settled, with the former shareholders receiving an additional $3.78 ~illion in settlement

v:

9

Westland Development Co.', Inc. Saavedra, 80 N.M. 6l5,.616, 459 P.2d 141; i42(1969); New.
Mex!co Office of the State I:fistori.an (J: Metzcai:), "Atrisco Land.Grant, 1692-1977" (the "Land Grant
Hist~ry"),
www.newmexicohiStory.o~g/fil~details_ docs.php?fileID=24405.
.

at

Saavedra, 80 N.M. ·at 616~6 l 7, 45 9 P .2d at i 42~ 143; Land Gra~t History. As noted above (footno~e
· 2), the New MexicoAttomeyQeneral found that after the 1967 cony~rsion, the Atrisco Land Grant no longer
existed as a land grant or public corporation.
10
·

11
12

·. Saavedra, 80 N.M. at 618, 459 P.2d at 144.

D~is v. Wesiland Development Co., _Inc., 81 N.M: 296, 46() P.2d 862 (1970); Gabaldon v. W~stland ..
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Board ofTrustees, Town of AtriscoLand Grant-Merced•·
_
·Jerome Padilla, President, Board of Trustees, Town of Atrisco Land Grant-Merced
May 11, 2012
Page 4.

Development Co., Inc.,4:85 F.2d263 (10th Cir. 1973);Lettv. Westland Development Co., Inc., 112.N.M. 327,
815 P.2d 623 (1991); Wilde v. Wesiland DevelopmentCo., Inc., 20l0-NMCA·085., 148 N~M. 627.
13

>

·
The 2006 Sale included the formation of Atiisco Oil & GaS,LLC, which was set up to own 100% .
. of the economic rights under t:Wo existing oil and gas leases and a50% undivided interest in other mineral
interests appurtenant to the We~tland property (but expressly excluding any water rights). The fonner
Westland shareholders received Class A LLC membership interests in Atrisco Oil & Gas, LLC. ·
•

14

•

'

•

'

•

'

~

-

•

'

Details ()f th~ Atrisco Heritage Foundation ai:e at: Www.atriscoheritagefoundation.org. ·
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.

.

payments .(the "Class 'Action. Suits"). The Class Action Suits sought damages for allegecI
misconduct by the management Of Westland Development Co, relating to.the 2006 Sale, but did not
· seek to "rescind" or lJllwind the s~le:.1 5
The Receivership& Foreclosure in.2009-11 .
The properti was also the subject of extensive litigation frori12009 to 2011. In December
· ·2009, the lenders that· financed. the· 2006 Sale initiat~d recdivership and· fore~losure proceedings ·•
against DevCo LP, the entity set up by The StinCaI Conipatiiesto hold the property; in New Mexico
-State Districf Coilrt (Second Judicial District, Coilnty 'of Bernalillo) (the "District Court"). DevCo
LP then sbught bankruptcy prote~tion by fiiing·a Chapter 11 case ill Delaware bankruptcy court,·.
which was promptly dismissed. PY th.e bankruptcy court due to the. lack of any prospect for a ..
successful reorganizatiOn. The banlquptcycase was extensively reported in the.Albuquerque media
andthe shareholders' counsel in the ClassAction Suits filed a formal appearance In the bankruptcy
case.
.

.

After dismissal of the balliquptcy case, the District Court appointed a receiver in June 2o10
and authorized aforeclo8ure ~ale.· The foreclosure ~ale was welPpublicized, including a 5-page
notice.in the Albuquerque Journalpublished on August 20, 2010, August 27, 2010, September 3,
-2010 and September 10, 2010. In November 2010, the District Court confirmed the foreclosure sale
as well as'the form of the Special Master's deedtransfe~illg the property to WALH, which was·
· .recorded in Decembe.r 2010. 16 . The District Court also entered orders in early.201 i approving the
receiver's final report and discharging the receive.t. The lenders copied both the Atrisco Heritage_. .
Foundation and the shareholders' class action. counsEil on the .final receivership orders. ,

15

·.Lane v. Page, 'f'[o. Civ-06-10.7 l-JB-ACT, United States District Court, District ofNew Mexico, in
which the sett] ementcovered both the Lane suit and four class actions filed in New Mexico District Court:
Stubbs;_ Page, C~se No. D-:202-CV~2006~01453 ;Rael v. Page, D-202-cv:.2006-0 I 756;Lane Page, Case
No. D-202-CV-2006-02055; and Apodaca v. Page, Case No. n,.202,:.CV-2006-02144. The federal court in
Lane, has givenpreliminaryapproval to.the.settlement, held a final hearing on March 20, 2012, and is now
· considering objections prior to issuing its final order. According to the lead plaintiffs' counsel for the
. shatehold_ers, more than 99.8% of the former shareholders did not. object to the settleme.nt. Reply
. Memorandum of Law in .Fµrther Support of Motion for Final Approval of Class Action Settlement, filed
M~ch 13, 2012 (Docket No~ 400), in Lane v, Page, :~t p; 1 L
· ·
·

v.
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·Board of Trustees, Town of Atrisco Land Gr~t-Merced
Jerome Padilla, President, Boa,rd of Trustees, Town of Atrlsco Land Grant-Merced
May 11, 2012
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16
'
• Speciai Master's Deed, Doc. No. 201O128S~O, in the real property records ofBem.alillo Counfy, New
·.Mexico.·
.
. ·
. · .
. .
·.
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Neither the class action cooosel, the Atrisco Heritage Foundation~ nor any other party (other
· than DevCo LP) challenged the receivership and f~reClosure; 17 - The District_ Court's ·orders·
confirming title in WALH are thus_final and non-appealable.
Af the end 6f this letter, we have attached a summary of some of the history of the Atrisco
Land Grant since -1967. In sum, the common lands fonnerly held as the Atrisco Land Grant were
. incorporated as a private,shareholder:-Owned company in 1967; the 'shareholders sold their sharesin 2006 to another private company; that company mortgaged the land to private lenders at the same
· . time; and tl.iose lenders foreclosed on the land. iri 20 l 0 by coUrt order. The land is now solely owned
byWALH. .
.
The Town ofAfrisco's Lack of Regulatory Authority Over Private ~ropertjr
,

'

..

.

,

. WALH is certainly not opposed to the T~wn ofAtris<?6.'s efforts to further the heritage of the
Atrisco heirs, whiCh the Town Board has stated is one ofits primary goals. 1·8 We have been informed
·· by local governmental authorities, however,_that members of the Town Board have contacted them
and stated that thetown of Atrisco intends to participate in _the planiling ~nd devefopment of former
- Atrisco Land Grant property that is now o\vned by privateparties;including WALH' s land. We have
·also reviewed the publicly available minutes ofrecent Town of Atrisco meetings; and noted that it_
-proposed various actioris that might affect_ WALH' s property:
·
,•
The preparation of a "Comprehensive Plan fortheToWrt of Atrisco" for submission·
to the Cooocil of Governments; .
·
:A "MOU'~ (Presuinably a memorandum ofooderstanding) With 11?-e County - the
•
nature or substance of this MOD is not described-in the minutes;
•
. SeeJ<lng member~hip. or non-voting status in the "MRCOG" - presumably the Mid~
Region Cotincil of Governments, whose planning jurisdiction li:icludes WALH's property; ·
•
. 'Research of "com~ercial property at 401 ·Coors Js potential office space/rental
·income".-:-:- which is an office building owned by WALH; and · · .
.
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Jerome Padilla, President, Board of Trustees, Town of Atrisco Land Grant-Merced
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n . , One third party attempted to intervene to enforce a purported obligation by DevCoLP to contribute
.
real estate to a joint v~nture. The District Court rejeeted the-inter'7ention,
"Atrisco Board Works ~n Goals," West Side JoJ.rnal, Feb. 16, 2012 (quoting Town Board member
Jesus Anzures: "All we want.to do is to pn~serve the land grant an cl its hi_storic a11d cultural way of life," and
"we're hot interested in taking any power _away or taxing anyone").
18

..

~

-
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•
.Consideration of "land grant signs located on the Town of Atrisco Grant to proinot~
its bo'undaries~" 19
.
.·
.
·
·
. We tinderstand the ToWl1 of Atrisco also propos~d House Bill 264 t<'.> the New Mexic9
legislatµre in 2012, requesting $100~000 for the plannirig department ofthe University of New
. Mexico "to prepare a proposed master plan for all o.fthe land in Bernalillo county west of the Rio
Grande and east ofthe Rfo Puerco> which includes WALH's land and the land of rilimerous other
private owners .. We understand that the Town ofAtrisco also proposed Senate Bill 107 to the.New
Mexico legislature in2012, requesting $so;ooo for preparation ofa plan to clean up Pajarito Mesa,
altho_ugh that land is privately owned property.
·
·
·
· Further, in meetings with local governmental authorities, WALH has faced qu~stions a·s to
. whether it has full "control" arid even ownership ·of its property and whether the Town of Atrisco' s
own planning efforts apply to W ALH's land. .
.
.
. Based on theTown Board's recent public statements ~c:lits apparent discussions with local .
governmental au:thorities, we believe it-is important for the Town ofAtrisco to clarify its intentions. ·
Any lack of Clarity on the scope of the Town of Atrisco' s authority has the potential to interfere with
·.. WALH's rights as a private'prciperty OWner and its abilityto develop its land.
As discussed above, the New Mexico legislature, when it allowed the Town of Atrisco to be
. governed-as a land grarit corporation last year, specifically limited its authority so it wouidhave
regulatory jurisdiction over p:rjvately. . h~ld property. The authorizing
statute
provides:
.
.

rio

"D. · The town of· Atrisco. land. grant-merced, situated in Bernalillo county,
·. confirmed by- the ·court ofprivate land claims· in 1894 and patented by the United
. States to the town of Atrisco in 1905, shall be governed by the pro~isions Of Sections
49.-1-1 through 49-1'" 18 NMSA 1978; provided that the board of trustees shall not
have regulatory jurisdiction over, and· the provisions of Chapter 4 9, Article 1 NMSA
. 1978 shall not apply to or govern, any.lands or interests in real property the title to
. which is held by any other person, including·: public .or private corporation,
partnership or limi~edliability corripany."20
·
·

a

-

'

'

.

.

.

.

.

.

We also note the other provisions of the land grant ~tatute (Chapter 49), quoted on page 2 of this
letter, which
expressly
provide that a land grant's . authority u!lder the statute shall. not ."diminish,··
. "
.
'

19

.
Minutes. of :Board ·.of ·Trustees .· Me.eting,
www.atriscolandgrant.com/4._htmL ·

Attachment: Attachment 3 - CPC staff report 1_4_17 Part 2 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

Board of Trustees, Town ofAtrisco Land fuant-Merced
.
Jerome Padilla, President, Board of Trustees, Town ofAtrisco Land Grant-Merced
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'

December 22, 2011,

availabie . online at:

278, An Act Relating to Land Gra.Ilts; Amendi~g Chapter49; Article I NMSA 1978 tO fnclude
·
.the Town' of Atrisco Land. Grant:'Merced, enacted 2011 (emphasis added).
20

·

·. HB
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' extinguish or otherwi~e 'i~pair any private property interest located ~thin the boll1ldaries of a land
grant~11lerced," arid. that a land grant board's powers under comprehensive plan shail apply only
to common lands. owned by the land gr~t. 21 A recent report by a committee of the New Mexico
' legi,slanrre also confimied that comrhon lands

a

"are the orily lands this land grant [the Atrisco Land Grant-Merced] may controlor ·
govern .. Further, if there are lands within the Iand grant's boundaries 'that are owned
or coritroiled by the federal or'governments [sic], private persons, andothers, the
Atrisco Land Grant-Merced· cannot control or govern these lands pursuant to state
·
·
·
·
·
.
law. " 22 • ·
.
The Town B~ard's .prior public statem~nts did not show an intention to regulate private ·
property, but only to .govern property owned by theToW!l of Atrisco itself. ·fa testimony to the Land
Grant Committee 'of the New Mexico legislature in December 2008, TowriBoard member Richard :
. Griego disti'nguished between"SunCal" -i.e.,'the lands sold in the 2006 Shle-: and the Atrisco Land.
: . _ Grant-Merced. According to the Comn:iittee report, Mr. Griego
"explained that suiicitl is a separate: entity from the land grant, which ·~omprise~'
three entities:· the Atrisco ·Heritage Foundation,. which. promotes and. preserves ·
heritage and history of the land grant; El Campo Santo; Inc., which.oversees the
.cemetery iri which the land grant -heirs are buried; and Atrisco Oil and Gas', LLC,

.

21
22

NMSA 1978,

.

§.49~1-11.l(B)

.

'

and§ 49-l-3(J) (emphasis added) ..

Legislative Finance Colllmit:tee (LFC) for standing finance committees of the New-'Mexfoo
,Legisfature, Fiscal Impact Report oriSenate Bill I 07 (February 6, 2012) (emphasis added); The foll quote
. regarding common lands is: . : ·
·
.
'

;,The initial .LFC ~nalysis note.s that it is unclear whether the Atrisco Land Grant-Merced
- holds anyq.ommon lands on behaffof the land grant, whi_ch are the only lands this land grant
may control.or govern,"·
·
The report ~nded with:
"Possible Questions: Clarifying thefand grant's common lands a~d those lands.that are
beyond its control orjur!sdiction could avoid the p9ssible constitutional confliet with
providing state funds fo,r improvements on privately-owned real.property.'' ' .
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..
.
.
Jerome Padilla, President, Board of Trustees, Town of Atrisco Land Grai:lt.;Merced
, May 11~ 2012
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The report cited the constitutional conflict as arishig from the "<~mti-d9natio_n clause" ~f the New Mexico
Constitution, Art. 9, Section l 4;which prohibits the use of state funds for private benefit. The report states ,
that this constitutional provision might be violated "if state funds are used to Cieari up private'Ja11ds within .
·
the la11d.~ant's bomidaries.''
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which owns the mineral rights ·On the fand grant. 23 Mr. Griego stressed that he
represents only lineal heirs to the Town of Atrisco Land Grant, not the Westland ·
[)evelopment Company, a stockholder corporation established in 1967 to manage and
maintain the land grant and whose shareholders include non-heirs. It was Westland
.
.
. that sold the common lands to SunCal.;, - · .
Mr. Griego further testified, in response to a legislator's question on how the Atrisco Land Grant
could be formalized when it had no common larids, that the land grant "exists and persists" because
the lineal heirs still maintained solares, individuallyheld land g~ants. 24 · ·
·
· We cite the above background in detail because WALH has already experienced d~fficulti.es
. when working With local governmental authorities to devdop its private property. Some
· governmental authorities have expressed confusion over the Town of Atrisco' s efforts and whether
they apply to WALH's land. Some ofWALH's meetings were conducted after the same ~uthorities
'had met With Town of Atrisco representatives. We are thus very concerned that the ToWil of Atrisco
· is not clearly representing the limits of it_s regulatory authority over· private property.
We further note that to the extent t.hat the Town of Atrisco is asserting regulatory authority·
over any privately held property, this would rai~e statutory and constitutional issues that ~ould apply
not only to W ALH' s land but to hundreds of other private property owners who have acquired their .
homes or other propertY frorh Westland or through priortransfers. Again; we respectfully request that the Town of Atrisco, including the Town Board and any
. of its other representatives, spokespersons, agents and attorneys,. cease and refrain from:

(1) · Questioning or disputing the title of any ofthe l_ands now owned by WALH and other
private property owners; and
·
. ·
·
·
. (2)
Taking any further actions -:-whether through the Town ofAtrisco' s.Comprehensive
Plan or any other effort~-,- that suggest that the Town of Atfiscohas any regulatory jurisdiction or
authority.overWALH's land and the land of any other pnvate property owners.

23
24
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As noted above (footnote 13 ), Atrisco Oil & Gas, LLC owns some but not all of such mineral rights.
·.

Land Grant Committee, 2008Interim Fin.al Report to th~ Forty-Nirith Legislature, First Session (New

MexicoL~gislative Council Service, December2008). See also "Land Grant Deemed a Town,"Albuquerque

· Journal, Jan. 23, 2012 {quoting Town Board member Jaime Chavez that the Town of Atrisco has no ties to
the lands sold in the 2006 Sale and is only dealing with those common lands still held by the Atrisco Land
Grant;.'"{his ~ction is pert~nent only to heirs. In other words we;r~ not trying to take over anything. This
isn't a move to tax anyone."). ·
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.

.

.

WALR is ready to discuss arty of these matters with the Town Board, if you think it would

. by helpfuL For conv~nience, I have attached a list of the· court cases and ·other authorities cited in
this letter.

·

·

·· ·

··

Very truly yours,

.

.

c;Jit&k/d/
Jr:-'/T ·.. -~ ·.
Bill Chapp.ell,

BC:gnb
Encl. a/s
cc:
·Governor Susana Martinez (w/encl.)
s·enator Jeff Bingaman (w/encl.)
·Senator Tom Udall (w/ehcl.)·.
Representative Steve J>earce (w/encL)
Representative Martin Heinrich (w/encl.)
Representative Ben Ray Lujan.(w/encl.) ·
Lawrence J. Horan, Esq., Mid-Region Council of Governments (w/encl.)
Randy M. Autio, Esq., Bernalillo County Attorney (w/encl.)
· David Tourek, Esq'., Albuquerque CityAttorney (w/encl.) ·
. Mark Sanchez; Executive Director, Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority
(w/encl.) .
·
.
Mr. Jeff Garrett (w/encL; .Via Email)
G:ldata\WP60li0121120711Letters\Towii of Atrisco 051112,wpd
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.
.
.
Atrisco Land Grant-History since 1967

1967 Atrisco .·Land· Grant incorporates as a -private corporation, Westland
· Developinent Co., Inc:
1969 New M~xico Supr~me . Court · upholds the constitutionaiity · of the
incorporation of Westland Develop:tpent Co., Inc. ·
2006 Atrisco shareholders vote to sell their shares in the SunCal-organized
transactionfu. exchangefoi' cash payments, certain mineralinteresfs, and the
creation of the Atrisco Heritage
Foundation,
·
. . . .
.
2009

Lenders initiate receivership and foreclosure proceedings against the.
property.

2010 . Chapter 11 bankruptcy case .of DevCo, LP is dismissed~ .New Mexico
·District. Court places the property into receivership, authorizes foreclosiire, ·
and later confirms the· propriefy of tlie foreclosure siile and ·.the deed
·
transferring the property to WALR
2011

District Court approves the receiver's final report and distharges the receiver.
. Atrisco Heritage Foundation and the shareholders' ciass action counsel are.
.
.
noticed on the final ord.ers.

2011 . New Mexico State Legislature ~llows the ToWn of Atrisco Land Grant:.
Merced to be governed by NMSA 1978; §§ 49-1-1 - 49-1,..18 as a land grant
corporation, but expressly provides that · it shall · have no regulatory
jurisdiction over privately held property:
2012

Shareholder Class Action Suits challenging Westland management's conduct
of th~. 2006 Sale are settled. Shareholders to receive. an additional $3. 78.
million in payments. . ·
•

-

-

••

f •
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.
.

.·

.

.

· List of Authorities
New Mexico Statutes

the Town of Atrisco Land Grant-Merc·ed, enactecl 201 L
NMSA 1978, § 49-1-2(D) (Application).
NMSA 1978, § 49-1-3(J) (Board of trustees; management of grant; powers).
_NMSA.1978, § 49-1-11.l(B) (RightS oflessees andpurchasers);

Court Cases
Armijo v. Town ofAtrisco, 56 N;M. 2, 239 P.2d 535 (1951).
Armijo v. Town ofAtrisco, 62 N.M. 440, 312 P.2d 91 (1957).
Bibo v. TownofCubero Land Grant, 65 N.M. 103, 104, 332 P2d 1020, 1021 (1958).
· Carabajal v. Candelaria (Armijo v. Town ofAiriscp), 65 N.M.159, 333 P2d 1058 (1958).
Davis v. Westland Development Co., Inc., 81 N.M~ 296, 466 P.2d 862 (1970).
Gabaldon Westland Development Co., Inc., 485 F.2d 263 O0th Cir. 1973).
HND: LandCo.. v..Suazo, 44 N.M. 547, 105 P.2d 744 (1940),
.
. Lane v. Page, No. Civ-06-1071-JB~ACT, United States District Court, DistriCt of New Mexico. 25
. · Letiv. WestlandDeve!opment Co., Inc., i12°N.M. 327, 815 P.2d 623 (1991)..
·.
·Mondragon v. Tenorio, SS4 F.2d 423 (10th Cir. 1977).
·· · ·
Montoya v. Tecolote LandGrant, 2008-NMCA-014, 143 N.M. 413.·
.
Westland Development Co., Jnc: v. Saavedra, 80 N.M. 615, 459 P.2d 141 (1969).
Wilde v. ·Westland De~elopment Co., Inc., 20f0-NMCA-085, 148 N.M. 627.

v:

Legislative & Government Reports .
.
.
.
Land Grant Committee, 2008 Interim Final Report to the Forty-Ninth Legislature, First Session
(New Mexico Legislative Council Service, December2008).
Legislative Finance Comniittee (LFC) for standing finance committees of the New Mexico
Legislature, Fiscalimpact Report on Senate Bilt 107 {February 6, 2012):
Metzcar~ Joseph V.~ "Atris90 Land Grant, 1692-1977," New Mexico Office ofthe State Historian, .·
· · at: http://W-WW.newmexicohistory.org/filedet~ls_ docs.php?fileID=24405
·

·.. ·
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. HB 27S, An Act Relating to Land G~ts; Amending Chapter 49, Article 1 NMSA 1978 to Include

·
As noted above (footnote 15), the settlement in Lan~ v. Page covered both that suit and four class .
actions filedinNewM~xicoDistrict Court: Stubbs v; page, Case No·. D-202~CV-200G-01453;Raelv. Page,
D-202-CV-1006-01756; Lane v. Page, Case No~ D-202-CV-2006-02055; andApodacav. Page, Case No. P- ·
202-CV.:2006:-021.44.
25
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Bill Chappell, 03:25 PM 6/14/2012, Fwd: plan a

Page 1 of 17.A.d

Mr. Chappell, please note that this document is not final. We need a period of public
comment, therefore would appreciate yours or your clients comments on this matter. At this
point we have 0 plans to regulate anyone, and do not feel we have authority to regulate
an one. Thank ou for your time. Jesus Anzures Trustee Atrisco.
l~J Document plan a.rtf

Document plan a.rtf
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,· EirsJjAmerican,:Title Insurance. Company
'<;:: ·' :: : - .~... . .. '. ·. . '. .. ' 9400 Holly Ave. NE, Bldg. 3

. .
.
Albuquerque NM 87122
(505) 888-8219 I 800-273-3381 I Fax (866) 496-8301
e-mail: kpeterman@firstam.com

!.

.

..

.

November 30, 2006
Mr. Robert McDonough
Barclays Capital Real Estate Inc.
200 Park Avenue
New York, New York
Re:

Westland Title Commitment No. 833147-ALOl, LMO ("Title Report") issued
by First American Title Insurance Company ("Title Company'')

Dear Mr. McDonough:

•

We write this letter in connection with the loan policy (the "Loan Policy") to be
issued by Title Company to Barclays Capital Real Estate Inc., its successors .and assigns
("h;n4.er~!)'uponthe·c1q~ing
ofthe loan to'Westland DevCo, LP (''Borrower.'.')."
·:. .. ·
· ...... ·. . .. .
,.
'\

•'·

·· .. '•;

,

. We acknowledge that in our capacity: as the Title Company we have located in
the public record the following three Quitclaim Deeds: 1) Truman E. Wood and Della P.
Wood, husband and wife to Trisa Ann Wood, recorded as Document No. 2002043565;
2) The Town of Atrisco Land Grant to Abelina C. Battaglia recorded June 12, 2006, as
Document No. 2006085859; and 3) The Town of Atrisco· Grant to Louis V. Garcia
recorded May 2 2006, as Document No. 2006063059, records of Bernalillo County,
New Mexico. We acknowledge that the existence of these three Quitclaim Deeds is
known to us, and that these three Quitclaim Deeds have been recorded in the public
records. We acknowledge that the existence of these three Quitclaims Deeds will not
form a basis for denial of coverage under the Loan Policy.
Further, we acknowledge that in our capacity as the Title Company we have
knowledge that certain of the heirs of the original incorporators of the Town of Atrisco
in 1891 have challenged the sale of the land which will be the land described in the
Loan Policy. We acknowledge that the existence of those challenges will not form a
basis for denial of coverage under the Loan Policy.
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1

BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

2
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4
5
3
6
7
8

HEARING TRANSCRIPT

9
10
11
12

Wednesday, March 2, 2016
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Government Center
Vincent E. Griego Chambers
Concourse Level II
9:00 a.m.

13
14
15
16

MEMBERS PRESENT
Joe Chavez, Chair
Lenton Malry
Connie M. Chavez, Vice-Chair Susan Kelly

Irene Serna
Ivonne I. Nelson

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
TR-

1

B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER
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1

permit for mini warehouses.

2

slight expansion and modification to the existing special

3

use permit.
Again, the applicant has requested a 30-day deferral to

5

allow for additional neighborhood support to be secured for

6

this request.

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Do we have -- at this time

8

I'm going to close the floor for -- is there a motion to

9

defer this thing for 30 days?

10

MS. SERNA:

11

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

second.

So moved, Mr. Chairman.
Second.

Okay.

It's been moved and

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

14

COMMISSION:

Aye.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

So we go to Item No. 12.

Opposed?

17

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

five-minute break.

20

(Note:

Motions carries.

Can we take a break?

Okay.

We're going to take a

Deposition in recess at 10:06 a.m.

21

and reconvened at 10:21 a.m.)

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

order.

Okay.

Let's call this meeting back to

Staff, are we ready to go?

24

MS. VEREECKE:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Mr. Chair, yes.
Okay.

I'm ready to go.

You know, today we're

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)
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1

going to get this introduced.

We're not -- we're not going

2

to hear the case today.

3

hear it, and we'll be announcing those dates before the

4

hearing ends.

5

And so at this time, Staff, go ahead and -- we do have

6

a Level A, what has already been approved, and then we have

7

Level B, which we're going to be hearing.

8

everybody to understand that we're not going to rehear Level

9

A.

So I just want

We've got Level B, and it's very specific as to what

10

we're going to be hearing for this thing, and everybody will

11

probably be getting all the notices from Staff.

12

So go ahead, Staff.

13
14

MS. KELLY:

I don't

think I got that handout, the one that I just --

15
16

Excuse me, Mr. Chairman.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

This handout was given to me just

a while ago, and she's going to present it right now.

17

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And then we'll get everything

19

else, and then, also, we're setting up the dates for the

20

hearing, how we're going to break it up into almost four

21

different hearings.

22

MS. KELLY:

And then I wanted to restate what I

23

said at the last meeting, because the parties are present

24

now.

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Go ahead, for the record.
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MS. KELLY:

When should I do that?

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MS. KELLY:

Right now?

Okay.

Yeah.
At our last meeting when the

4

Santolina topic was briefly discussed, I disclosed that I

5

spoke against approval at the Level A plan at one of the

6

County Commission hearings held about a year ago and that I

7

had made a donation to one of the organizations opposing the

8

master plan at that time, the Southwest Organizing Project.

9

Like many people, I read articles in the papers and

10

online and expressed my opinion at various times whether

11

correct or incorrect, but in honesty, I can say that I never

12

took the time to fully read or digest the Santolina

13

proposal, but I did look at the materials for today.

14

The concerns I have expressed were regarding the

15

ability of the County to support additional pressures on

16

fiscal and natural resources and my view that the project

17

should be considered in the conjunction with the City of

18

Albuquerque perhaps through the Comprehensive Plan update

19

process, but I never significantly engaged in the details of

20

the proposal before or after the County Commission hearing

21

or with any of the parties, pro or con.

22

In any event, any opinions expressed by me in any form

23

predated my appointment to the CPC.

I understand that in a

24

CPC process we are only to consider items that are presented

25

here, and I have been and will be very careful to avoid
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communications regarding the Santolina matter.

2

I will be able to consider the issues in an objective manner

3

within the parameters of the Commission's approval of the

4

Level A plan.

5

I feel that

Also, and here I may be erring on the side of too much

6

information, but in the interest of full disclosure, I'd

7

like to mention that I formerly was employed by the City of

8

Albuquerque, Public Works Department, Water Resources

9

Division, which was the predecessor division to the

10

Albuquerque Water Utility, and I dealt with water rights.

11

This has been many years ago, and I left in 2001.

12

Also, several times at the hearing the MRGCD, the

13

Conservancy District was mentioned, and I'd like to mention

14

that my husband is on the board of the MRGCD.

15

Last, I have a small project working for the City of

16

Albuquerque Parks Department to promote establishment of

17

native grasses along the urban trails, and I think that's

18

it.

19

of the proposal for the first time, and it is extremely

20

complex.

21

approved the Level A plan conditions and that we are to

22

review and act upon the Level B plan within those

23

parameters.

24

the matters at hand, and I will do my best to contribute in

25

a positive manner to the process abiding by the duties and

I have a lot to learn as I'm now looking at the details

I accept that the Bernalillo County Commission has

I will be diligent and objective in considering
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responsibilities of the Planning Commission.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

And, you know, as

3

Chairman, I want to thank you for doing that and disclosing,

4

you know, everything that -- and I think that we have --

5

there's no reason for you to recuse yourself from this case.

6

We feel that you will do your job here as a Planning

7

Commissioner, and we're glad to have you.

8

MS. KELLY:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10
11

Okay.

Thank you.
Thank you very much.

Staff, go ahead.
MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.

Good morning, Mr. Chair and

12

Members of the Planning Commission.

13

VerEecke, and I'm with County Planning.

14

This is SPR2016-0001.

My name is Catherine

The applicant is requesting

15

approval of a Planned Communities Level B Master Plan called

16

the Santolina Level B Master Plan within the Santolina

17

master plan area, which is shown here.

18

The Level B plan is generally bounded by Interstate 40

19

to the north, 118th Street and the escarpment open space to

20

the east, Dennis Chavez Boulevard on the south and the

21

escarpment area adjacent to the Rio Puerco valley on the

22

west containing approximately 4,243 acres.

23

As many of you may recall, the Santolina Level A Master

24

Plan together with planned community zoning was adopted by

25

the Board of County Commissioners on June 16th, 2015, for
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2

the entire 13,700 acre Santolina property.
The Level A Development Agreement between Bernalillo

3

County and the developer, Western Albuquerque Land Holdings,

4

was approved on June 24th, 2015.

5

County Commission agreed that the plan had adequately

6

addressed the criteria and the policies for such a

7

community.

8

goes through three steps of review, the Level A, which is

9

the general conceptual plan, the Level B, which is specific

For the Level A plan, the

And as some of you may be aware, this request

10

portions or areas within the plan, and then Level C is the

11

actual site plan and subdivision for the final development

12

of the site.

13

that includes criteria and policies to guide this type of a

14

master plan development.

15

So this is the document that we're following

So one of the things and I'm -- Francine, how do you do

16

this, zoom out?

17

know if people --

18
19
20
21

Actually, so this is a summary, and I don't

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Excuse me, before we start, do

you have more copies of this?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, no, I don't.

I just

completed this this morning.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. VEREECKE:

This is -I can -- I can read what it is.

24

Just to say that in the planned communities document, there

25

are lengthy lists of criteria or standards that must be met
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1

at each stage of the development, Level A, Level B, and

2

Level C, and they are fairly lengthy.

3

an illustration to show you.

4

it's quite lengthy.

This would be Level B, and

The criteria are very detailed.

Level A is listed on this side of the page, and I don't

6

think at this stage that we need to be getting into the

7

specifics.

8

Staff and the community, can be looking at the precise

9

language and how it is addressed in the Santolina Plan, but

When we come back for other hearings, then we,

10

just at this stage, to make a distinction between Level A

11

and Level B, which is on this matrix, and I know it's

12

difficult to see it here, but let's see if I can zoom in so

13

people can see it.

14

So hopefully you can see this here.

This is a summary of some of the main criteria that

15

appear in Level A and Level B.

So for Level A, which has

16

already been considered and it has already been approved by

17

the County Commission, the plan covers the entire site.

18

can have up to 10,000 acres or more.

19

be provided for the entire community.

20

general land-use layout such as residential, commercial,

21

industrial uses, parks and open space.

22

a phasing plan for those uses.

23

centers; meaning, the main commercial -- the main commercial

24

and industrial areas that will be located at the

25

intersection of some of the main -- the main streets,

It

A conceptual plan must
It must include a

It must also include

Must show the activity
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1

location -- location of activity centers -- let me move that

2

here -- and residential areas.

3

transportation network must be laid out, a transportation

4

analysis.

5

Also, conceptual utility plan, water, wastewater, and other

6

facilities at the conceptual level.

7

want me to go further out or -- identification of main site

8

features such as topography, slopes, any other, you know,

9

particular geographical features, documentation of water

The -- the general

I don't know.

Did you

10

availability, a general level one archeological survey and

11

then a general funding strategy.

12

So this is a summary of the Level A criteria that were

13

considered when the Level A Master Plan was -- was reviewed

14

beginning in 2013 and was approved by the County Commission

15

in 2015.

16

So this has been approved.

For Level B we'll be looking -- following up on these

17

particular criteria but in greater detail and then for more

18

specific areas within -- within the Level A Plan.

19

summary of -- of the criteria that the request would pertain

20

to a portion of the entire site and would be for specific

21

areas such as villages, large subdivisions, employment

22

centers, potentially specific corridor development, but that

23

it's not for the whole site.

24

up to a smaller, smaller size, up to, at least from the

25

criteria, about 12 -- 1,200 acres, and then Level B is much

So just a

It's for a portion of the site
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1

more specific to the site; meaning, that it's getting down

2

to the ground level of development rather than like the

3

bird's-eye view of the whole site.

4

plan for development of the community.
So it would include a site-specific plan that includes

6

neighborhoods, densities for specific sections of the

7

community in greater detail by land use.

8

almost to the parcel level by this time rather than the

9

community-wide or big land-use area-wide.

So it should be

Must include

10

specifics of proposed open space, including ownership,

11

management, and maintenance of open space, information on

12

specific streets and the design of streets and intersections

13

so that the actual streets to the ground level must be --

14

must be planned and approved, so not just the general

15

streets, the major streets but the actual streets in the

16

development.

17

Design of the activity centers, what they'll look like,

18

the buildings, the parking, the landscaping, the character

19

of the activity centers, so not just a general blob on a

20

map, but it actually has to have the specific design

21

features, and design of any commercial areas that aren't in

22

the -- in the activity centers, like neighborhood

23

commercial.

24

be designed.

25

will the residential subdivisions look like, different types

There has to be information showing how they'll
Design of residential areas, what will -- what
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1

of residential areas, high density, low density.

2

information should be provided at this level.
Specific transportation analysis that ties in with the

4

more specific transportation network, and is the

5

transportation that's being proposed adequate to serve the

6

land uses that are being proposed, and then how will this

7

network tie into or impact the wider network outside of the

8

development, and then the specific provisions that are being

9

made outside the network, because this -- this or any master

10

planned community is large, and it does have a far-reaching

11

impact.

12

Identify specifically the transit system, more specific

13

utility plan for specific uses and to serve the population.

14

I think one thing I may not have added here that should be

15

included would be a terrain management plan addressing the

16

specific -- specific areas of the site.

17

A statement of water availability and availability of

18

public services, so by this point it's getting much more

19

specific in terms of availability of water, schools,

20

electric, gas, telecommunications, that there has to be more

21

specific planning, documentation, and even agreements that

22

these utilities and services that are being proposed are

23

acceptable to the providers.

24

getting more specific than what it was at the Level A.

25

So hopefully you'll see it's

More detailed analysis of site features, a strategy for
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1

management of the features, not just where the features are

2

but how they're going to be impacted or changed in the

3

process of this development.

4

plan, more specific archeological study, and then more

5

specific funding strategy than was required for the Level A

6

plan, and also, a facilities plan.

7

an overview of the differences between Level A and Level B.

8

The criteria themselves are more specific.

9

them at the time we talk about the specific areas, the land

So, again, this was just

We can get into

10

use, the transportation, environment, and open space, and

11

then public service and infrastructure.

12

So we'll be taking some time to go through these in

13

detail, but just the point to be made, too, that like

14

Commissioner said, that we've already gone through the

15

review of the Level A plan, and we have discussed how the

16

Level A plan addressed those specific criteria, and the

17

request was approved by the County Commission, because it

18

did meet these criteria.

19

introduction to this.

20

So hopefully that's a general

So now we're looking at the Level B request, and just

21

visually to -- to show you, so this is the Level A plan, and

22

you can see the general boundary, the scope of the plan and

23

the general land use areas that were considered at that

24

time.

25

For the Level B plan, we're now looking at a portion of
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1

that property.

2

the eastern portion of the site and then an industrial area

3

in the western portion of the site.

4

B plan builds upon the concepts and frameworks identified in

5

the Level A plan and provides for more specific plans for

6

development within these two portions of the Santolina.

So generally the Level

The development eventually will include the following

8

main use areas:

A 570-acre town center that's in red here,

9

195-acre business park, which is here, residential villages

10

that are shown in the yellow and the orange here, village

11

commercial centers that are either shown here or they're not

12

detailed in this -- in this level of plan, and then a

13

portion of the urban center, which will be built here, and

14

then, as I said, in the westerly portion of the site near

15

Shelly, an industrial park will be developed.

16

a total of about a thousand acres of open space will be

17

provided within the Level B development.

18

In addition,

More specifically, this plan provides more specific

19

land uses, including low, medium, and high density

20

residential uses, provisions for elementary schools, a

21

primary education campus, which I believe is in this area

22

here, and that would be an APS facility.

23

provision for university campus, possibly for CNM.

24

includes corresponding zoning districts, which have a list

25

of conditional and permissive uses and specific area

And then, also a
It also
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requirements such as lot size, density, floor-area ratio,

2

and building setback requirements that in some ways, I saw,

3

were similar to those in County zoning, except that there

4

are more residential zones being created to allow higher

5

density than what we now have in the County.

6

The Level B plan also proposes the next level of

7

phasing for the transportation -- planning for the

8

transportation network including more specific roads and a

9

transportation analysis to ensure that the network is

10

adequate.

11

to include water, wastewater, drainage, storm water, and

12

other utilities, and it includes a more detailed fiscal and

13

economic analysis to show the possible benefits and revenues

14

for the development.

15

It also provides a plan for other infrastructure

The main justification as with Level A continues to be

16

compliance with the Planned Communities Criteria and the

17

Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan policies

18

for the Reserve Area.

19

encourages relatively predictable planning for the area and

20

will provide many benefits for Bernalillo County in terms of

21

economic development, high quality residential, parks and

22

open space, and infrastructure development."

23

The application states, "It

So the Staff Report has been done as best we could

24

given the limited time to review this request.

And the

25

Staff Report does provide an overview, both Level A and
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1

Level B for people who read it, and it also has noted many

2

comments from Staff and agencies.

3

as land use, zoning, density, design, building design, site

4

design, transportation, drainage, water issues, open space,

5

and many more issues, and these are things that we'll get

6

into in the subsequent hearings.
So overall, the response of Staff is that the Level B

8

plan needs more work on the part of the applicant and the

9

agent, and then it also deserves more -- more time for

10

discussion as well, and where Staff, agencies, the public

11

can all weigh in.

12

request for several reasons.

13

request that will require lengthy presentation and

14

discussion, preferably over the course of three to four

15

specialized hearings, and Staff has put together a schedule

16

that we think would be appropriate, focusing on three

17

specific topical areas and then another hearing that would

18

allow for general discussion, so potentially four -- four

19

special hearings for this case is what we feel.

20

a month starting in April.

21

I've shown it to the Chair, and that's something that you

22

may discuss at the end.

23

So Staff is proposing continuance of this
This is a large, complicated

May be one

So I do have that schedule.

But just to continue with my discussion to say that the

24

request was submitted in late January, and Staff, agencies,

25

and the public did not have a lot of time to review this
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1

case.

2

place, but some have not, or they've just been preliminary

3

meetings.

So more time is needed.

Also, I wanted to point out the conditions for the

5

Level A plan have not been addressed, not all of them.

6

have been addressed.

7

really need to be addressed prior to discussion of this

8

case, and then there are a number of conditions that need to

9

be addressed prior to Level B approval.

10

Some

Some have not been addressed that

So the applicant is still in different stages of

11

addressing conditions of approval that were -- were imposed

12

by the County Commission and also this Commission.

13

those of you who were here, you remember working on them.

14

For

So there are a couple of conditions that were supposed

15

to be addressed prior to Level B submittal, such as the

16

platting of the property, and then also, a drainage and

17

storm water management plan to address EPA standards.

18

there are two that really need to be worked on right away,

19

and then there are a number of conditions that will need to

20

be addressed prior to Level B approval.

21

know, too, that while we're proceeding with the Level B

22

discussion, that the applicant is still -- and agents are

23

still working to address some of the conditions from Level

24

A, and that's something, you know, maybe as we get into the

25

specific areas, we can -- we can revisit that and make sure

So

So just to let you
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2

that those conditions are being -- are being addressed.
Let's see.

We also, like I said, need -- we, including

3

Staff, needs more time to look specifically at the Planned

4

Communities Criteria for Level B to make sure that those are

5

being addressed, so that when we have these discussions, we

6

can really get into whether or not this application meets

7

those criteria.

8
9

And, Mr. Chair, that concludes my presentation, but I
stand for questions.

Like I said, there is a schedule that

10

you -- at some point you may want to consider it.

There are

11

some Staff here.

12

preliminary discussion, were not able to attend today, so --

13

but they will attend when they get to their specific areas.

Some Staff, knowing that this was a

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MS. VEREECKE:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.
I stand for questions.
Any questions?

Okay.

You know,

17

we do have a schedule that we're going to have, and I heard

18

from you a lot of -- some things are not complete, and with

19

this schedule that we're going to have, there's -- and we're

20

going to break it up into four different hearings, three

21

actual hearings for things at Level B, and the last one for

22

us to make a decision.

23

especially the applicant is what's required for Level B when

24

we have these hearings, they better be prepared, and they

25

better have them, because we're not going to be going back

All I'm saying is that for --
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1

to fix things.

2

and to make sure that they -- they send you all their

3

criteria that's required.
Some of these conditions that you're talking about that

5

they haven't met, now, those are conditions that the County

6

Commission put on them; is that correct?

7

MS. VEREECKE:

8

Those are conditions of approval.

9

and Staff, Staff worked on findings and conditions with the

10

County Planning Commission, and then the Planning Commission

11

made a recommendation of conditions of approval, and those

12

were -- some of them were kept.

13

as the County Commission reviewed the request, but those are

14

part of the decision made by the Board of County Commission,

15

so --

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, yes.

18
19

The Planning Commission

Some of them were modified

Exactly, and that's what I'm --- there were 20 -- 22 conditions

of approval.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

That's what I'm talking about is

20

those conditions, it's not that we have to approve them or

21

disapprove them.

22

Commission put on them, and you're saying that those

23

conditions have to be met before Level B is considered?

24

that what you're telling me?

25

They're conditions that the County

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, that's correct.

Is

That's
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1

the way that they were worded and prior to Level B approval

2

and then for the different -- the different conditions,

3

they're lengthy conditions.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

So before -- before --

5

we're talking about two different things for the Level B to

6

be heard?

7

For Level B to be approved?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner, a majority

8

were prior to Level B approval.

There were a couple that

9

should be addressed prior to Level B plan or zoning

10

submittal.

11

to Level B plan or zoning submittal, and that was the

12

platting of the property, and then drainage plan and storm

13

water management plan shall be submitted at the time of any

14

Level B submittal with provisions for revision as needed to

15

ensure consistency with any EPA issued municipal separate

16

storm water systems.

17

There were two that needed to be addressed prior

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

What I'm hearing there

18

is that they had to have those things when they submitted

19

their --

20
21

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, that is how I read it,

yes.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.
The others, and there are nine

24

others that need to be addressed prior to approval.

25

assume that they're working on --

So I
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1

To approval.

So that's when we

do our --

3

MS. VEREECKE:

-- prior to Level B approval.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Commissioner Chavez.

Sort of along those same

6

lines, so this is new, you know -- I mean, new, kind of old

7

stuff, but how common is it -- or have we done it before

8

where we've started the process when those conditions of a

9

Level A plan have not been approved?

That's the first

10

question.

11

close are they to meeting those conditions of approval or

12

submittal, being able to submit the Level B plan?

13
14

Second question is maybe to the applicant is how

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

We'll ask the applicant when he

comes up.

15

MS. VEREECKE:

16

this is -- this is unprecedented.

17

one of these before, but my understanding -- and I have

18

spoken to the agent, and we know that they are diligently

19

working to work out those, the outstanding conditions during

20

this process, and I know they'll tell you more about that

21

when they give their presentation.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. MALRY:

24
25

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Chavez,
This -- we have not had

Commissioner Malry.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First of all, I would like to thank Staff for bringing
a much better project to us than they did in A.

Now, B is a
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1

lot better, more detailed.

2

sure I understand.

3

of A; is that correct?

This is -- B is about one-third the size

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Malry,

5

yeah.

It's about a third.

So this site is about 4,200, and

6

the whole site is close to 14,000.

7

MR. MALRY:

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to

8

listening to the presentations.

9

-- again, I want to thank the Staff, because they've done an

Let me just say that I just

10

outstanding job working with the applicant on this, and I

11

just want to give them credit for what they've done,

12

Mr. Chairman.

13

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

One -- and the reason I'm

14

bringing all these conditions is because I want the ground

15

rules to -- so everybody understands them, both the

16

applicant and the audience, that we're going to be hearing

17

this case, and we're going to split it up into three

18

different meetings before we make the final decision.

19

already have the dates that we're going to be hearing this,

20

and we want those applications or whatever has to be had

21

complete when we're going to hear.

22

hear transportation, we're going to hear transportation that

23

day.

24

that again.

25

complete, we're not going to hear it, and every application

We

For instance, when we

We're not going to come back to another date and hear
So we want everything complete, and if it's not
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that comes to us should be complete.

2

own responsibility, and we're talking about a lot of

3

conditions that they haven't met yet with the County

4

Commission and what they required of them, and that's why I

5

was asking if it has to be when they apply or when it's

6

approved.

7

those things we got to -- we got to make sure.

8
9

Everybody has their

There's two different dates there, you know.

So

And I am going to announce the dates that we're going
to have a hearing so everybody knows what dates we're going

10

to have them.

11

going to be on April the 11th, and everybody should be able

12

to get this from Staff once we do that, and what we're going

13

to be hearing at that -- is transportation at that hearing,

14

everything that has to do with transportation.

15

We're going to have the first hearing, it's

Our next meeting is going to be May the -- May the

16

26th, and at that meeting we're going to hear land use and

17

zoning, and then other next meeting is going to be on June

18

the 23rd, and that's when we're going to hear environmental

19

and open space and government and public services.

20

And then on July the 21st is where we're going to meet

21

and make a decision and send it up to the County Commission,

22

whatever recommendation we're going to have.

23

everybody to understand when we're -- so even the audience,

24

when they want to speak towards something, we're going to

25

have this thing, transportation, zoning, so they don't --

So I just want
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1

they don't have to think that they're going to have to come

2

up here and talk about everything in one meeting, so they

3

know what the schedule's going to be and what we're going to

4

be discussing.

5

And at those meetings we're not going to make no final

6

decision.

7

July is when we're going to make our final recommendation to

8

the County Commission.

9

here, applicant, audience, everybody be prepared for those

10
11

They're going to be hearings, and on the 21st of

So I'm just saying that everybody

days, and that's what we're going to hear.
So I appreciate, and I want to echo what Commissioner

12

Malry said, that Staff has been working very hard with this

13

thing, and I hope the applicant has been working just as

14

hard to get us the information that we need up here.

15

MS. VEREECKE:

So --

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, just to

16

say, too, I don't know if we have any extra copies, but --

17

and for people who are new to this process, that on the

18

County's website, www.bernco.gov/santolina, we have been

19

trying to keep all of the main documents that have been

20

submitted.

21

that we're starting to talk about and all the associated

22

documents, the Staff Report, and even everything from Level

23

A is still on the website.

24

go and specifically look at -- look at this request and

25

realize that we are talking related to specific criteria

So there are copies of the Level B submittal

So hopefully you'll be able to

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7.A.e

TR- 68
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5016

7.A.e

1

that are listed in the Planned Communities Criteria for

2

Level B.

3

afternoon or tomorrow, and we may have some additional

4

copies that we'll pass around, too.

5

think this is good that it allows Staff more time to work on

6

this, because it is getting very detailed at this level.

7

have to read it really carefully, and then also for the

8

applicant and the agents to continue working on the areas

9

that they have been -- or the issues that are being raised

10

by Staff, and then, also, for the community to follow the

11

discussion.

12

out over time, too.

And we will try to get this schedule posted this

We

So -- and so I think it's good this is spread
That allows everybody to contribute.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

dates we have picked out of the air.

15

this room is available, and we had to kind of schedule it so

16

that we can have these hearings.

17

everybody's cooperation in these hearings.

18

want to have good hearings.

19

the County Commission we want it to be a good recommendation

20

that people -- not everybody's going to agree to everything

21

on both sides, so -- but that's what we're here, to make a

22

decision and send to the County Commission, so --

23

MS. VEREECKE:

And those dates are not just
Those are dates when

So I appreciate
You know, we

You know, what we recommend to

Mr. Chair, just to say, too, there

24

may be some Staff that want to speak really briefly, or they

25

may not even want to speak, but I know Mike Garcia wanted to
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1

say a few words, too, related to the ground rules and the

2

background of this discussion.

3

are any other questions, but I wanted to --

So when we finish, if there

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Commissioner Malry.

5

MS. VEREECKE: -- invite Mike to speak, too.

6

MR. MALRY:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I just

7

wanted to make sure we have the time with the dates.

8

talking 9:00 a.m. each -- each --

9
10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes.

All our hearings will start

at 9:00 a.m.

11

MR. MALRY:

9:00 a.m.

12

MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chairman.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. KELLY:

15

Are we

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Yes.

I have a question of Catherine and

then --

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

Go ahead.

-- just a comment about the schedule.

18

So I saw in the Staff Report numerous times that there was a

19

short timeframe, and all the Staff hadn't had a chance to

20

thoroughly review it.

21

that?

22

Is there a particular reason for

Why was that on such a large plan?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, so

23

sometimes when we have large master plans or sector plans,

24

we allow additional time for review, that they may be

25

submitted and then have an additional month, but in this
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1

case, we scheduled it when it -- when it was submitted, so

2

it really -- you know, we didn't allow that additional time,

3

but then thinking that this is probably going to be like the

4

Level A that there will be more time available later on, but

5

also in developing the scheduling, we took into account what

6

has been provided in the plan and where we saw -- there's a

7

lot of information in transportation, that it seems to be

8

fairly complete, a lot of meetings.

9

most ready to go, and then land use and zoning we put

We thought that was the

10

second, because we thought that was an area that could use

11

some additional time for both Staff as well as the agent,

12

because it is developing almost like a zoning code for this

13

property.

14

it would allow some additional -- additional time to work on

15

land use and zoning.

16

MS. KELLY:

17

So that's where we scheduled that in May so that

Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, is the schedule set in stone?

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. KELLY:

Well, one of the --

I'm going to be out of the country in

20

April, that date.

21

around regular Commission dates, and I know that this is a

22

huge issue.

23
24
25

I had kind of planned some of my schedule

I'm just asking if that's set in stone.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

April, you're going to be

gone on the 11th?
MS. KELLY:

Yes.
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

We do have this room, and

2

that's the only date we have two different choices for

3

April.

4

MS. KELLY:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MS. SERNA:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

27th would be better for everybody?

9
10

MS. SERNA:

I'm going the 2nd -And that's April the 27th.

And I'm gone on the 11th.
Oh, and you're gone -- so the

That would work.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Then the April meeting,

11

we're going to change it to the 27th, and that day this room

12

is available, too, to us, so --

13

MS. KELLY:

And Commissioner -- Mr. Chairman, I

14

had -- I had kind of thought along the same lines that

15

you've been thinking about, trying to group things and have

16

one meeting dedicated to different issues.

17

few more on my list like drainage, water.

18
19
20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
that scheduled?

Okay.

I guess I had a

Staff, where do we have

I'm sure it's in here.

MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chairman, just -- just to finish

21

my other question, so one of the things that you said at the

22

last hearing, because I wasn't part of the -- what all you

23

went through in terms of a CPC process last time, you had

24

said you'd like a really good overview of what the County

25

Commission approved, and so I thought it would be really
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1

useful to dedicate one period of time to actually looking at

2

the Development Agreement and actually thinking about what

3

all is involved with going to Level B, so -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

Agreement in here?

6

control over.

Do we have the Development

I mean, it's something that we have no

7

MS. VEREECKE:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

Mr. Chair, that -That's between them and the

County Commission but --

10

MS. VEREECKE:

Yeah.

So the findings and

11

conditions and the Development Agreement are in Attachment 3

12

in the Staff Report, and I did send them to you separately,

13

and they're also on the website, you know, and I don't know

14

if you want to have a separate hearing for that or if that

15

might be appropriate for a study session where we could give

16

a general overview of --

17
18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

nothing that we decide on; is that correct?

19

MS. VEREECKE:

20

correct.

21

case to where --

22
23
24
25

Now, the Development Agreement is

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, that's

It's just that it is part of the history of this

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yeah.

It's part of the history,

and we have in the record -MS. VEREECKE:

-- some parameters and some

elements were clarified in the Development Agreement that
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1

we'll need to carry through, but it would likely carry

2

through to the next Development Agreement for Level B, which

3

is not something that -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So there's another one that the

5

County Commission is going to negotiate with the applicant?

6

I'm not too familiar with the Development Agreements.

7

MS. VEREECKE:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. GARCIA:

10

Mr. Chair, that's correct.

Yes.

Because we don't hear them here.
That is correct, Chairman

Chavez.

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

But we do have it in

12

there, and there's no reason why at one of these meetings

13

that we're having and you, as a Commissioner, wants to

14

discuss that -- Commissioners can discuss whatever they

15

want.

16

discussion at one of those hearings that we have here, but

17

it is in our packet, and it's -- everybody can read what it

18

is, and if there's something that we need to -- want to talk

19

about it, but it's not something that we're going to decide,

20

vote on, because it's not something that we have any

21

jurisdiction over.

22

So we can bring it up and have some kind of

And that's one of the reasons that the schedule is so

23

important, and what we're discussing is the Level B, and --

24

because if we get back into Level A, we're discussing

25

something that's already been approved by the County
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2

Commission and we have no control over.
Now, those conditions that they were supposed to meet,

3

those I want them clarified by maybe the attorney.

4

they've got to be clarified by the time we do our

5

recommendation or what?

6

be looked at.

7

9
10

So that's one thing that needs to

Okay?

So is there any other questions?

8

If we --

MS. VEREECKE:
another question.

The --

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly had

You said that you didn't see drainage and

water --

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MS. VEREECKE:

Oh, okay.
-- listed, and I'm seeing for the

13

hearing number 4, under Environment and Open Space, there is

14

a discussion of the drainage plan and then -- and then also

15

government and public services, statements of water

16

availability and availability of public services.

17

think water would be covered under that.

18

too, that there were specific plans, technical plans that

19

were submitted for drainage and also for water.

20

that would be in the third hearing that we would be

21

discussing those, and I mean, generally, we'll follow the

22

Planned Communities Criteria, but then as Staff gets up,

23

too, they'll also be looking at this request from the

24

perspective of their -- of their areas or disciplines, too.

25

So our drainage engineer, our hydrologist will definitely be

So I

But just to say,

So -- so
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1

participating when we get to that particular section.

2

may have the Water Utility Authority involved as well.

3

those areas will be covered.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MS. VEREECKE:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MS. VEREECKE:

8

MR. GARCIA:

9

Okay.

So

Any questions?

I think Mike -Staff, is that -Mike.
Chairman Chavez, Members of the

Commission, I just wanted to say a few words about the

10

litigation that's pending in court right now concerning the

11

Level A Master Plan zone, PC zone, and Development

12

Agreement, and because the question has been raised whether

13

we should continue to hear the case while litigation is

14

pending, and the short answer to that is that, so far --

15

like we had a hearing yesterday, that the Court has done

16

nothing so far to reverse anything that the BCC has

17

approved, and there's no stay ordered by the Court.

18

no stay requested by the opposition, and accordingly,

19

there's really no reason -- there's no legal reason why the

20

CPC should not or cannot hear the Level B application at

21

this time.

22

There's

So we have a hearing -- I think the next hearing is set

23

April 26th, and there's also going to be one the 27th in

24

court on statement of appeal issues and some other motions

25

that are before the State District Court, and those will be
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1

heard at the same time.

2

still may not have a ruling on those -- on those issues on

3

those days.

4

point there's no reason not to hear the Level B application

5

at this time.

So the -- I guess the short answer is at this

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

The applicant.

And do we

7

have a list of the people that are going to -- will

8

everybody that's going to speak on this case please stand up

9

so I can swear you in.

10
11
12
13

(Note:

Witnesses sworn.)
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

How much time do you

think you're going to need?
MR. STROZIER:

I have a -- I have a presentation

14

that's really just designed to be an overview of the Level B

15

and kind of an update on some of the questions that just

16

came up in the last -- in the recent conversation, so if --

17

I think it will take me about 20 minutes --

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. STROZIER:

That's fine.
-- to go through that, and -- and

20

before I start I did want to just -- Mr. Chairman and

21

Commissioners, we did provide a letter dated January 25th as

22

part of our application where we addressed each of the

23

conditions that were placed on the project on the Level A

24

approval by the County Commission, and that's a part of our

25

application, and it includes updates, and we're continuing
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1

to update those things as we go, but just wanted to

2

reference the question of the plat.
That was condition no. 19, and it says, "Prior to or

4

concurrent with the first Level B plan approval."

So that

5

condition allows us -- so we're actively working on that.

6

We've met with Staff.

7

a large piece of property, and a lot of this land was

8

previously unplatted land.

9

more complicated than a typical plat might be.

We will have that completed, but it's

So this is -- it's a little bit
So we are --

10

we are actively working on that, and I think that the

11

condition, the way it's worded, allowed us -- oops.

12

I got the -- there we go.

13

right to the City's activity calendar.

14

Sorry.

When you log in, it takes you

So with that, I just wanted to make sure that you all

15

were aware that we did provide that as part of our

16

application, and we certainly also appreciate Staff's work

17

on this, and we have had a number of meetings, and I'll talk

18

a little bit about those as part of my presentation and

19

continue to have those on specific areas related to the

20

different departments and agencies that have relationship

21

with this planning effort.

22

So this -- yes, it's the Level B plan.

23

a little bit about our team.

24

all aspects of this.

25

Look is here today from that organization.

I want to talk

They are actively involved in

Garrett Development Corporation, Matt
They're the
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1

asset managers for Western Albuquerque Land Holdings.

2

Bohannan Huston are the civil engineers, our engineers on

3

the project.

4

They have taken care of the Terrain Management Plan, all of

5

the transportation analysis; that is, not only the update to

6

Level A, but the additional and new analysis in association

7

with the Level B application and water and wastewater

8

planning that's been done.
SEC planning is another planning organization that's

10

out of Austin, Texas, and they've been helping us with

11

aspects of the master plan as well.

12

Planning.

13

financial fiscal impact analysis firm out of California, and

14

they've not only did the Level A analysis, but they've

15

provided the Level B analysis for this, and then John

16

Salazar is here with the Rodey Law Firm as well, and so

17

that's our team that's been working on this.

18

I'll spend any time -- that's what we're doing now.

19

Ourselves, Consensus

David Tausig and Associates is an economic and

I don't think

But my presentation today, once again, the Santolina

20

area is about 14 -- just under 14,000 acres on the south

21

side of I-40.

22

the relationship of Santolina with not only what we refer to

23

as Estrella, which is Western Albuquerque Land Holdings'

24

property north of I-40 but also the area that was covered

25

under the old Westland Master Plan.

The purpose of this graphic is really to show

A portion of that is
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1

within the City of Albuquerque city limits, and a portion of

2

that is also in the unincorporated County, and that's a plan

3

that's been approved and amended a number of times since

4

1999, and that's area that's seeing a lot of development

5

activity now, especially in the City portion.

6

the new APS football stadium, the new baseball complex, the

7

Dell Web project is under way out there.

8

of activity taking place there.

9

terms of that.

10

That's where

So there's a lot

Just wanted a reference in

I'm not going to spend a lot of time -- once again, we

11

provided a letter that detailed our response and a status

12

update, if you will, on each of those conditions that were

13

placed on the Level A plan.

14

talk about because it was -- there was a lot of effort that

15

has gone into that was the transportation plan.

16

One of the things that I will

Those of you that were part of the Level A discussion,

17

that was an area where not only did we have a lot of

18

conversation about the transportation network, but we also

19

made changes to the plan in response to those comments, and

20

those comments came from the DOT.

21

they came from County Public Works Staff, and we addressed

22

those as we went through that process, and one of the

23

conditions was to reanalyze, basically run the

24

transportation model again with that updated plan and

25

updated information.

They came from MRCOG, and
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The other thing that happened kind of concurrently with

2

the Level A approval process was the adoption and approval

3

of the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan, or MTP, which

4

was also adopted.

5

could reanalyze with the approved data sets, population

6

projections, job projections.

7

has been submitted, and we've had meetings with all of the

8

transportation parties to review that analysis that was done

9

simultaneously with the analysis of the Level B plan, and

So that provided us with a point where we

So that was done, and that

10

that basically looked at a 2025 horizon, a 2040 horizon, and

11

then a full build-out, depending on which of those parts you

12

were looking at.

13

going on related to that.

14

speak to that.

15

So a lot of -- a lot of efforts have been
So I wanted to take a moment to

So one of the things just to -- that was also an

16

important aspect of the Level A discussion and approval was

17

the jobs/housing balance, and that's something that is

18

addressed in that Development Agreement.

19

lot of time talking about that.

20

talking about that at the County Commission.

21

within that Development Agreement it set certain parameters

22

as to what needed to be happen by when as development

23

occurs, and I wanted to show that to you relative to --

24

there's specific dwelling unit thresholds and number of jobs

25

that are required.

This Body spent a

We spent a lot of time
So we set --

So at 2000, for instance, on this table,
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1

when you get to that threshold, you need to have 300 jobs,

2

and it increases over time, and this slide basically shows

3

you where we would be at the build-out of this Level B plan.

4

So you can see where we fit, and that's at 1.25 jobs per

5

dwelling unit.

6

And that's important to note because, while it's not at

7

the full two jobs per dwelling unit that we anticipate at

8

full build-out, it is still a lot higher than where the West

9

Side is today.

So we continue to have a strong emphasis on

10

job creation, job-producing land uses, and in fact, we're

11

responding to an AED request this week that -- and working

12

with your staff on responding to that.

13

continue to work on those aspects, and we understand the

14

importance of job creation as a part of this project, and so

15

I wanted to show you that and sort of bring that to your

16

attention, and I'm sure we'll talk about that more.

17

So there are -- we

So this graphic takes the Level B plan area and

18

superimposes it onto that approval, Level A plan, and I

19

won't spend a lot of time on this.

20

went through our Level B area, but another part of that --

21

so this just overlays that on the aerial photo, and you can

22

kind of see on this, it gives you a very clear relationship

23

between the existing developed community to the east below

24

the escarpment, and you can see the Anderson Hills

25

neighborhood, which is probably the closest actual

Ms. VerEecke, I think,
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1

residential neighborhood to our -- to our site, and you can

2

see the relationship.

3

there today are Atrisco Vista Boulevard and Dennis Chavez

4

that actually come into this Level A, and you can see that

5

obviously those two roadways were used as an organizing

6

element for this first Level B area.

7

This next graphic shows the Level B more detailed plan

8

superimposed on the transportation network for Level A, and

9

as those of you who were here at the time, you recall that a

10

lot of that conversation about transportation was talking

11

about the grid and the need to make sure that we not only

12

had the sort of supergrid laid out with the main arterials

13

for the project, but that there would be the next level of

14

grid for that street network that would occur in the plan,

15

and this just shows you how that transportation network has

16

been refined and developed as part of our Level B plan and

17

what was modeled in that transportation analysis that I

18

talked about earlier.

19

Another aspect of -- and I'll show you some of those

20

exhibits later, but in terms of the roadways and thinking

21

about that, one of the things that is integral to the

22

transportation plan, the transportation network, and the

23

specific roadways that are proposed out here is that they

24

have all been developed around this idea of "complete

25

streets."

So those -- those roadways incorporate potential
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for future transit.

2

larger streets, those are protected bike lanes with a buffer

3

built in like you have on -- if you're familiar with Coors,

4

the section over there by Saint Pius where they have a

5

stripped buffer between the roadway, the travel lanes, and

6

the bicycle lane makes for a much safer and a much more

7

comfortable condition for the cyclists.

8
9

They incorporate bike lanes, and the

So those -- those issues are incorporated into this
process and into the plans that we've provided.

So not only

10

do we have the grid, but we've got the "complete streets"

11

aspect on that as well.

12

So the Level B land-use plan, once again, looks at

13

incorporating a significant amount of non-residential land

14

uses, the industrial, the business park, and the town center

15

and the urban center, which we see in this phase as being

16

primarily an education focus.

17

potential job-producers for the project.

18

All of those uses are

The other thing, and Ms. VerEecke mentioned, is there's

19

almost a thousand acres of open space in this initial Level

20

B plan.

21

escarpments, the open space on the east side and the open

22

space on the west side.

23

our commitment to the project was to bring forward those

24

open space and escarpment areas as part of the initial Level

25

B plan, because we spent a lot of time talking about that,

As you recall, we talked a lot about the

We wanted do make sure that part of
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1

and so we have the eastern escarpment and then the western

2

escarpment, a portion of each of those, that makes up the

3

bulk of the Level B plan.
We've also identified residential areas and broken

5

those residential villages into low, medium, and high

6

density areas.

7

along those major routes and in conjunction with the

8

commercial village centers areas, and then we've also

9

started to think about -- and this is where some of that

The higher density areas are on those --

10

dialogue -- and this will get refined as we go through.

11

recognize that -- is we've identified school sites.

12

identified park sites.

13

locations.

14

those staff individually as we move through.

15

overview of the land uses.

16

We

We've

We've identified fire and sheriff

So obviously we're going to be working with
Once again, an

So typically in a planned community type of project,

17

you would probably have somewhere -- a little bit higher

18

than half of the land uses would be allocated to residential

19

uses.

20

you're just looking about taking care of the community

21

itself.

22

devoted to residential, significantly less than what would

23

be normal, because we have a much higher percentage than

24

normal devoted to those job-producing land uses that I

25

mentioned.

That's kind of a typical -- a typical scenario if

You'll see we have about 33 percent of the area

We also have 22 percent of the area as open
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1

space.

2

lands, and then another significant component is the

3

job-producing land uses.

4

that out in detail in a table.

5

this.

6

of those land uses that I talked about are broken down

7

within the plan area.

Slightly different.

We've broken

I'm not going to go through

It's in the report, but all those different aspects

The Level B zoning, once again, we've got seven

9

land-use districts, and that zoning has been identified for

10

each of those districts, and as Ms. VerEecke pointed out, we

11

spent a lot of time -- probably where we had to spend the

12

most time customizing those land-use districts, zoning

13

districts was related to the residential.

14

found the disconnect between the existing County zoning and

15

the plan's intent to have more higher density, different

16

types of products than are typically seen in Bernalillo

17

County and in your zoning districts for residential.

18

tried to follow as much as possible the framework of your

19

zoning districts and also borrow a little bit from the City

20

of Albuquerque on some of their residential zones that we

21

think work pretty well.

22

practices there.

23

That's where we

We

So we tried to look at some best

Transportation, once again, we've updated the Level A

24

traffic analysis.

That's been completed to conform to the

25

2040 MTP projections.

A big component of that is working on
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1

the demographics, and Kendra Watkins at the Mid-Region

2

Council of Governments is their demographer.

3

of time working with her and with her group and making sure

4

that we were incorporating those numbers appropriately into

5

the traffic model and the modeling exercise that was used,

6

and that relates, once again, to that 2025, 2040, and full

7

build-out thresholds.

9

Planned and modeled is a multi-modal transportation
system, once again, "complete streets," we utilized.

So

10

once -- MRCOG is the keeper of the transportation model.

11

It's not our model.

12

he is the person who basically interfaces between the plan

13

and MRCOG's model.

14

them to do that, and so that's how that works.

15

model.

16

those demographics both dwelling unit and job assumptions

17

over time, and that's what's brought in.

18

that was done for Level B and the update to Level A at the

19

same time.

20

Mike Corlette was part of our team, and

He's licensed to do that and approved by
It's their

We utilize their model and update it to bring in

And, once again,

We look -- the Level B plan looks at a number of

21

environment and open space issues.

Some of those we've

22

completed, and they're part of the submittal.

23

are under way.

24

archeology, we're initiating the class II, which is a

25

sampling archeological report.

Some of them

At this time biological resources,

SWCA is going to be
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1

performing that work.

2

Storm water and terrain management, there's a detailed

3

technical appendices that addresses that.

4

again, related to that, there's both an update to the Level

5

A document and a new document for Level B, the technical

6

analysis that brought it into more detail for that.

7

and soils and terrain management, that's kind of all woven

8

in together with that.
Process.

Both -- once

Energy

Working with the Water Utility Authority, as

10

we talked about in Level A, they're their own political

11

entity.

12

City and County representatives.

13

with them.

14

imagine, that's probably a -- that is a complicated aspect

15

in terms of how that agreement is getting structured and

16

being worked on.

17

on that at this time.

18

of you that were part of the Level A discussion and for of

19

you who weren't, an update.

20

both financial commitment and construction of backbone water

21

and wastewater infrastructure on the West Mesa that was

22

funded primarily by Western Albuquerque Land Holdings in

23

coordination with the Water Authority, and that system is in

24

place.

25

worth of infrastructure that's been constructed on the West

They have their own board which consists of both
We are -- we are working

That process is happening.

As you might

So that is in progress, and we're working
What we're -- as you are aware, those

It's been built.

So there's been a significant

I think it was around $40 million
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1

Mesa.

2

least an initial phase of bringing Santolina's water system

3

online.
Let's see.

Water and sanitary sewer -- so one of the

5

things we've been working with them on is -- and it's

6

obviously an important aspect of this entire project is

7

water conservation, water usage, and so that's incorporated

8

in the plan that you have.

9

Once again, when we talk about government and public

10

services, we've looked at the public facilities that are

11

existing that are nearby.

12

new facilities.

13

in talking in more detail about some of those thresholds and

14

their service numbers in terms of number of people served by

15

different types of parks, different community facilities,

16

and we will be refining this plan as we work with them in

17

preparation for -- I think that's the June -- June hearing,

18

and hopefully we'll have some of that worked out and

19

addressed as part of the May hearing as well.

20

We've also looked at the need for

We just met yesterday with the Park Staff

Looking at solid waste, looking at, once again,

21

transportation and schools, we have had a meeting with APS,

22

and we will continue to met with them, with their planning

23

group, and we have also met with CNM with their facilities

24

planning group, and we anticipate having joint meetings with

25

APS and CNM at the time table together, because they're
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1

doing a lot of work at this -- at this time looking at

2

programs where they interface with one another with their

3

Two-Plus-Two program and things like that.

4

make sure we're getting them both at the table at the same

5

time.
The fiscal and economic impact analysis has been done.

7

And, once again, I think you all probably got a hard copy of

8

the Level B plan, but there's a stack about this tall of

9

those technical appendices that are also -- that have also

10

been submitted.

11

I'm sure they're all available to you all.

12

you're having trouble sleeping, I highly recommend the

13

transportation analysis.

14

Eric.

15

They're all available on the website, and
Especially if

It works really well.

No offense,

But so with the fiscal analysis, that looks at

16

specifically the question of no net expense and revenues,

17

and so just to clarify, once again, for everyone, the key

18

word is "net expense."

19

It's not "no expense."

I think I just have a couple more --

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

quickly if that's okay.

23

Go ahead.
I can go through them really

So I invite you to take a look.

I think the fiscal and

24

economic analysis is important and certainly invite you all

25

to look at that in more detail.
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So Ms. VerEecke talked about the Level A, Level B, and

2

Level C.

3

stage.

4

subdivision plans, actual layouts for specific uses.

5

won't spend a lot of time on that.

6

Obviously that is a part of we're at the Level B
At Level C is when you start to see site plans,
I

Once again, this just shows the approval level, and so

7

Level A and Level B are designed to be reviewed and approved

8

by the Planning Commission and adopted by the County

9

Commission, and then at Level C, those are intended to be

10

done at the Staff level, CDRA.

11

in place, the idea is it would be efficient to go through

12

and get -- actually get those more detailed plans

13

accomplished.

14

So once you have this plan

One of things that we've also submitted as part of our

15

application -- I'm not going to go through this in detail,

16

but we've prepared a matrix similar to what we did at Level

17

A that goes through each of those criteria and where it's

18

addressed in the application materials to date.

19

are either related to a chapter in the document, a technical

20

appendices or both, and so -- but we have gone through those

21

in detail.

22

So those

You can see there's quite a few of them.

In conclusion, we really appreciate the opportunity to

23

work with you all as the Planning Commission and not only

24

County Staff but the various agency staffs, because as -- as

25

we go through this, you know, it's important that it's not
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1

just a County project.

Schools have a role.

MRCOG has a

2

role.

3

and we are committed to being prepared for each of those

4

individual scheduled hearings.

5

until today, but we are committed to being prepared for each

6

of those hearings that you've identified, and Staff has

7

identified the specific items that we will go through, and

8

we will -- we will be prepared to go through each of those

9

items related to not only the criteria but any of the

We're interfacing with all of those various agencies,

10

conditions that may have been related to that topic and make

11

sure that we provide you all with and Staff with the data

12

necessary for them to review and hopefully report back that

13

we're in good shape on each of those items.

14
15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
applicant?

16
17
18

Okay.

Thank you.

Questions of the

Commissioner Kelly.
MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chairman.

Jim, the Planned Community Criteria chart that you
showed --

19

MR. STROZIER:

20

MS. KELLY:

21

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

-- is that in our materials somewhere?
It should be.

We provided that

22

matrix as part of our application submittal materials, and

23

-- I'm sorry.

24

skiing, but each of those -- these are basically just taken

25

right out of the -- of the Level B criteria and then where

There you can see my dad and I when we went
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those have been addressed, and --

2
3

MS. KELLY:

Will you share that PowerPoint with

us, just because I haven't seen --

4

MR. STROZIER:

Certainly.

I think we always --

5

and typically Staff will post it on the website, too.

6

yeah.

So,

We have no problem sharing --

7

MS. KELLY:

And then the stack of technical

8

documents that you mentioned for nighttime reading, is that

9

-- I don't see that on the website.

Is that somewhere?

10

MR. STROZIER:

It should be on the website.

11

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair and Commissioner Kelly,

12

those are on the bernco website.

We did not add them in

13

MiniTrack because of their size.

What happens with

14

MiniTrack is that everything gets all put together as one

15

document, and if they're really large in memory, you won't

16

be able to open them.

17

technical appendices separate.

18

the website to look at them.

19

MR. STROZIER:

So that's where we've kept the
So you would need to go to

And if -- I would just add to that.

20

If anybody is -- you need to have a hard copy, I think we

21

provided a certain number of copies to the various technical

22

agency staff, but if anybody -- let us know through

23

Catherine.

24

hard copies if that's -- if that works better for you as

25

well.

We'd be happy to provide you with additional
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1

Okay.

Any questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

3

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Now, we have the folks

5

that are going to be speaking.

6

three at a time, so that you can come and sit up here and

7

then you can come up here next.

8
9

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Go ahead.

So, excuse me, Rod Mahoney

followed by Margaret Lopez and Sara Newton Juarez.

10
11

So we'll call you two or

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Name and address for the record,

please.

12

MR. MAHONEY:

Good morning.

My name is Rod

13

Mahoney.

14

current president of the South Valley Coalition of

15

Neighborhood Associations, and we would also like to thank

16

the Staff for actually proposing these hearings moving

17

forward.

18

endeavor in addition to Level A.

19

I live at 1838 Sadora Road, Southwest.

I'm the

I mean, clearly this is a very complicated

What I'd like to do is to -- I took a quick scan over

20

some of the items here for those various meetings moving

21

forward, and there's a couple of things that are not

22

explicitly stated in there that I think I would propose for

23

you to do.

24

mentioned briefly, but they need to really have the

25

jobs-to-housing balance matrix discussed.

On the land use and zoning items, it was

I mean, that
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2

comes directly out of the Development Agreement.
Also, another thing associated with this is the PCC

3

criteria relative to the Reserve Areas for making us sure

4

that we only have three dwelling unit per acre associated

5

with that.

6

Also, then Mr. Strozier touched on the fact of the no

7

net cost or expense of this.

8

residing in the government and public sectors or services

9

piece and sort of an assessment of what that is, and also

10

then, a little bit more detail and analysis of the fiscal

11

and economic impact part of that.

12

That probably should be

And then finally on item no. 3, certainly the water

13

issue has been one of the paramount issues that was

14

discussed in Level A.

15

about it in Level B.

16

availability, but also, I believe there needs to be also at

17

least a discussion on the impact of what water rights are

18

and also sort of the associated economics connected to those

19

water rights.

Certainly I think we'll also talk
So there's a statement on water

Thank you very much.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. JUAREZ:

23

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

24
25

Thank you.
Margaret Lopez.

I don't think she's here.
Okay.

Then Sara Newton

Juarez, Roberto Roybal.
MS. JUAREZ:

My name is Sara Newton Juarez, 933
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1

Nashville, Southwest.

2

agree with everybody, and I'd like to just mention a few

3

things.

I

As I understand it, the Development Agreement was done

5

in secret, not following the Open Meetings Act.

And then

6

onto water, Albuquerque and Rio Rancho have water shortages

7

now.

8

five years, the impacts of climate change, this is a project

9

that's out of scale with reality.

Considering the drought we have been in for the last

Young people are leaving,

10

and there are no jobs to speak of.

Where is the scientific

11

proof that there is enough water to serve 93,000 more

12

people?

13

proof of the availability of water for 93,000 people.

14

you.

Level B should be deferred until we have written

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. ROYBAL:

Thank

Thank you.

Hello.

My name is Roberto Roybal.

I

17

live at 2233 Don Felipe Road, Southwest.

18

Southwest Organizing Project, and I am also President of the

19

Pajarito Village Association.

20

association in the deep Valley -- deep South Valley.

21

I work with the

That's our neighborhood

We're here today -- actually we were here in 2014 in

22

front of this Body, this Planning Commission, opposing the

23

Level A plan, master plan, and we're here today, and we also

24

oppose the Santolina Level B Master Plan.

25

probably already oppose the Level C plan as well.

And we'll
But we
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1

think that -- we have many concerns.

Obviously the water

2

issues in the South Valley, we depend on agricultural.

3

That's our economy down there.

4

our farms, for our stock, for our animals, and for our

5

gardens, and it's -- we're very concerned about the plans,

6

because they -- Santolina says there's going to be no net

7

expense.

8

to be asking for 40 public improvement districts, which is

9

going to be taking money, tax money away from the rest of

Yet, for Level B, we're understand they're going

10

the County, which means we have to take it up.

11

are going to cost a lot of money that we're going to be

12

picking up.

13

be no net expense, and we want to discuss that later in the

14

following hearings.

15

The schools

So we just don't believe that there's going to

We're also concerned about the transportation.

Rio

16

Bravo Boulevard right now is horrendous in the morning and

17

the evening, getting home from work.

18

with their plan.

19

Valle del Sol plan for 90 days.

20

There's going to be a lot of jobs there over by Mesa del

21

Sol.

22

Santolina, with them building their industrial zones and

23

commercial zones.

24

live in the Santolina area, having to travel down Dennis

25

Chavez to Rio Bravo over to the Valle del Sol to get jobs.

It's going to worsen

Right now, this morning you deferred the
That is an industrial park.

That's going to be in direct competition with the

We'd hate to see people having, if they
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1

We also still doubt the jobs-to-homes analysis, and we

2

oppose this, and we would ask you to extend these schedules

3

for these plans.

4

of time.

5

A.

6

and starting in June.

7

68,000-page record from the previous Commission and County

8

Commission plan, but there's a lot of information there.

9

The Development Agreement is a nightmare.

They're overly ambitious.

We need a lot

Level B we would hope that we'd be every couple months
I don't know if you've all read the

That's why we're

10

suing the County, the County Commission.

The Southwest

11

Organizing Project, Pajarito Village Association, and

12

several individuals are suing the County, because we oppose

13

those plans.

14

ties in zoning -- as a contract, it ties in zoning so that

15

the County cannot change zoning once that Development

16

Agreement is set in stone.

The development Agreement is a nightmare.

It

17

And we also think that you should hold the hearings

18

after the litigation has finished within District Court,

19

because obviously we hope that we're going to win in court

20

and throw the master plan, Level A, back to you here to

21

reconsider.

22

for everybody involved, and we would hope that you could

23

delay this further, and just want to thank you very much.

So we think this could be just a waste of time

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you very much.

25

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Just want to make sure.
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1

Marsha Fernandez, you don't want to speak?

2

doesn't want to speak?

3

Maestas, last speaker.

4

MR. MAESTAS:

No.

And Santiago

Can we put that on?

My name is Santiago Maestas.

Yeah.

Thank

5

you.

I'm President of the

6

South Valley Regional Association of Acequias.

7

Commissioner, the Pajarito Acequia and a mayordomo of the

8

Acequia de Don Gabino Andrade.

I'm a

9

Water, of course, is my primary concern, water for our

10

farms and our houses and our landscaping "hay" in the South

11

Valley.

12

water, there's no life.

13

provide a copy to the Commission for I think states it very

14

clearly.

15

with its plans.

16

What makes the Valley green is water.

Without

This article that I'd like to

No water, no problem.

Santolina is going ahead

Most recently, the last 30 days, there has been really

17

no moisture, no more rain, no more snow, and the snowpack

18

has started already to melt up in the mountains.

19

not really out of this drought.

The El Nino phenomena is

20

not going to happen every year.

So we continue to object to

21

the Santolina plan and its threat to our community in the

22

South Valley.

23

the Board.

24
25

So we're

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Members of

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

That's it.

Staff, will you get that from him for the record?
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1

The applicant, closing comments.

2

Staff.

3

Mr. Chair, I have no further

comments, but I stand for any questions.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MS. KELLY:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. KELLY:

9

Any questions of Staff?

I have one.
Go ahead, Commissioner.

Mr. Chairman.

Catherine, I sort of feel like the timeline is pretty

10

ambitious, too, and maybe that's because I haven't looked at

11

it until now, but it's awfully complex for 4,000 acres of

12

land.

13

of adding some additional meetings.

14

have looked at schedules and such, but to me, it strikes me

15

as being condensed for such a large decision or

16

recommendation to the County Commission.

17

whatever we send to the Bernalillo County Commission to be

18

really well thought out and fleshed out here.

Would you just comment on that as the pros and cons

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I realize that you guys

I'd like to send

Maybe I should answer that,

20

because this is just a recommendation from the Staff, and I,

21

as Chairman, my job is to set these meetings up.

22

we're setting up into four meetings, and it's not going to

23

end here.

24

they'll probably have four or five.

25

time, how meetings did they have?

You know,

It still has to go to the County Commission, and
I don't know.

Last
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1

MS. VEREECKE:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

meetings did they have?

4

MS. VEREECKE:

Excuse me.

6
7
8
9

County Commission, how many

Mr. Chair, I don't recall, but

there were probably like five, maybe.
MR. GARCIA:
Commission.

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

I believe there were six meetings before BCC.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
to be a lot of meetings.

Six meetings.

So there's going

I mean, we can stretch this for --

10

last time we had almost a year, and we went -- you know, a

11

lot of meetings were just talking about the same thing, and

12

I think that -- and I know for you, Commissioner, that just

13

came on, it's probably a little harder, because you didn't

14

-- you know, you didn't go through Level A, but you know,

15

we're setting these meetings up besides our regular

16

meetings, too, and so, you know, we have another meeting

17

that goes on every month, and we're volunteers here, too.

18

mean, we can't be doing this day in and day out per our

19

meetings, but I think that what we're going through and

20

we're seeing -- and we'll have -- we'll have them as long as

21

we want to, the meeting, when we're up here, but I don't

22

think that prolonging it for a lot more meetings is going to

23

-- is going to change anything as long as we get all the

24

information that we need to make, you know, a decision on

25

this thing.

I
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MS. KELLY:

Can I ask you if during the regular

2

meetings that we'll have, between the scheduled meetings, we

3

would be able to get any updates from Staff as to how

4

various aspects are coming along such as --

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes.

One thing I do as Chairman

6

is that we have a schedule of meetings, but I don't limit

7

any of the Commissioners of asking any questions.

8

I think the Commissioners -- as Commissioners, you need to

9

know that you have the right, as far as I'm concerned, and

Okay.

10

I'll recognize you for anything that you want to ask,

11

because we want everybody to ask, the Commission here.

12

So

Now, the meetings, we have to schedule them, because

13

last time, we had sometimes over a hundred people here for

14

the meetings.

15

never finish our meetings, but as far as the Commissioner

16

goes and you approve -- you request something, that is open

17

to every Commissioner here.

18

should, when we make our final decision, that we're happy

19

with the decision that we're making for for or against it.

20

It doesn't matter.

21

anything you want to.

22

MR. GARCIA:

So, you know, we have to have a time.

We'll

I think every Commissioner

So, yes, you will be able to ask

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Kelly,

23

just a couple of thoughts on that question.

If we're going

24

to have a discussion about Santolina in our regular CPC

25

meetings outside of the scheduled Santolina meetings, we
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1

will want to notice those if they're -- for the updates,

2

just so all the parties will have notice we're discussing it

3

at the meeting.

4

But on that same point, Commissioner Kelly, you're

5

perfectly free to talk to Staff at any time if you have

6

questions and you want an update that way, but if we're

7

going to talk about it here, we do need to notice it.

8
9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
regular hearings.

No.

We won't be talking in our

I mean, we have four hearings that are

10

scheduled.

11

detail into it, you can get with Staff as a Commissioner,

12

and -- you know, and then we can talk about it, and we can

13

put them in there, but as a Commissioner, you can ask

14

anything you want to from this podium.

15

They're detailed.

Any other questions?

Now, if you want to put more

Okay.

Okay.

Thank you.

So the next meeting for

16

Santolina is going to be in April the 27th, 9:00 o'clock, in

17

this meeting room right here, so -- and we have the topics

18

that we're going to be discussing at that meeting.

19

going to -- we're going to be talking about transportation

20

at that meeting.

21

we're -- could I have a motion to adjourn?

So anything else, Commissioners?

22

MS. SERNA:

So moved.

23

MR. MALRY:

So moved.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

(Note:

Okay.

We're

If not,

We're adjourned.

Hearing adjourned at 11:53 a.m.)
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2
3

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

)
)
)

ss

I, B. JULIAN SERNA, Certified Court Reporter in the

4

State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I reported, to the

5

best of my ability, the above Bernalillo County Planning

6

Commission hearing; that the pages numbered 3 through 103,

7

inclusive, are a true and correct transcript of my

8

stenographic notes, and were reduced to typewritten

9

transcript through Computer-Aided Transcription; and that on

10

the date I reported these proceedings, I was a New Mexico

11

Certified Court Reporter.

12
13

Dated at Albuquerque, New Mexico, this 28th day of
March, 2016.

14
15
16
17
18

B. JULIAN SERNA
New Mexico CCR No. 206
Expires: December 31, 2016

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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1

BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

2
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MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

In the matter of CSU2016-0030,

2

I move to approve subject to the eight finding and six

3

conditions submitted by Staff.

4

MS. SERNA:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

discussion?

Second, Mr. Chairman.
Been moved and second.

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

7

COMMISSION:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

going to take a five-minute break.

10

(Note:

Any

Aye.
Opposed?

Motion carries.

We're

Deposition in recess at 10:26 a.m.

11

and reconvened at 10:38 a.m.)

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. VEREECKE:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Staff, are we ready?

Just about.
Okay.

Before we get started, we

15

have some time -- time things here that I'm going to bring

16

up.

17

case update, five minutes.

18

minutes.

19

allocated 30 minutes to the public.

20

minutes each to make their presentations.

21

many people do we have up here?

Do we have the list?

22

that -- is that it right there?

Okay.

23

minutes for closing comments by the applicant and the Staff.

24
25

So the Staff, and all the audience knows.

They have

Staff, outstanding issues, ten

Agents, it's going to be 15 minutes, and I then
So public will have two
I don't know.

How

Is

And then we have ten

So, Staff, get it started.
MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.

Good morning, Mr. Chair and
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Members of the Commission.

2

and I'm with County Planning, and this is SPR2016-0001, and

3

this is a request for approval of a planned communities Level

4

B Master Plan within the Santolina Master Plan area.

5

My name is Catherine VerEecke,

As you know, this -- this request, as we just said, has

6

-- has been around for a while.

So this is for a Level B

7

Master Plan.

8

land use, zoning, transportation, environment, and open space

9

and government and public service.

The plan includes more specific details for

The plan was first

10

submitted in January.

The Level A Plan was approved last

11

year for the entire property.

12

you can see shown here on this map, covers more specific

13

area.

So this particular plan, as

14

There have been four special hearings, which gave

15

details on specific areas, specific topics within the plan

16

related to the planned communities criteria, and at each

17

point, Staff and agencies provided comments that have been

18

included in the Staff Report.

19

Most recently comments were also compiled into a matrix

20

that documented how the comments were being addressed.

21

the time of the hearing in July, there were outstanding

22

comments from Staff and agencies, zoning, transportation,

23

drainage, parks and recreation, NMDOT, APS, MRCOG, the

24

Utility Authority, and then also Planning.

25

At

So the issues related to such areas as zoning and design
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1

standards, water availability, funding of infrastructure and

2

facilities, phasing, language related to the transportation

3

system, the Region's long-range transportation plan and also

4

the plan for and funding of schools through APS.

5

these issues and quite a few comments not having been

6

addressed at the time, the CPC continued the case to this

7

hearing with work on the issues to continue.

9

So during that time -- or from that time, work has
continued.

On September 30, a revised plan was submitted.

10

The changes are summarized in the Staff Report.

11

particular there were major changes to the zoning chapter and

12

the approval process chapter.

13

of specific language that had been agreed upon with Staff for

14

zoning and design, language for parks and open space, and

15

also a sequencing plan for how the development will take

16

place over time and spatially.

17

plan.

18

were also added.

19

In

Changes included the addition

So this is the sequencing

Language regarding the class II archeological study

The matrix dated 9-30 that was submitted the same time

20

as the revised plan indicated that there was progress made

21

but that there was still comments that needed to be addressed

22

and comments in various stages of resolution.

23

time, which would have been like two weeks ago, I estimated

24

that about 60 percent of the comments had been resolved.

25

So from that

Based on the revised plan that was submitted, additional
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1

comments came in from Staff, but these continued to show that

2

progress was being made but that there were some issues.

3

October 20th, which is after the official submittal deadline,

4

we did get some additional documents submitted.

5

-- a document which just included the revisions to the plan,

6

so this is like a 60-page document with green line of where

7

additional language had been added based on discussions with

8

Staff.

9

So this was dated, again, October 20th.

On

Also, at that time, a revised matrix was submitted.
So we did add these

10

to the -- to the Staff Report packet that was uploaded last

11

week.

12

So by the bit time that these documents were submitted,

13

there were outstanding comments from APS, the Utility

14

Authority, Public Works.

15

-- but there was general progress being made again.

16

for conditions of approval were also starting to come in from

17

the different departments.

18

majority of the comments had been addressed by a couple of

19

weeks ago.

20

last few days where many departments had indicated that their

21

comments had been addressed.

22

transportation, drainage.

23

comments had all been -- for the most part had been

24

addressed.

25

Planning also had some comments, so
Language

So the review indicated that a

So -- so that's kind of where we were as of the

This was Public Works,

Zoning indicated that their

However, as of a few days ago, outstanding issues
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1

including unmet Level A conditions, unmet Level B planned

2

community criteria and unaddressed -- a few unaddressed

3

comments from Staff were noted.

4

platting of the subject property, water and sewer

5

availability and associated water and utility plans and also

6

an agreement over the plan for schools with APS.
In addition, there were several comments that Staff had

8

requested to be implemented in the document.

Some language

9

that we found was not acceptable that still remained in the

10

plan.

11

for the archeological study, and the name of the plan, which

12

still hasn't been clarified.

13

We still have some questions related to the language

So although significant progress has been made with the

14

requested revisions to the Santolina plan, there are still

15

some issues with the plan related to conditions of approval,

16

unmet comments, a few planned communities criteria that at

17

least as of yesterday had not been met and where the changes

18

that are included in this -- in this document haven't been

19

incorporated into the main document.

20

there's still some cleanup to be done.

21

So the feeling is that

So Staff has recommended continuance of this request but

22

has also drafted findings and conditions that were just put

23

together and forwarded out yesterday, which show that there

24

are still --

25

(Note:

Meeting interrupted by Spectators.)
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Enrico -- Rico, call security.

I

2

don't have a problem with public opinion.

3

problem when they come and interrupt our meeting, and we have

4

a procedure here.

5

when the time for people to come up and speak, that's when

6

the time is, but I don't know what kind of game you're

7

playing or what you're doing, but it's not acceptable here.

8
9

If you want to speak, you sign up, and

SPECTATOR:

Mr. Speaker, the signup sheet was

pulled sometime ago, so I was a little late.

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

sheet is right up here.

12

sheet right here.
SPECTATOR:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MS. SUAREZ:

17
18

sheet.

Sure.

That's page 2 of the original signup

Okay, but I have a quick -- like, I'm

not sure which column.

20

SPECTATOR:

If you're in favor of the request -Is the request for a continuance?

But

what the request?

22

MS. SUAREZ:

23

SPECTATOR:

25

So may I ask for some clarification?

SPECTATOR:

MS. SUAREZ:

24

The signup

So that's another additional sheet.

19

21

No, it's not pulled.

If you want to sign up, we have a

13

16

I do have a

For Santolina.
Right, but what is the request?

Is the

request to continue it?
MS. SUAREZ:

I don't know that.

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

1

TR- 65
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5059

7.A.e

1

SPECTATOR:

Then how can you know if you're in

2

favor of or opposed to --

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
down.

Would you please sit

I mean, we're over here trying to have a meeting.

5

SPECTATOR:

Yes, I'm trying --

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

You know, and you're asking a

7

question that we don't know, because we're going to hear the

8

case, and then this Commission decides what they want to do.

9
10

SPECTATOR:
speak in favor --

11
12

But we're asking to be -- sign up to

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
for it.

13

SPECTATOR:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

SPECTATOR:

16

But we don't what the request is.
The request is -- we're hearing --

The request is approval.

Thank you for

answering that question.

17

MS. VEREECKE:

18

SPECTATOR:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

To speak in favor or against it or

stand up?

But it's just like any case.

Any you zombies want to sign?
Okay.

You three guys, can you

Are you through with your protest?

21

SPECTATOR:

Yes.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Well, if you sit back

23

there, I'll go ahead and allow you for you to sit down and

24

participate in this meeting.

25

interrupt our meeting anymore.

I'd appreciate it if you don't
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1

Okay.

Mr. Chair, so I'll continue

with my presentation.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. VEREECKE:

Yeah, go ahead.
I was almost done.

Just saying that

5

Staff has recommended continuance of the request for the

6

outstanding items to be addressed and finalized.

7

Staff has drafted findings and conditions that were

8

circulated yesterday that were drafted by various Staff,

9

which show, on the one hand, the possibility that this

However,

10

request might be recommended for approval today, that it is

11

possible.

12

it also shows that there are still a few gaps in areas that

13

should be worked out.

14

particularly I understand discussions with the Utility

15

Authority.

16

It shows that many items have been worked out, but

There are ongoing discussions,

APS still has some concerns.

So the recommendation is continuance, but then it will

17

be up to the Commission to decide how to proceed.

18

requesting Staff with outstanding issues to get up and speak.

19

Like I said, many issues have been resolved, so there's not a

20

need to get up and discuss those.

21

ones that are outstanding and see where everybody is with

22

everything.

23
24
25

Staff is

So let's just focus on the

So with that, Mr. Chair, I stand for questions.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions of Staff?

Commissioner Kelly.
MS. KELLY:

Catherine, the draft findings and
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1

conditions were distributed to us yesterday at about 4:00

2

p.m.

3

notice of those?
MS. VEREECKE:

Has the public received

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, they

5

have not been posted publicly.

6

Mahoney at the South Valley Coalition.

7

of the communication with the public.

8
9

MS. KELLY:

I did forward a copy to Rod
That was the extent

So in my opinion, it's just really not

appropriate to consider acting on those findings and

10

conditions without having the public at least had a chance to

11

review them.

12
13
14

They're six pages.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any other questions,

Commissioners.
MS. HERTEL:

In your additional Staff comments,

15

there is something that concerned me that says, "It appears

16

from discussions with Staff that recent comments as an

17

example from Public Works were not properly incorporated into

18

the matrix dated 10/20 in the language that's provided by

19

Staff," and was apparently changed by the agent or somehow

20

didn't show up properly, and that some of the comments listed

21

as "pending" were then changed to "completed."

22

been addressed and revolved since then, or is that kind of

23

still hanging out there?

24
25

MS. VEREECKE:

Has that

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, I

believe that there were efforts made to correct that.
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1

MS. NELSON:

What does that mean?

2

MS. HERTEL:

So do you think it's corrected or

3

should Public Works address that, because they were the

4

example here?

5

MS. TANNER:

Good morning.

I'm Christie Tanner

6

with Public Works.

I wanted to state that all of the

7

conditions and all of the -- let me see.

8

created based on comments that all agencies put into Accela.

9

At this time, in Public Works, all comments have been

The matrix was

10

addressed except for one transportation, and that's been a

11

condition.

12

conditions.

13

Natural Resource Services, and that's just based on the water

14

development plan.

15

say, we can try to move forward on that depending on --

16

It's not -- it's in your list of findings and
And then the rest of them are pending based on

Hopefully after hearing what Dan has to

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

So things that are listed that

17

you believe are pending are indeed listed as pending in that

18

matrix document?

19

MS. TANNER:

Correct.

It's basically all of

20

Natural Resources.

21

of transportation except for one item, and that's going to be

22

conditioned, and then the rest of the pending are only for --

23

based on that Development Agreement.

24
25

All the drainage has been addressed.

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

All

That's all.

And that's fine.

I'm just

really trying to confirm that we can rely on the matrix for
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1

accurate information.

2

going with that.

That was kind of where I was

Thank you.

And then, Catherine, I have another question for you,

4

please.

5

percent of the comments in the matrix had been addressed, and

6

now, I think, we're up to, like, 85 percent?

7

percent of the comments are addressed appropriately; is that

8

a correct percentage?

9

So on a previous review, you thought about 60

MS. VEREECKE:

About 85

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel,

10

that's approximately what I calculated as of about a week

11

ago, and the remainder was either items that were pending.

12

Like Christie said, a number of them were from Natural

13

Resources, and then there were also items that needed to be

14

forwarded as conditions of approval that were just things

15

that, for instance, related to the Level B Development

16

Agreement, that that would serve as the mechanism for

17

addressing those -- those concerns, but yes, that's correct.

18

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

So ballpark is about 15 percent

19

of the comments that are addressed that are still open in the

20

matrix or they turned up in the conditions of approval?

21

that -- I just want to make sure.

22

MS. VEREECKE:

23

Is

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel,

that's correct.

24

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

So, Catherine, a lot of these
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1

conditions that Staff has -- wants answered, have they --

2

have they answered to them and maybe they're not to your --

3

you know, Staff's satisfaction or what are we talking about

4

here?

5

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, the --

6

and, again, we're jumping to what's in the findings and

7

conditions, but a number of the conditions were related to

8

clean up of language in the plan that would need -- that

9

could take place if the CPC decides to recommend approval

10

today and then when the County Commission hears the request.

11

So many of them are related to things that -- that should be

12

done between now and the time the BCC hears this.

13

were a limited number of conditions that would be ongoing --

14

going beyond the approval and adoption of the plan, like,

15

what Christie said related to the transportation plan, that

16

more information is needed or the Development Agreement, but

17

a majority of the information in the draft of the conditions

18

relates to clean up of the plan before the County Commission

19

sees it.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

So there

And what I'm trying to get

21

at let's say the applicant says I've -- you know as far as

22

I'm concerned, I, you know, I put in what I'm going to put

23

in.

24

Staff is going to have to recommend approval or disapproval

25

or if there's some things that nobody -- for instance, Water

Where do we take it from there?

I mean, at some point,
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1

Authority, they don't want to send anything.

2

at with that, you know?

3

MS. VEREECKE:

So where are we

I mean --

4

also findings and conditions in what was drafted that address

5

the status of the discussions about water availability at

6

least as of yesterday, but my understanding is there -- there

7

have been additional discussions that Staff is going to tell

8

you about now.

9

where everything goes, and then after the discussion, if you

10

you're interested in going over the findings and conditions

11

in greater detail, then we can -- we can work through those

12

with you, too.

13

So maybe we can proceed with this and see

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I'm just saying that if an

14

applicant comes and says, "This is my packet.

15

I'm going to submit.

16

do then?

17

This is all

I want it voted up or down," what do we

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, then we can decide if it

18

meets the requirements or if it doesn't, but that's what

19

we've been working towards over the last six -- nine months

20

on this case is that there was an initial submittal, and

21

there have been a series of submittals and discussions with

22

Staff and agencies to try to get it to the point that the

23

plan document and the technical appendices are acceptable to

24

both the applicant and to Staff and that there would be a

25

minimum of conditions of approval that would need to be met
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after, assuming that the plan is approved.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So that's --

So there's a checklist that you

3

give an applicant, and he has to meet those conditions in

4

order for it to be approved; is that --

5

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, yes, and this request has

6

been following the Level B planned communities criteria,

7

which has really helped to structure this request and has set

8

some requirements that need to be addressed, so that that --

9

that has been the guiding document and criteria for this

10
11

request.
And then in addition to that, Staff has also worked with

12

the applicant and the agent related to their particular

13

technical standards, like street standards and drainage

14

standards, conservation standards, zoning in relation to the

15

County Zoning Ordinance.

16

submittal and then the revisions that have been made to this.

17

So we --

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So those also have informed the

One of the biggest issues that we

19

had is, of course, water, you know, and we haven't been able

20

to get the Water Authority to move either way.

21

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, the Water Authority is

22

here today, and my understanding --

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. VEREECKE:

25

I mean --

Yeah, but I'm not --- is that there have been

discussions.
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Let me finish my question.

Okay.

2

That we've had that.

We have a condition from the County

3

Commission that says that in order for it to be approved, the

4

Level B, that there has to be a Development Agreement or an

5

agreement between the applicant and the Water Authority, and

6

that hasn't happened, and it really puts us in a position

7

where they put a condition with no guidelines to it.

8

Agreement to what?

9

kind of agreement with this.

I mean, we don't even know that, what
The other thing is that this

10

Commission doesn't approve or disapprove a plan.

11

recommend to the County Commission as to what needs to -- you

12

know, to look at.

13

And we've been going through this.

We just

It's going to be a

14

year already, and I know these plans are -- take a long time,

15

but -- and I'm just trying to get to what Staff wants --

16

wants it.

17

need for them to meet, or do we want added things, or do we

18

have some other departments?

19

a moving target everytime -- I don't know how many meetings

20

we've had, and you know, at some point, I'd like to get to a

21

decision where we send it up to the County Commission so that

22

they can work it out, because most of those agreements we

23

can't -- we can't -- we can't agree to anything, because

24

we're just a recommending Commission.

25

Have they met all the check marks that we -- we

MS. VEREECKE:

Because this is like a -- it's

So --

Mr. Chair, I believe that Public
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Works would like to respond to your question.

2

have something more specifically for me, it may be

3

appropriate to have Staff let you know what they've been

4

working on.

5
6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
Water Authority.

MS. VEREECKE:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
that I sent.

10
11

Because I sent a letter to the

Did they ever respond?

7

9

So unless you

MR. chair, they're here today, so -No.

I'm talking about the letter

Did they ever respond to that letter?

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, I'm not aware that we

received any letter.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. VEREECKE:

We never have.
But, again, the -- I think you

14

requested in your letter that representatives from the

15

Utility Authority be here, so they are here today.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.
And there have been discussions

18

taking place.

So our Staff is all ready to let you know what

19

they've been discussing and where they are with everything.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. VEREECKE:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

All right.

Thank you.

Just a minute.

Hold on.

Commissioner.

24
25

Okay.

MS. HERTEL:

I have kind of a general question for

her.
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1

Catherine, I have a general question, and that is

2

someplace in the information that we were provided it said

3

that there was a question about whether if there's conflict

4

between Level A language and Level B language, then what

5

prevails.

6

A prevails.

7

Sorry, Mike.

8
9
10

And later on, I believe I saw someplace that Level
Is that what the legal opinion is on that?
I know you're --

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

I just heard the last part about the legal opinion.
worried about the sound.

11

MS. HERTEL:

Right.

12

that.

13

Level B, which prevails?

14
15

I was

I should have started with

If there's a conflict between language of Level A and

MR. GARCIA:

Well, the -- if you're -- if you're --

do you have a specific example in mind?

16

MS. HERTEL:

17

open space.

18

I read it first.

19

It was -- I think it was in parks and

I'm not 100 percent sure.

MR. GARCIA:

I think that's where

It's hard to answer the question in a

20

vacuum, but I think the -- probably the shortest answer, at

21

least a precise answer is going to be that the Level A

22

criteria, we cannot override here, because the BCC approved

23

that.

24

a way to reconcile anything that appears to be a conflict

25

between Level B and Level A, and at least -- at the very

That said, I think it's possible that there should be
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least we should try to do that.

2
3

MS. VEREECKE:

She's saying that Level A should

prevail.

4

MR. GARCIA:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

With the Development Agreement?
I think that we can't change it

here, but I think the County Commission can.

7

MR. GARCIA:

Right.

8

MS. HERTEL:

Right.

9

It's just in the language

proposed by the developer, and he's proposing something

10

that's in conflict with Level A.

11

that we're going to change anything from Level A, no.

12

MR. GARCIA:

Yeah, I'm not suggesting

So, Chairman Chavez, Commissioner

13

Hertel, I'm not sure if I answered all of your questions, but

14

I think until the BCC changes something at Level B or Level

15

A, the Level A will control.

16

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Level A regardless of what is

17

-- I mean, typically what is more stringent or things like

18

that, but Level A is what we're going to refer to?

19

MR. GARCIA:

For the -- for the time being, yes.

20

MS. HERTEL:

All right.

21

MS. KELLY:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23
24
25

Fine.

Mr. Chair.
Hold on.

Go ahead, Commissioner.

Do you have a question of

somebody or -MS. HERTEL:

I did find a specific example in
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the --

2

MS. KELLY:

Well, I wasn't going to bring this up

3

right now, but since we're talking about it.

I think the

4

language that you're referencing is in Section I, the very

5

last paragraph of 1.1, where it says, "Nothing in this Level

6

B plan shall be construed to increase any limitation on

7

development established by the Level A plan," and I was going

8

to suggest as an alternative language that instead the plan

9

say that the Level B approval has to match the requirements

10

for a Level B submittal, which includes quite a long list and

11

includes more detail for funding and provision of

12

infrastructure payments, phasing.

13

It's not -- it shouldn't be construed as being in conflict,

14

but I don't -- I would hate to see a situation where the

15

developer says, "Oh, well, that detail wasn't required at

16

Level A," so now it is in conflict.

So it's more detailed.

17

MS. HERTEL:

No, I understand what you're saying.

18

MS. KELLY:

So I think it ought to just reflect the

19

criteria that's required for the Level B submittal.

20

what the language should be instead of, "Is there a

21

conflict."
Okay.

That's

22

MS. HERTEL:

Well, this is -- this is what I

23

was referring to in the example:

24

Space and Planning have expressed concerns about the language

25

level -- about the language Level A plan prevailing over the

It says, "Parks and Open
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1

Level B plan when there's a conflict between the requirements

2

in the two," and it's referencing page 18 of the September

3

30th draft, and that's -- that's where my question

4

originates.

5

MR. GARCIA:

Okay.

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

6

Commission, I think that what Commissioner Kelly said was

7

very accurate in terms of how you should construe it.

8

of all, the language of -- even of Level B that I believe

9

Commissioner Kelly read, that I have here on the overhead,

First

10

basically states that Level A will control, but more to the

11

point, just because something is any different or more

12

specific doesn't necessarily entail a conflict, and if

13

there's not a conflict, the more specific will generally

14

control, will usually control but supposing that there's not

15

a conflict.

16

MS. HERTEL:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

Okay.

Fine.

Okay.

Thank you.

Water department?

Public

Works.

19

MR. McGREGOR:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioners,

20

thanks for the opportunity today.

21

interesting week.

22

basically, I think, three, maybe four areas of discussion we

23

need to go through to help understand where we're at with the

24

Water Utility Authority, the situation that the applicant may

25

be in with regard to the Development Agreement, and hopefully

It's been an very

So what I like to do is there is
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1

we have a way forward if that is the direction that this

2

Commission would choose to go.
The first thing I'd like to do is in the findings and

4

conditions that were handed out to you earlier, no. 18, those

5

are the ones that Catherine provided.

6

statement of fact of where we're at with the Water Utility

7

and the applicant, and I do want to point out first off with

8

regard to the conditions that we had which were 8, 9, 10, and

9

11, they were conditioned and stylized as required prior to

It basically is a

10

approval of the Level B, and as the applicant has pointed out

11

to me in several discussions, the locus or the point of that

12

approval wasn't spelled out or specified, and further, if we

13

look at the ordinances for the formation of the CPC, my

14

understanding is that the duties of the CPC are to recommend

15

and to study, and it does not specifically say approve;

16

whereas, the duties of the Commission do hinge and are

17

focused on approval.

18

So I think there is a certain legitimacy to the

19

applicant's request that we figure out a way through, and let

20

the BCC make that determination about the Development

21

Agreement.

22

That said, what I will say is the condition no. 8, which

23

is the Development Agreement and condition no. 11, which is

24

resolution of issues between the applicant and the ABCWUA,

25

those have not yet been satisfied.

I think conditions no.
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1

9 and 10 have been completed or substantially enough complete

2

that I am comfortable moving forward with those.

3

following discussion we're going to have is basically focused

4

on conditions no. 8 and no. 11, and to put it in a quick

5

summary, I think the applicant's in a little bit of a bind

6

not necessarily of their own making, and the problem is we

7

have -- we do have two different governmental entities that

8

have an overlapping responsibility.

9

to make land-use decisions.

The County obviously is

That does entail considering

10

water use.

11

thing.

12

unfortunately with regard to Development Agreement, water

13

availability statements, those two processes are not playing

14

well together.

15

week have been about with the Water Utility Authority.

16

How do we interface with utilities, that sort of

The Water Utility has its own process as well, and

And that's what the discussions this last

So with that said, I believe Christie just handed out a

17

three-page document to you real quick that I'd like to kind

18

of take you through.

19

page as findings, but after discussions with Mike this

20

morning, when we get to talking about findings, we'll

21

condense those down, but I think for purposes of this

22

discussion it may be helpful to you.

23

Originally we had written the first

The first thing I wanted to point out is that when the

24

planned communities criterias were adopted by the County

25

Commission back in 2012, they specifically called out the
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1

formation of the Water Utility as being something that would

2

have to be recognized, and we're at the point where we need

3

to recognize that these processes don't kind of play well

4

together.

5

communities criteria specifically calls out to provide

6

documentation for physical and legal availability of water,

7

and we have satisfied that based upon Mr. Sanchez's letters

8

saying that they had the capacity, but there were certain

9

legal and contractual elements that the applicant was going

10

to have to go through, and that was sufficient for us to get

11

through Level A, and I will stand by that decision.

12

Where we're at right now is there's also a Level B

13

requirement to provide a water availability statement and a

14

facilities plan that addresses water and wastewater phasing,

15

and where we get into conflict is that the Water Utility has

16

certain policies of what has to be in place before they can

17

issue those sort of statements, and the Development Agreement

18

would be on those same -- same criteria.

19

So the second finding, which I use that term loosely

20

here, basically talks about what those Water Utility policies

21

are, and we met with Mr. Stomp on Monday to go through these,

22

and this is just a very quick summary, but specifically it

23

states that, "For extensions of service outside of the

24

existing service area, a Development Agreement shall be

25

required of all expansion," which is where condition 8
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originated from.

But the Utility has also established in

2

Policy 20 with regard to service consistency with approved

3

land-use plans that the size, scale of the utilities have to

4

be consistent with an adopted land-use plan, and that's where

5

we're getting hung up between the two processes.

6

discussions with the Utility, they're -- the situation that

7

they're placed in right now is at a minimum, they need the

8

level detail consistent with the Legal B planning effort for

9

them to be able to start and engage in a full technical

From

10

review, which would eventually lead to a water availability

11

statement and for a Development Agreement.

12

So if the County Planning Commission were to recommend

13

an approval conditioned as you deem warranted, this would at

14

least allow the Water Utility to start but not complete those

15

negotiations, reviews, and studies, but then, again, for the

16

Utility, for them to actually take

17

and get approval from their board, they have to have BCC

18

approval of the Level B Master Plan.

19

and his Staff will be going before their board, and they're

20

going to ask the same question in reverse.

21

if we had made significant progress, even if we continue

22

without a recommendation for approval, the Utility can't

23

engage in the studies they need to engage in, and without

24

some sort of land-use approval from the BCC, the Utility

25

can't take the draft agreement back before their board to get

a Development Agreement

Otherwise, Mr. Stomp

So, again, even
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it approved.

2

mean that they can't be working on it, but they're not going

3

to be able to get a fully executed Development Agreement

4

until the BCC has taken some sort of approval action.

5

That puts the applicant in a bind.

Doesn't

And so what that results in -- and I'll just read this

6

specifically into the record, it says, "The timing" -- and

7

which would be one of the findings that we might be

8

discussing later, "The timing of the PCC Level B requirement

9

for water availability statement and an ABCWUA accepted

10

infrastructure phasing plan is incongruent with the timing

11

required to comply with ABCWUA policies and need for level of

12

detail.

13

PCC requirements is needed to facilitate the concurrent

14

County ABCWUA process for this application."

15

An adjustment to the timing/process for meeting the

And then the fourth

finding basically just kind of

16

reiterates where we're at -- reiterates where we are at, and

17

that is that we have the Level A criteria satisfied, but

18

Level B, realistically, we can't move forward without coming

19

up with some sort of concurrent process.

20

So that said, we've spent the -- I've spent the last

21

couple of days with help from Christie and from the Deputy

22

County Manager looking at a series of steps that we could use

23

to move forward, which are presented on the second and third

24

page that you have in front of you.

25

individually if you'd like.

We can go through those

It is rather lengthy, or we
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1

could just submit them into the record, whatever Mr. Garcia

2

would prefer to do.
Basically, what it calls out for is that in the future,

4

what we would need in a good world is some sort of capacity

5

letter to meet the Level A requirement similar to what

6

Mr. Sanchez previously provided.

7

particular case.

8
9

We have that for this

The second step in the process as appropriate would be a
CPC recommendation to the BCC for approval, which would then

10

free the Water Utility to go ahead and start their processes.

11

The third step would be kind of an interim period wherein the

12

Utility and the applicant were able to sit down and come up

13

with a draft agreement, a preliminary draft.

14

documentation would then be presented back to Bernalillo

15

County Staff as part of a packet, then, that would, as a

16

whole, be moved up to the BCC for decision, and the basis of

17

that is we haven't gotten to a Level B approval yet.

18

have a draft agreement, which is a reasonable request to see

19

what the utility is going to be requiring to make sure that

20

everything is consistent, and then that's put before the BCC,

21

which is the Board that does do approvals and land-use

22

approvals.

23

could go back to their board, make any other little

24

adjustments that might be need based on BCC conditions or

25

recommendations, go back before the Utility Board and then

That

We do

Presuming that does go forward, then the Utility
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1

actually then fully execute a document, and then it would

2

have to return back to the BCC for approve -- a final

3

approval and consideration of the County's Development

4

Agreement.

The initial BCC approval, you know, in my mind would be

6

limited to a land-use and zoning approval, so that the

7

Utility has an approved land-use plan in which they can go

8

back before their board.

9

We can talk about findings and conditions now.

So that's kind of it in a summary.
I think it

10

might be more beneficial to wait depending on the action of

11

the Board and discuss how we can distill those down into

12

appropriate finding and conditions.

13

any questions.

14
15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

With that, I'd stand for

So what -- I'm trying to

understand this, because it's been since we began --

16

MR. McGREGOR:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It's a confusing process.
-- a confusing process is this

18

water thing, issue, and it's been kind of complicated,

19

because you know, the Water Board is a different board.

20

mean --

21

MR. McGREGOR:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I

It is.
-- we can't tell them what to do.

23

Just like the County Commission can't tell them what to do,

24

but this condition that the planning -- the County Commission

25

put on Level A -- and it says that there shall be an
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1

agreement before it's approved, the only thing that can be

2

approve it is the County Commission, and what I'm saying is

3

that we can argue here until we turn blue.

4

is not -- and I don't know the intent of that condition or

5

how it was written or what, but what I'd like to know is that

6

what do we do here?

7

to try to give us answers to this thing, and like you said,

8

you explained that it's more complicated than, you know,

9

we're dealing with here, but it's --

11

You know, we've engaged the Water Board

MR. McGREGOR:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioners, and

I do appreciate the quandary.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And what complicates it more is

13

that the County Commission is the Water Authority, you know,

14

so --

15

MR. McGREGOR:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Right.
-- that complicates for me is why

17

can't we get an answer, you know.

18

MR. McGREGOR:

And I will let Mr. Stomp address in

19

details.

20

Utility, with the policies they operate under, can't move

21

forward without some sort of approved land-use plan.

22

can't enter into development agreements without that.

23

have two competing processes that just don't mesh.

24
25

I think the short answer to the question is the

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

They
So we

Well, one other process -- one

other thing is that on the Water Authority agreement with the
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1

County, because the County created them and gave them

2

authority to become a Water Board, there is a section there

3

where they say that they shall provide water to any County

4

resident, or I don't know the exact words it says.

5

that mean?

I mean, it says that they have to supply water.
MR. McGREGOR:

Chairman Chavez, again, I'll defer,

7

you know detailed discussion with that to Mr. Stomp.

That is

8

a general statement but then there are operating policies

9

about defining service areas, what to do if they're having to

10

move into new service area, and those policies were

11

established particularly for these sort of situations.

12

don't know that they are saying they won't provide.

13

quite the opposite.

14

So I

I think

I think they're saying the applicant has certain

15

requirements that they have to meet in order for the Utility

16

to provide, and in terms of moving forward, I think the only

17

thing that is available to us at this point, given condition

18

8, is to allow or make a decision if -- again, if that's the

19

appropriate decision to make sufficient for the Utility to

20

engage in that process with the applicant.

21

The best that we're going to be able to do at this point

22

in time with the two processes is to have a draft agreement

23

go forward with the BCC.

24

the fully executed agreement.

25

to the letter?

We're not going to be able to get
Does that satisfy condition 8

No, it doesn't but is the best we can do
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2

given the processes that we have.
The other point that I would make out here is that it

3

was the BCC that imposed that condition.

The CPC and Staff,

4

we can make our best efforts to see those through, and at

5

some point we have to say we've done what we can do and hand

6

it up to the BCC to make the determination whether that was

7

sufficient, and then for the BCC to figure out how they're

8

going to deal with condition no. 8.

9

Again, the locus for the approval, I believe, truly does

10

lie with the BCC, and I hate to say this, but it's probably a

11

reasonable course of action, given the conflict, to hand it

12

back up to the BCC as complete as we can make it.

13

So what the basic proposal here is, is if the Commission

14

today should decide to recommend an approval, that possibly

15

one of the conditions in that approval is that it not -- the

16

applicant not take it before the BCC until such time as a

17

drafted agreement with the Utility is able to be presented.

18
19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I think the condition is in

Level A, and that's a condition that we cannot change.

20

MR. McGREGOR:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

That's my understanding.
And it says on the condition that

22

they have to have approval -- you know, an approval from the

23

people.

24

that mean when they say -- and the condition -- can you read

25

the condition to me that they have on --

So my answer -- my question to the attorney, does
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1

Chairman Chavez, I don't have it in

front of me.

3

MR. McGREGOR:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MR. McGREGOR:

I do, Mike.
He probably has it there, so -And particularly we're talking here

6

about condition 8 from the Level A findings.

It says, "Prior

7

to approval of any Level B or Level C" -- let's see --

8

"planning document, the applicant will provide a fully

9

executed Development Agreement with the ABCWUA.

The

10

Development Agreement should be structured to ensure

11

compliance with the ABCWUA's existing guidelines, policies,

12

and ordinances and as may be amended from time to time.

13

development agreement should at minimum address" -- and

14

there's a list of things that we provided there.

15

those if you would like.

16

at a minimum address those items," and again, it says, you

17

know, those items, "And a phasing plan consistent with ABCWUA

18

policies.

19

ABCWUA from imposing such requirements as it may deem

20

necessary."

21

The

I can read

"The Development Agreement should,

This condition shall in no way constrain the

And I think, for me, the key phrase here is, "Prior to

22

any Level B or Level C approval," and the -- passing an

23

application on up with a draft Development Agreement is, I

24

think, an honest attempt, good-faith attempt to satisfy that

25

condition, and from my perspective -- and, again, I'm playing
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1

legal here, and Mike has cautioned me about that -- I think

2

that is within the jurisdiction and decision of the CPC to

3

do, because it is not the CPC's duty as described in

4

ordinances to approve.

5

I think in good faith a condition requiring that draft

6

agreement would basically be the recommendation essentially

7

saying there is a draft agreement.

8

it.

9

applicant does, it's ready for your review.

You know, we've studied

Given that we have a draft agreement now or that the

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MR. GARCIA:

Okay.

Chairman Chavez, I agree with what Dan

12

McGregor just said, because the condition itself calls for

13

the approval of the water Development Agreement.

14

people -- the only board that can actually grant the approval

15

will be the Board of County Commissioners.

16

Commission can make a recommendation that's subject to their

17

obtaining a water agreement that would then be approved.

18

I think we can -- I think you can do that without doing any

19

violence to the Level A condition 8.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

I'm sorry.

The only

This -- this

What's that, Commissioner?
Are you suggesting that

22

step two of your written proposal here is saying that you

23

would have a draft water agreement prior to CPC

24

recommendation for approval?

25

MR. McGREGOR:

So

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner
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1

Hertel, actually I believe what we would be saying is the

2

condition would come out of step 3.
MS. HERTEL:

4

MR. McGREGOR:

So after CPC recommendation?
Correct.

Basically you would impose

5

that condition on the applicant that before they could go

6

before the BCC, there would have to be a draft agreement to

7

take with them.

8

MS. HERTEL:

Oh, okay.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

So one more time, that condition

10

is already put into Level A.

11

condition, because it was approved by the County Commission.

12

So that condition goes with -- whatever recommendation we

13

make, they still -- that condition's still going to be on

14

there for the Bernalillo County Commission to decide or have

15

an agreement.

16

MR. GARCIA:

We cannot change that

Chairman Chavez, if I understand your

17

question correctly, I think that the answer is that we're

18

sort of doing something in between.

19

that's in between the requirement for a water Development

20

Agreement, and we're sort of making a contingent, provisional

21

approval, recommendation of approval subject to the applicant

22

getting a water Development Agreement.

23

We're creating something

That said, the condition or - yeah, sorry, condition 8

24

of the Level A is not violated, because it's the BCC that

25

will ultimately grant the approval.

By recommending approval
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1

subject to if the CPC decides to do that it's not -- it's not

2

overriding or violating condition 8 in Level A.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Now, an agreement between the

4

Water Board and the applicant that's going to be approved by

5

the County Commission, are those agreements complicated?

6

mean, there's been things that -- because see, we don't have

7

no direction as to what kind of agreement they wanted.

8
9

MR. McGREGOR:
quite understand.

Chairman Chavez, I'm not sure I

Are you asking about the agreement between

10

the Utility and the applicant or the County and the

11

applicant?

12
13
14

I

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

The agreement between the Utility

and the applicant that the County Commission has to approve.
MR. McGREGOR:

Okay.

The County Commission -- or,

15

Chairman Chavez, the County Commission will not be approving

16

that Development Agreement.

17

approved and executed by the Water Utility Board.

18

we need to be somewhat constrained in that the Level A

19

Development Agreement with the County specifically limits the

20

County from engaging in the discussions between the applicant

21

and the Utility.

22

That agreement has to be
They're --

Now, there obviously is some level of responsibility to

23

make sure that the subdivision -- or the master plan has

24

water provided.

25

with funding, those sort of things.

There are certain interfaces with County,
So it's not a total
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1

hands off but in terms of the contractual agreement between

2

the Utility and the applicant, that's between the Utility and

3

the applicant, and that's the reason condition no. 11 from

4

the Level A is in place.

5

Level A Development Agreement with the County, basically it

6

kind of sets a fence to which we need to be respectful.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So it's not something that the

8

County Commission has to approve?

9

to -- it just has to be an agreement?

10
11

MR. McGREGOR:

The agreement doesn't have

There has to be an agreement yes,

sir.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MR. McGREGOR:

Okay.
And, again, for clarity, I think

14

what can be taken forward in a reasonable amount of time

15

would be a draft agreement so that the County Commission does

16

understand what terms of being requested and has the

17

opportunity to evaluate to make sure that that doesn't have

18

some direct conflict with County policy.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And that agreement can be done

20

between when it leaves here and before it gets to the County

21

Commission?

22

Is that what you're saying?

MR. McGREGOR:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioners, yes,

23

that's my understanding, and with respect, I think that may

24

be the only path forward.

25

to never say there's only one way, but after this last week

I've learned enough over the year
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1

and having wrestled with this in multiple ways, I think that

2

is the cleanest way to move forward that honors condition 8

3

and also honors the policies and duties of the Water Utility

4

as well as the County.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I agree that now at least

6

we're getting direction here as to what to do, but we've been

7

going through this for the whole year, no answers either way,

8

you know.

9

things and that you're already -- I guess you met with the

10
11

So I'm glad that you're clarifying some of these

water department, I guess, in the last few days?
MR. McGREGOR:

Chairman Chavez, myself, Christie

12

Tanner, Roger Paul, Enrico, and John stomp and Chris Cadena

13

with the Water Utility met on Monday, and I think Mr. Stomp

14

and I recognize maybe a week or two before that that what we

15

had here was a before that that what we had here was a

16

process problem rather than, strictly speaking with the

17

County, it wasn't a problem.

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. McGREGOR:

It was a colliding process.

I agree.
And we have been maybe perhaps

20

asking the wrong question in terms of how to get through this

21

until we recognize that.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. KELLY:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

Mr. Chairman, can I -Go ahead.

-- ask a question or two?
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. KELLY:

Yes.

3

discussions, but it seems to me that there were parties, the

4

Water Utility sending a letter that provoked the approval of

5

Level A, and the applicant being very sophisticated and aware

6

of processes, that everybody went in with their eyes wide

7

open.

8

in your steps is just kicking the can down the road; that

9

we're making a condition of a previous condition.

10

So I guess I'm feeling like your approach as outlined

I think

that's bad policy.

11

But my question is this draft agreement, what I had

12

understood from previous discussions was that that was a very

13

complex issue, that there had to be a water and sewer master

14

plan that looked at infrastructure, service, funding,

15

maintenance, and that some of that was contingent on

16

long-range planning considerations like alternative water

17

supplies.

18

that's contingent on a water and sewer master plan, that

19

could be a long time in coming, why would we be rushing this

20

up to the County Commission without having some of that basic

21

information?

22

So if we're talking about a Development Agreement

MR. McGREGOR:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Kelly,

23

I appreciate your concerns, and I want to make it clear that,

24

first off, the recommendation is entirely -- I'm not

25

recommending approval, denial.

I'm just providing a
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2

potential path forward if that is the way you want to go.
The issue you raise is correct.

The applicant has

3

provided a facilities plan as part of the Level B whether

4

that plan is acceptable to the Water Utility Authority at

5

this point, we don't have an opinion.

6

Utility Authority needs the time to sit down and work with

7

the applicant to address those very concerns.

8

that recommending an approval is rushing particularly if you

9

condition it by saying that they have to have a draft

That is why the Water

I don't know

10

agreement in place.

11

Could it take another year before they take it up to BCC?

12

Maybe.

13

drawn between the Utility and the applicant.

14

response I have for you.

15

Could they do that in a month?

Maybe.

But, again, we're getting to that fence that's been
That's the best

There's nothing that says that that -- a recommendation

16

for approval means that in three months it's going back to

17

the BCC.

18

applicant and the Water Utility Authority can get to and the

19

time schedule in which they can do it.

It could be a year.

20

MS. KELLY:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. HERTEL:

It really depends on where the

Thank you.
Commissioner.

I guess this is a long the lines of

23

what Commissioner Kelly brought up, but I know in a previous

24

discussion in this room that --

25

SPECTATOR:

Can you use the microphone, please.
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MS. HERTEL:

In a previous discussion in here, in

2

one of these meetings, that it was mentioned that this was a

3

six-month, more likely year process to get an agreement in

4

place.

5

if this Board was to recommend approval and yet it's

6

conditioned on this draft being in place before it goes to

7

BCC and that's just kind of on the back burner then for year

8

before it goes to BCC, that seems like an odd process, too,

9

and I get it that you're trying to come up a solution to move

10

this forward.

11

way to go forward having a condition on a process that our --

12

you know, the Water Board -- or I can't recall exactly who

13

said that when I asked that question a while ago, but to know

14

that it's going to be likely a year.

15

We all are, but that just seems like an odd

MR. McGREGOR:

So it's just a comment.

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner

16

Hertel, and I'm going to say something.

I mean it very

17

respectfully.

18

the Atlantic, he was having to make repairs in flight, and

19

actually one of the -- one of the tools is actually in the

20

Smithsonian for that very reason, and we do find ourselves

21

somewhat in that situation, that we are in the middle of an

22

application process.

23

processes don't mesh well, and so we are having to try to

24

find a way to fix it, and I don't disagree with your

25

statement.

Autobiography from Charles Lindbergh crossing

We found -- have found that those two

I really don't have any other solution to offer.
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I think we're not making the

2

condition.

It's already been made by the County Commission.

3

They put the condition on Level A.

4

figure it out.

5

can't change it, the condition that they put on Level A.

6

says that they're going to have to have an agreement.

7

the only people that can change that agreement is them there,

8

so -- but I don't think that any -- and I think that we're

9

going to leave it.

They're going to have to

I mean -- I mean, it's not -- I mean, we
It

Now

We're not trying to change the condition

10

from Level A.

11

them, and they're the ones that put it in.

12

put by this Commission before it went to them last time.

13

They put it in, so they're going to have to, you know, figure

14

it out.

15

It's going to stay there.

MS. HERTEL:

No.

It's going to go to
Okay.

I understand that.

It wasn't

It's just

16

that the process that he was recommending was that we added a

17

condition.

18

condition.

As Commissioner Kelly said, a condition on a

19

MR. McGREGOR:

And Chairman Chavez, Commissioner

20

Hertel, that's correct.

21

for approval were to go forward, what we would suggest, one,

22

is that we not address condition 8.

23

address, but I think to facilitate their doing that, there

24

may be a need to then condition your recommendation with the

25

item out of step three.

What we're -- if the recommendation

That is for the BCC to

So Commissioner Hertel's
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1

interpretation of what I'm saying is correct.

2

maybe for another condition that's kind of intermediate

3

before they can take it up to the BCC.
MS. HERTEL:

Is there an estimate of how long it

5

would take to do this draft agreement in conjunction with the

6

waste and wastewater issue as well?

7

MR. McGREGOR:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner

8

Hertel, again, I have been trying to honor that fence between

9

the Utility and the applicant.

So, no, I do not have an

10

estimate.

That would be an appropriate question, I think,

11

for the Utility or the applicant.

12

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MR. McGREGOR:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. STOMP:

Thank you.

Any other questions?

Thank you.

Thank you.
Who's next?

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Board,

17

excuse me, my name is John Stomp.

18

officer for the Water Utility Authority, and I'm here to

19

clarify the mud so to speak, I guess.

20

I'm the chief operating

We'll see.

It is at your request, Mr. Chairman, that we are here,

21

and we've had a lot of discussions about this, and I think

22

some of the confusion arises from the fact that the planned

23

communities criteria was developed prior to the Water

24

Authority coming into existence, and when you're developing

25

these planned communities criterias and you have such a large
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1

development and when you're asking somebody to provide

2

service, our Board has clear policies about getting involved

3

with land-use decisions, and that is they do not get involved

4

with land-use decisions.

5

excuse me, and the other governing boards.
So there's a clear separation of powers between the two,

7

and that clear separation of powers, however, becomes

8

confused when the two come together, and I think hopefully we

9

can try to resolve that today.

10

Mr. Sanchez did provide a letter.

In that letter that

11

he talked about the ability for the Water Authority to serve

12

the development as a whole in terms of the Level A.

13

statement of capability.

14

It was a statement outlining those issues that would need to

15

be addressed in the event that a Development Agreement was to

16

be negotiated between the two parties, and there was a lot of

17

steps involved with that, particularly the approved land-use

18

plan, and to put it in perspective, they're asking us to

19

provide service to them.

20

and you need to know what that looks like, too.

21

same situation you are.

22

colors, kind of just a description of what could be served,

23

37,000 homes and some demand number as high as 14,000 acre

24

feet a year, that's not enough specifics for us to say, "Yes,

25

we can provide this level of service, and here's what it

It was a

It was not a statement of service.

We need to know what that means,
We're in the

The Level A agreement, 14,000 acres
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1

means," because the details are where the actual

2

infrastructure requirements are, and as Mr. Sanchez pointed

3

out in his letter, those infrastructure requirements are

4

going to be very detailed and a lot of -- a lot of

5

infrastructure.

6

Our board just approved a hundred year water plan called

7

Water 2120 in terms of securing our water future, and there's

8

62 policies in that document that relate to how we are to

9

provide a water supply to this community for the next hundred

10

years.

11

certainly enough demand to service this development and other

12

population increases in the future or demand increases in the

13

future, but how that water's allocated will be up to our

14

Board and at the discretion of our Board.

15

There's demand projections in there that have

So we're not making a distinction in terms of where that

16

demand could be served.

It could be inside the service area

17

or outside the service area.

18

officials to make that decision.

19

certainty, and our policies dictate very clearly that we need

20

to have an approved land-use plan before we can enter into a

21

discussion about service.

22

Board and know what we're recommending in terms of the actual

23

level of service.

24

that level of detail, but there are still many opportunities

25

for that to change until it gets to the County Commission and

That's up to our elected
As a staff, we need some

We need to be able to go to our

The Level B that's before you provides
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we have some sort of concurrent process.

2

who has the same plans community criteria for the City, we

3

ran into the same problem there, and we did a concurrent

4

process with the Environmental Planning Commission with an

5

approval before the City Council and the Development

6

Agreement to be approved at the -- sort of concurrently with

7

that.

8
9

With Mesa del Sol

That is a process, which I believe Mr. McGregor is
trying to follow, is that concurrent process, but I'm not

10

here before you to make a recommendation.

I'm here to answer

11

questions about you and to try to -- for people to understand

12

that when we're making a recommendation to our Board, our

13

policy is clear that without your land-use decision, we can't

14

get -- we cannot provide service, and that's a clear

15

separation of powers, because we don't want to have people

16

come to us and say, "We're guaranteeing you water/sewer

17

service," before a land-use plan, and that puts you in a bind

18

in terms of your ability to make a decision.

19

already got water and sewer service guaranteed.

20

approve the land use."

21

approach.

22

use.

23

just to put some numbers out there, the Level B is asking for

24

some 2,200 or 2,300 acre feet of water in terms of demand.

25

The Level A was somewhere around 14,000 acre feet of water,

"Well, we've
Go ahead and

So the idea is take a step wise

You guys make the decision in terms of the land

We'll look at what the demand requirements are, and
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1

and you can see, if it was a quarter of that demand, you can

2

see the discrepancy between the two numbers.

3

to use those numbers.

4

believe the demand is going to be based on the actual land

5

use.

6

residential home to meet our 180 gallons per household per

7

day.

8

of households is half the demand that they projected into the

9

future.

We're not going

We have a requirement for each single-family

That number, if you multiply it times the total number

So there's a lot of questions that we have to ask

10

before we just say, "There's this water that's available, and

11

here it is."

12

There's a lot of requirements.

With the new policy direction by our Board, our Board is

13

looking at alternative water supplies, additional

14

conservation, groundwater management, new infrastructure

15

associated with indirect potable reuse or direct potable

16

reuse.

17

and drinking it.

18

statement that our Board is saying, if we're going to approve

19

a Development Agreement, here's the steps, and here's the

20

policy framework that you're going to have follow before we

21

can even take that to our Board, and that process just ended

22

in September.

23

two-year process just to get to get to that point.

24
25

That is taking our effluent and actually treating it
So there's a lot of issue and policy

So that was about a year-and-a-half or

So I'll be glad to answer any questions, Mr. Chairman.
I feel your frustration.

I apologize to you and this Board
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1

for the creation of this frustration by the separation of the

2

powers and trying to understand how those two could work

3

together, and I think we had a copycat sort of a way to do it

4

when we did the Mesa del Sol agreement, and I think this is

5

somewhat the same thing, but you weren't involved with that,

6

and it was a very detailed discussion decades ago.

7

a decade ago.

8

More than

So -- so I think the parallel process and the concurrent

9

process is the way to go, but I can't answer the questions

10

about the conditions that have been placed or what issues

11

they might have with respect to the conditions.

12

Mr. Chairman, also I apologize to you personally.

13

that you were frustrated with this process and asked us to be

14

here, and unfortunately we weren't.

We did provide comments.

15

We've been working with your Staff.

The County Staff has

16

been excellent in terms of our ability to communicate and

17

work together.

18

land use.

19

the conditions in which the land use goes forward, and we

20

provide the service, and we think -- we think it's a team

21

effort working together with you.

22
23

We see this as a team effort.

We take the water/sewer.

And,
I know

You're the

We're a team.

You make

So with that, I'll be glad to answer any questions, and
I'm sure there's a lot of questions.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. KELLY:

Go ahead, Commissioner.

Well, you know, I've got one, John.

So
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1

one question would be, do you think that given the timeframe

2

involved in developing a Development Agreement most likely

3

because of all the considerations, regardless of whether it's

4

this Level A land or something different, is it beneficial to

5

think about doing some work to figure out how to integrate

6

this separation of powers?

7

it's been going on for a long time, even before the Water

8

Utility I think because of the way the water system was

9

structured, the same dynamic existed.

I hear what you're saying, and

Is there a way to

10

integrate it, and is this a chance to take a pause and do

11

that since we've got a long time frame anyway?

12

MR. STOMP:

Well, Mr. Chairman and Commissioners,

13

that's really more of an opinion statement by myself.

14

to follow the policies of our Board, and the policies of our

15

Board are pretty clear.

16

negotiate a Development Agreement, Mr. Chairman?

17

have an answer to that, because I don't know that we'll

18

actually be able to enter into an agreement.

19

what our infrastructure requirements would be compared to

20

what they believe that they're responsible for.

21

be a huge gap between what we think they need to build and

22

what they think they need to build.

23

predict that.

24
25

I have

How long would this take to
I don't

I don't know

So there may

I can't -- I cannot

We could -- the master plans that have been provided to
us, we viewed those, and those could provide service to the

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7.A.e

TR-106
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5100

7.A.e

1

community the way that they're put together now, but they're

2

not consistent with the policies that our Board adopted and

3

so there's issues that we have those.

4

are capable of serving the community, just as they are today,

5

but with respect to taking a pause, I don't want to step on

6

that.

7

Mr. Chairman, I'd be held for that for a long time I think.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And,

And I understand that, because you

know, the Water Board is created by the County Commission,

10

and you know, you guys have a ten-year agreement, and every

11

ten years it's another negotiations that go on, you know,

12

and that's something that if somebody has questions about

13

that, they should talk to their Commissioner, and -- you know

14

but --

15

MR. STOMP:

Mr. Chairman, I do have an opinion.

16

The only issue I would say is that the Water Authority Board

17

and with the commissioners and with the city councils

18

together have worked very, very well together.

19

in existence now for 12 years.

20

basis.

21

consents and unanimous, and so I believe that the

22

functionality of the Board is good.

We have been

Our Board meets on a monthly

Ninety-nine of all the decisions that are made are

23

Getting pass this planned communities criteria as it

24

relates to trying to fix something after something's been

25

created is just causing a little bit of grief, but I believe
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1

that there's a way forward for that.

2

forward.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, thank you for coming down,

and I think we have some --

5

MS. NELSON:

6

Thank you again for coming down.

We've been going around in

7

circles for while, so that helps.

Would do you expect that

8

the level of specificity in the Level B plan would be

9

sufficient for the Water Authority to make a decision?

10
11

MR. STOMP:

Oh, I do -- I do have a question.

Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, I

believe that if the land use plan was approved or --

12

MS. NELSON:

13

MR. STOMP:

Understanding that.
-- the land-use plan was approved for

14

-- yes, there is enough specifics in that to be able to

15

decide how that Level B process fits into the big picture and

16

the differences and discrepancies between the demand

17

forecast, for example, for the Level B versus the entire

18

development, and I would envision a Development Agreement

19

that would structure -- excuse me, that would be a big

20

picture Development Agreement somewhat like looking at the

21

big picture Level A and then individual infrastructure

22

requirements associated with the Level B, but I can't predict

23

that, because my Board is the one that -- our Board is the

24

one that -- would be the ones that would approve that, but

25

yes, I think there is enough specifics.

If it was to move
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1

forward, at least we could have some concurrent path, but it

2

is clear that we -- our board is not going to approve a

3

Development Agreement without an approved land-use plan.
MS. NELSON:

5

MR. STOMP:

6
7

Oh, I think we do understand that.
I know.

I know.

Okay.

So -- no.

I apologize for

saying that again.
MS. NELSON:

That's all right.

8

You want to make sure you're on the record good and firm.

9

So the part that bothered me was that -- and I don't

10

know what you were referring to, perhaps just in general,

11

that sometimes the master plans can specify service, but it

12

isn't the right kind of service or rather it doesn't conform

13

to your requirement, and so there is going to have to be a

14

redesign period, because conforming to Bernalillo County

15

land-use requirements are obviously different, and so I was

16

wondering if you had found that to be true, and if so,

17

whether it's significant, just in general?

18

state in specific.

19

MR. STOMP:

I know you can't

Mr. Chair and Members of the

20

Commission, I think that the master plan that were developed

21

are in accordance with our policies and our service

22

guidelines in terms of pressures and zones and that.

23

the water comes from and how the sewage is taken care of, no,

24

they don't address those, and I think that's probably where

25

the biggest contention is probably going to be, but I think

Where
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they do meet our criteria.

2

working our consultants that have been doing business in this

3

community for a long time.

4

conflict doesn't arise in terms of the levels of service or

5

the criteria in which those systems would be designed would

6

be in accordance with our standards.

7

but I do question how we're going to get the complete service

8

to the entire development.
MS. NELSON:

So I believe there's -- that

Okay.

I don't question that,

But that's not something that

10

you can discuss with the applicant until that part of the

11

process begins?

12

MR. STOMP:

13

MS. NELSON:

14
15

Mr. Chairman -Is that correct?

You can't -- we

can't predetermine that?
MR. STOMP:

That is correct, and without some

16

process and some level of comfort in terms of what you've

17

actually approved so we'll know what we're actually serving,

18

that's -- that's the conundrum here.

19

MS. NELSON:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. KELLY:

22

Okay.

Thank you very much.

Any other questions?

Mr. Chair.

John, is the phasing plan that's presented in the latest

23

draft something that will change depending upon the water

24

master plan?

25

MR. STOMP:

Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, I
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haven't -- I haven't looked at that in great detail, but I

2

think the infrastructure phasing might -- may or may not be

3

consistent with the actual phasing of the development.

4

other words, there may be infrastructure up front that could

5

serve the entire development that would need to be built

6

first before any of these other phases go on.
So I think the infrastructure phasing related to water

8

and sewer might be different than that actual phasing, but

9

clearly, we would not go outside of the boundary of being

10

able to serve Level B only first until we move forward with

11

the next phase of the development.

12

phased approach.

13

approved, that would provide the guidance that we need in

14

terms of what are the next steps in the development, and then

15

how we would phase the infrastructure might be a little bit

16

different than that though.

17

So we would follow your

Whatever that phasing approach was

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you, Mr. Stomp.

Appreciate

18

it.

You know, I also remember the plans that -- that were

19

done through the City, because I was Chairman of the Planning

20

Commission at that time.

21

before so -- and I know it's complicated.

22

development, you know.

23

MR. STOMP:

24

pleasure before you.

25

both with the EPC and CPC.

So I've been through this once
It's a big

Mr. Chairman, it's always been a
I've been before you many, many times,
I appreciate all the work that
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1

you've don and the Commission as whole.

2

decisions.

So I appreciate that that you're -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And my whole goal to getting

4

information was to -- so that the whole Board understands

5

what we're doing.

6

You know, you've got the Water Board.

7

water, and we're in charge of zoning.

And I understand the separation of powers.

8

MR. STOMP:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

you know, on these plans.

They're in charge of

Yes, sir.
Hopefully we can work together,

11

MR. STOMP:

I do believe it's a team effort, sir.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. VEREECKE:

14

Barney from Parks and Recreation.

Thank you.
Mr. Chair, I'd like to invite John

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. BARNEY:

Okay.

Mr. Chairman, Members of the

17

Commission, my name is John Barney.

18

Parks and Open Space with the County.

19

after -- or is it afternoon.

20

I'm planning manager for
Good morning, almost

So good afternoon.

So what I just wanted to -- to pick up on a discussion

21

of that clause -- I'm going to put that back up here briefly.

22

This clause was actually in the community facilities portion

23

of the plan, which is Section II, and I worked closely with

24

the applicant and the applicant's agent, and we eventually

25

asked that to be removed, and it was, and so I -- and it was
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1

only recently that I was told that -- to look at Section I,

2

and there it was again.
Now, the reason why it's of concern to us is because a

4

lot of -- there's a lot of specifics that we negotiated

5

relative to parks and recreation, and so they cut both ways.

6

In some cases we're waiting on some things onto the next

7

Level B, and other things we're wanting to make sure that we

8

-- we get specifically what we're -- what we're needing, and

9

there's been an -- like I said, it's a negotiation.

I don't

10

want to be subjecting somebody in the future in my position

11

to have to renegotiate, because it's pointed out to them by

12

-- you know, by another agent that, "Oh, well, this is --

13

this looks more stringent than the Level A plan is

14

requiring."

15

really needs to be clear that this is the language going

16

forward, and it disturbed me initially when that clause

17

showed up there, because it seemed to sort of -- sort of --

18

because it wasn't in there originally.

19

in there in order to -- it seems to me, in order to make sure

20

to give that, you know, that possibility in the future that

21

that could be renegotiated, and I -- so that's the basis for

22

my concern with that language.

23

I don't want that ambiguity to be there.

It

It actually got put

I think we've spent all this time negotiating these

24

terms in the Level B.

I mean, it basically does go further

25

than the Level A agreement.

I don't want to be debating
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1

whether it's a conflict or not a conflict in the future or

2

having my successor do that.

3

Okay.

Do we have any questions?

Go ahead.

5

MR. BARNEY:

So -- yes, Commissioner.

6

MS. HERTEL:

So are you good with the way the

7

language is now or not?

8

there was.

9

MR. BARNEY:

I wasn't sure what the conclusion

Commissioner Hertel, Mr. Chairman,

10

I've asked -- I've requested that be stricken from the plan.

11

That's actually my condition.

12

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

13

MR. BARNEY:

Yes.

14

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. BARNEY:

And it's still in there?

Okay.

Thank you very much.

And just part of, you know, in my

17

process, I also wanted to -- there were a couple of other

18

items that I -- in rereviewing the whole section on the

19

phasing, I got very concerned that, again, we're -- and,

20

again, I mean, part of the process has been there's been a

21

lot of, you know, separate discussions between separate

22

groups of Staff.

23

for all of us to get together.

24

Catherine's concern, Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, in terms

25

of recommending that there be, you know, a continuance.

It really hasn't been always the ability
I think that's part of
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So in looking -- so once I saw that this language had

2

been put back into this in a different place in the section

3

that I went back and looked through a lot of the other

4

changes, and I saw something that, again, maybe I missed it

5

the first time.

6

because all of this is happening in -- you know, in multiple

7

places, but there -- I have a concern with this language,

8

which basically suggests -- again, creates this ambiguity

9

where in terms of what's available funding, that they had

I don't know when it was put in there,

10

actually -- that the developer could seek, you know, through

11

this process or through the political process to have the

12

County pay for some of the -- some of the project

13

infrastructure, and again, I would like to see that, you

14

know, changed if not stricken from the plan itself, because

15

project infrastructure, even based on a Level A language is

16

going to be paid for completely by the developer, period.

17

And so I don't know why, again, this language is reintroduced

18

into there except to create ambiguity where -- you know, and

19

the ability to negotiate or use the political process to

20

effectuate something else, and that's again -- and by doing

21

so, then it would also be, again, not at no net expense to

22

the community.

23

So that's my those are my two major concerns.

I have a

24

couple of other conditions that really just clarify, you

25

know, how -- how the dedication process is going to work.
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1

The agent has said that they have the same language in there.

2

I haven't been able to find it.

3

again, probably need to be meet one more time with them, and

4

I think we can iron a lot of these things out.

5

those are my concerns, Mr. Chairman.

It may be in there, but

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MR. BARNEY:

Stand for questions.

8

MS. HERTEL:

One question.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Yeah.

Go ahead.

Those two major concerns, are they now

11

conditions of approval that have been submitted to Catherine

12

and included in her recent list?

13

MR. BARNEY:

14

Mr. Chairman and Commissioner Hertel,

yes, they have been.

15

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

So striking the language

16

regarding Level A, B language and striking the language

17

regarding how things are paid for.

18

MR. BARNEY:

Yes, I -- Mr. Chairman, Commissioner,

19

I actually provided other language that just creates --

20

makes it really clear it's at the discretion of the various

21

governing entities.

22
23

MS. HERTEL:
condition.

All right.

it

As long as it's covered in the
Thank you.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. BARNEY:

Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman,
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Commissioners.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Catherine, is that it?

3

move this a long.

4

Commissioners here real quick.

5

Otherwise I'm going to lose some

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, I'd just like to make

6

sure that APS is not here.

7

is here from APS.

8

would be it.

9

11

MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.

There's Alvira

Do they want to speak.
Mr. Chair, APS has stated that

they're here just to answer questions.

12
13

You are.

I didn't see them, from APS, and then that

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
not, don't matter.

Okay.

14

MS. VEREECKE:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

Are there questions?

That's it.
Okay.

The applicant.

Could I ask a couple of questions of

Staff before we get the applicant?

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Sure.

Let me swear everybody in

19

here.

20

this case, please stand up so I can swear you in.

21

(Note:

23

If

Who's -- is that it?

17

22

We need to

The applicant and anybody that's going to speak on

Witnesses sworn.)
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Thank you.

Commissioner here is going to ask a question, and I'm

24

going to -- I'm going to -- you know, applicant, you're going

25

to have 15 minutes, and we're going to keep it to that, and
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1

everybody that's going to speak is going to have their two

2

minutes, and we're not going to go over that, because we have

3

the time that -- some of my Commissioners need to leave, too.
MS. KELLY:

I thought Christie was going to speak.

5

So my question's for her.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MS. KELLY:

Christie who?

Jenner (sic).

But I guess my question,

8

and maybe Richard can answer it, that transportation is okay

9

with the condition of approval that says that -- I think it's

10

condition 2 that says that, "The applicant will provide a

11

list of 2025 and 2040 transportation projects identifying

12

Level B, 1 improvements to be built and the share of private,

13

local, and regional public funding for each project within 30

14

days of BCC approval."

15

been in the works since presumably June of 2015.

16

information that would be really helpful now?

17

is the -- what's with the 30 days of approval?

18

seems like we should have it now, and then putting 30 days

19

after BCC approval is not a significant amount of time.

20

MR. MEADOWS:

And I guess my question is, this has
Isn't this

And why -- why
I mean, it

Mr. Chairman and Commissioner Kelly,

21

this -- this is an item that has been brought up, I think,

22

since we got Level B transportation plan and also the site

23

impacts, the on-site and off-site impacts, which of those

24

transportation projects would be paid for as system

25

infrastructure and which would be more of the project
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1

infrastructure, and so our understanding from the applicant

2

and the agent is that that is something that they could --

3

that they would have to provide after the plan is approved.

4

So it's always been a condition in there, and so we've --

5

we've been fine with that to leave that as a condition as

6

long as we, you know, have that -- that information at some

7

point so that we can begin to prepare for funding those

8

projects as they come forward.

9

MS. KELLY:

My point is just that if they could

10

have it within 30 days of BCC approval, they could have it

11

now, and it would be important information towards phasing

12

and the no net cost requirements.

13

MR. MEADOWS:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

Okay.

Thank you.

Any other questions?

Applicant.

16

MR. STROZIER:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you, Mr. Chair, Commissioners.
Fifteen minutes.
Got it.

So I had a -- I had a

19

little presentation that I'm going to forego, because I want

20

to get into the meat of the discussion, and that presentation

21

-- so once again, my name's Jim Strozier, principal with

22

Consensus Planning, 302 8th Street.

23

So what I would like to do is just very quickly, I

24

think, acknowledge the work that's gone on from the last

25

hearing until now.

We've been working on all sides with the

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7.A.e

TR-119
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5113

1

different agencies and with Staff very diligently to come to

2

resolution on all of the outstanding issues that were -- were

3

there, and we've resolved -- I'm happy to say, I think we've

4

resolved almost all of them.

5

Now, the 85 percent, I think, that came up before, a lot

6

of those -- those comments that we were trying to address

7

that were still pending, many of them were related to the

8

condition and the Water Authority agreement.

9

So that took -- if you take that off the table, we've

10

really addressed almost all of the comments and issues that

11

have been provided.

12

agree-to-disagree items, and I'm going to try and focus on

13

those as we move forward, and some of this we just got this

14

-- the draft findings and conditions last evening.

15

been looking at those and addressing those, and I'll go

16

through those with you.

17

Not to say that there aren't a couple of

We've

I did also have a couple of comments on the -- and maybe

18

just start with the Water Authority comments, and we're also

19

very appreciative that everybody is talking, and the

20

communication is happening.

21

step towards getting these resolved.

22

I think that's a very positive

In terms of the findings that Mr. McGregor read, I had a

23

couple of comments on those, and one, I think it's kind of

24

fundamental, and he started off in his -- in his

25

presentation, and Mr. Stomp also mentioned it, is
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1

acknowledging the fact that when the County readopted the

2

PCC, the planned communities criteria, they acknowledged that

3

adjustments to the PCC process may be appropriate since --

4

and one of the items that they specifically called out was

5

that the Water Authority was not in existence when the

6

planned communities criteria were developed, and if you look

7

at the planned communities criteria and read them as they

8

were prepared in the late '90s, it was all predicated on the

9

fact that these -- these areas would be annexed into the

10

City.

11

annexation agreement.

12

Well, we know that that's not the world we're living it now,

13

and so I think it would be appropriate to have a finding that

14

at least acknowledges that the County Commission acknowledged

15

that when they readopted the planned communities criteria.

16

The other -- on process, I think we're also very

17

appreciative of the process information that has been

18

provided that tries to put the County's process and the Water

19

Authority's processes together in a way that makes sense.

20

And I think that the -- I wasn't sure where Mr. McGregor was

21

going with the Lindbergh flight, but I get it, and I think

22

it's actually very apropos to this discussion.

23

The City provided the water.

There would be an

That would been part of the process.

We knew that there was going to be an issue.

We've been

24

trying to figure out a way to work through that issue in a

25

manner that the Board of County Commissioners can address it
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1

and the Water Authority Board can address it and figure out

2

how those two systems can work together, and I think that

3

this process that we've been provided makes a really good

4

start to get -- to get that really put together in a way that

5

I think is very workable for both sides.

6

I think -- and it's the fundamental issue, and I think

7

we raised this at the time of Level A.

I think it's very

8

difficult to have conditions for a County approval where

9

there's another outside entity that neither the County nor

10

the applicant have control over.

11

think this is a good step to get those two entities working

12

together along with us to try and come up with a solution for

13

that.

14

We all -- we're -- and I

Also, then, I want to talk about the -- the statement at

15

the very beginning of the document, and this is -- some

16

discussion has been in -- and this is in Section 1.1.

17

a couple things, just to relate to.

18

We had -- we had an area where we had some language similar

19

to this in the parks section that we removed, and then we had

20

this in the initial section.

21

purposes, and so -- and it's up to you all how you would like

22

us to respond to this, but I wanted to explain our thoughts

23

on this.

24
25

So do

So there were two parts.

They're similar but different

So during the Level A and during this Level B approval
process, there have been a number of concerns that have been
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1

expressed about how we were going to relate our density caps,

2

the Comprehensive Plan, how that gets translated from Level A

3

down to Level B when we have these very specific zoning

4

districts, and how are we going to be assured that we don't

5

exceed basically -- the Level B plan doesn't exceed what was

6

authorized at Level A from some of those -- with some of

7

those very critical aspects.

8
9

And specifically in the planned communities criteria,
under the Development Agreement this is talking, but it

10

includes -- under C it includes a statement that says, "Any

11

limitations on development established at Level A cannot be

12

increased at Level B."

13

certain density at Level A, and then come back with Level B

14

and do one-and-a-half times that, or we can't have agreed to

15

a jobs-housing balance and change it at this point in terms

16

of those limitations that were put in place, and so that was

17

the purpose of this paragraph that we added.

18

have to read if with the first sentence which says, "Nothing

19

within this Level B plan shall be construed to increase any

20

limitation on development established in the Level A Master

21

Plan entitlements and Development Agreement."

22

things that related to the density and the overall number of

23

dwelling units, and then also related to the jobs-housing

24

balance.

25

So we can't be allowed to have a

And I think you

So that's two

And then it goes on to say, "If there's a conflict
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1

between the Level B entitlements or Development Agreement for

2

Santolina and the Level A Master Plan entitlements or

3

Development Agreements for Santolina, the Level A Master Plan

4

entitlements or Development Agreement shall control."

5

That's second sentence builds on the first, but it's talking

6

about those limitations.

7

So we added that in there specifically to address that

8

concern, and it's something that can be addressed in the

9

Development Agreement obviously.

That's why we put that in

10

there in this location as an overall statement, and it really

11

directly related to that statement in the PCC criteria, and

12

so it's your pleasure as to whether you want that to stay.

13

There's a condition, proposed condition that that be removed,

14

but I thought it was appropriate for me to explain what we

15

were trying to -- why we put that in there in the first

16

place.

17

I then want to go through the draft conditions.

18

and do you all have these?

19

findings and conditions.

20

MS. NELSON:

21

MR. STROZIER:

So --

I speak directly to the draft

Which version exactly?
Well, I have one that's dated

22

November 2nd, and it has 22 findings and 15 conditions.

23

that the same one?

24

MS. NELSON:

25

MR. STROZIER:

Is

Maybe.
Okay.

Do we all have the same --
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1

same version?

Yes.

So just real quickly,

I'm going

2

to go through these quickly.

3

markups for you as well.

4

appropriate to add, "And the Level A Development Agreement,"

5

to finding no. 3.

6

appropriate to add the word "gross acre" at the very end of

7

that finding.

I also have a copy of these

So finding no. 3, we think it would

We also, on finding no. 9, think it's

8

Skipping ahead to 17, I think it's appropriate to just

9

expand a little bit on that, because not only has a request

10

for the overall boundary plat been submitted, it's actually

11

been submitted, reviewed, and approved by the CDRA subject to

12

-- final signature has been delegated to the manager.

13

it's been through the process up until the final signature on

14

that.

15

really close to getting that done, and I thought that was

16

appropriate to be clear about that.

So it's not -- it hasn't just been submitted.

17

MS. KELLY:

18

MR. STROZIER:

19

MS. KELLY:

20
21

So

We're

Jim.
Yes.

Would you show me what you're talking

about, the boundary plat?
MR. STROZIER:

It is -- it says Santolina Level A

22

condition 19 related to the platting of the Level A property.

23

It's your finding 17 at the top the third page.

24

MS. KELLY:

Because --

25

MR. STROZIER:

That was a condition of approval.
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2

MS. KELLY:

Right, of -- approval of Level A made

that A condition of approval that Level B --

3

MR. STROZIER:

4

MS. KELLY:

Yes.

Does the boundary plat show access to

5

all tracts within Santolina?

6

wording in the Development Agreement.

7

MR. STROZIER:

Because I think that was the

I believe that it does.

I haven't

8

been intimately involved in the plat itself.

I know that has

9

gone through -- once again, I think my comment was to clarify

10

that it's not just -- hasn't just been applied for.

11

been through that process and reviewed by the CDRA and that

12

body which is similar to the City's DRB.

13

And let's see.

It's

So findings 19 and 21 relate to the

14

specific -- that specific paragraph that's in 1.1 that I just

15

reviewed our thoughts on.

16

if you -- if it's your choice to leave that language in 1.1,

17

then those would need to go away.

18

delete that, then those would -- those would need to remain.

19

So we would suggest that those --

If your choice is to

I have a little wordsmithing getting into the conditions

20

of approval.

For condition 1, I think it should state that,

21

"A Level B.1 Development Agreement shall be executed between

22

the landowner," not developer.

23

property owner and Bernalillo County in accordance with the

24

planned communities criteria, and you can strike, "Submittal

25

criteria at the time of the adoption of the Santolina B.1

It's really between the
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2

Master Plan."

I think we have -- that is what it is.

With regard to condition no. 4 regarding changes to the

3

zoning.

4

into the document.

5

no. 4 related to lighting and streetscapes as those have been

6

-- made those changes into the documents.

7

We have made those changes.

Those are incorporated

So if they stay or are deleted, condition

Once again, condition no. 6 relates directly to that

8

paragraph in section 1.1.

9

-- let's see.

I believe that conditions 7 and 8

Conditions 7 and 8, yes, regard -- with

10

regards to the language on phasing and implementation

11

specifically as it relates to the Parks and Recreation

12

facilities, I'm not really sure.

13

complicated conditions, and we've gone through that language.

14

It's in the document.

15

document is clear, and I'm not sure the purpose of this.

16

And specifically condition no. 8, which deals with

17

mechanisms for funding, that that's probably more

18

appropriately refined in the Development Agreement as opposed

19

to in the -- in the document, and this is on -- these don't

20

have page numbers but --

We feel that the language in the

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

23

These are really

Hold on, Jim.

She has a question.

Sorry, Jim.

You are moving

pretty fast up there.

24

MR. STROZIER:

Okay.

25

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Sorry.
I just -- I just want to back
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1

up a little bit.

You said in condition no.

2

already taken care of that.

3

right?

4 that you had

These were issued last night,

So when did you take care of it?
MR. STROZIER:

Oh, well, we had -- that comment, we

5

had had that comment for quite a while.

6

you look at the -- at the document, it is -- let's see.

7

There's two places on there.

8
9

Okay.

Condition no.

4, if

So let's see -- so on page 48, number -- item B.3

it says, "Sites," and "shall" is crossed out and "should" is

10

in its place, consistent with the word on B, "lighting,"

11

three, the word "shall" is to be replaced with "should."

12

that's done.

13

-- so just in part of this whole process, as we've been

14

trying to -- and Mr. Barney alluded to this.

15

from all these different people, and we meet, and we make

16

changes, and things move page numbers, and we're adding,

17

especially in terms of keeping track of all the changes.

18

it gets somewhat difficult sometimes to keep track of every

19

one of these little changes, but I just wanted to -- so that

20

one is on page 48.

21

and that is number 2 that adds, "By no less than four feet."

22

It requested a limitation on the meandering of the sidewalk,

23

so we have a minimum that it can be separated from the wall,

24

and then we have a maximum deviation that that sidewalk in

25

terms of meandering walkway can do, and you may have seen

So

We had gotten that comment before, and somewhat

We get comments

So

The other one is specifically on page 50,
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1

some that are -- have a nice and gentle curve and look very

2

pleasant are very nice to walk on, and some that are more --

3

they just wiggle or they go too far one way or the other.

4

They're not that pleasant to actually walk on.

5

the -- that was the intent of that, and I just wanted to make

6

that point.

7

I have

a -- I have a couple more if I might just try

8

and get through these very quickly.

So condition no. 9, so

9

this is -- this is related to a connection that we have been

10

working with Parks on, and we expressed a willingness to work

11

with them on this.

12

this document as a condition, because it's really making --

13

if my understanding is correct, it's making reference to a

14

connection that would actually be outside of the Level B plan

15

area.

16

may be part of Santolina.

17

I just don't know that it's appropriate to have a condition

18

in the Level B document that makes reference to something

19

that's happening outside of the plan area.

20

between Santolina Level B and a County -- what the County's

21

trying to do off site.

22

I don't think it's appropriate within

It's a connection through part of the open space that

Let's see.

We're willing to work with them.

It's a connection

So with regard to archeology, and

23

Commissioner Hertel you had -- you had raised some of these

24

questions.

25

take just a second if I can.

So what we've -- what we've done -- I want to
So in reference to your
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1

question at the last hearing, we went back to the SHPO, and

2

we followed up on the Class II Archeological Survey that was

3

complete, and they have reviewed it, and they have approved

4

it.

5

us with process language as to how we move forward from what

6

we have for Level B to getting to where we have a Level C, a

7

subdivision or a site plan approved, and there's really a

8

distinction.

9

basically directly from the email that we got from the SHPO

We added a bunch of language, which is

10

as to how that would work, and that is added in green on page

11

79 under Archeology.

12

One of things that we've talked about, we don't put site

13

specific information into the Level B plan.

14

the archeological reports and everything separated from this

15

-- this document, so we speak somewhat in generalities, but

16

the County and the State have that information on file, and

17

so I think we've addressed that, and some of the language

18

concerned me in this proposed condition, because it talks

19

about site specific --

20

MS. HERTEL:

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

What number are you on.
I am on condition no. -- proposed

condition no. 10.

23

MS. HERTEL:

24

MR. STROZIER:

25

We try and keep

Okay.
"Along with a specific mitigation

plan shall be provided" -- so what we have incorporated into
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1

the Level B plan is directly what we got from the SHPO in

2

terms of how they advised us the process should work moving

3

forward.
I -- I'm not an archeology expert.

We rely on them.

5

have our consultants, which was SWCA that provided the

6

report.

7

parameters that for those areas that have had a class III

8

full pedestrian survey that are part of the class II, that

9

that work is complete.

We

I think what it tries to do is put in place

We know where those sites are.

For

10

Level C plans that come forward on areas that were not done,

11

we have to come back and do that class III pedestrian level

12

survey for those properties prior to anything happening, and

13

that's what we tried to express in the -- in the language

14

that was added to page 79, and once again, that's not my

15

language.

16

email.

17

because I kept asking for more clarification as to how that

18

fits in, but that's -- that was the intent of what we did.

19

We basically incorporated the language from the

It was actually a back and forth -- several emails,

And I just wanted to make sure that you were clear what

20

we -- what we've incorporated into the document and how I'm a

21

little concerned with the language expressed in that

22

condition.

23

language, I'm not sure what we need to do to get there,

24

because we -- once again, we rely on them to kind of guide us

25

as to how things should go forward from Level B prior to

If we don't think we've met it with this
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1

Level C and any construction.

2

specific -- and if you have specific questions, that's great.

3

I may or may not be able to answer them, but I will try.
MS. HERTEL:

Let me just that a comment, and that

5

is that, you know, there's the author of this condition no.

6

10, and you ought to be communicating and sharing any of the

7

emails that you might have gotten from Andrew -- and I can't

8

think of his last name, SHPO guy, so that everybody does

9

agree that that's appropriate.

10
11

MR. STROZIER:

We have shared that with Staff, but

we can -- we can make sure that it's clear.

12

MS. HERTEL:

13

MR. STROZIER:

14

MS. KELLY:

15

Okay.
Okay.

Thank you.

Mr. Chair, I have a question about

finding 16.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. KELLY:

Go ahead.

It says that, "In order to map the

18

Santolina B planned communities zoning districts, legally

19

platted parcels are required."

20

So the zoning districts are Exhibit 3.

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

MS. KELLY:

23

MR. STROZIER:

24

MS. KELLY:

25

Yes.

You're intending to plat those?
That's correct.

And they have strange, squiggly

boundaries or undefined boundaries I guess I would say.
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1

So that would not come back to CPC?

2

to --

3

MR. STROZIER:

4

MS. KELLY:

5

MR. STROZIER:

That would go directly

CD --

I don't know.

I'll take a stab at

6

it, and Staff can jump in, but my understanding is the

7

concern is that the County wants to be able to map those

8

specific districts, and in order to do that, we need to do a

9

plat.

It's not a development plan, per se.

We can't build

10

anything based on that, but it defines those zoning

11

districts, and they're basically centerlines of roads and

12

differences between, like, the open space and the residential

13

area, and so -- and these are the big picture district.

14

you look at the land-use plan, you see many -- a higher level

15

of -- higher grain, but once again, this is really just to

16

map the zoning, and then once development comes forward with

17

Level C plans, there will be subsequent platting that

18

actually would enable something to get built.

19

build anything with this yet.

20
21

MS. KELLY:

When

You can't

Well, I'm just trying to understand the

process.

22

MR. STROZIER:

23

MS. KELLY:

24

MR. STROZIER:

25

MS. KELLY:

Yeah.

So this would go to subdivision -CDRA, yes.

But it would not come back to us.
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1

I guess

if it's a major subdivision, it might.

3
4

I don't believe it would.

MS. KELLY:

Presumably those parcels could be

conveyed at that point, because they'd be platted parcels.

5

MR. STROZIER:

6

MS. KELLY:

7

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

Thank you.
Yes.

I agree with that.

Let me get back to my place.

Okay.

8

right.

I'm almost done.

9

appreciate your -- so, okay, condition -- the previous

All
And I

10

condition no. 12 I think is superceded by our conversation on

11

the Water Authority stuff.

12

as it was written.

13

I'm not sure that condition stays

I will leave that to -- to Staff.

And then just the only -- the last one, condition no.

14

15, and I just want to be clear, it's not necessarily that we

15

don't agree with it, it says, "The Santolina Level B.1

16

development shall comply with all applicable Bernalillo

17

County ordinances and standards."

18

done things that are above and beyond or different from the

19

standard Bernalillo County -- so we have our own custom

20

zoning districts with setbacks and uses, and we've really

21

tailored those through discussions with the Staff, and so you

22

can't -- so I just want to make sure that we're all clear

23

that as we move forward, that some of the places within the

24

Level B document, we have criteria and rules that may differ

25

from the standard County ordinance, and I'll let Mr. Garcia

We have with this Level B
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1

maybe speak to that, but that's -- I just wanted you all to

2

be clear that that exists.

3

County's Zoning Code and find the zones -- the zoned

4

districts that we have in this Level B document with all the

5

rules and regulations, because they only exist here.

6

customize all of those.

7

archeological process that's in here is not anywhere else in

8

the County process, so that's -- we just want to be clear

9

that we have place where we differ from the standard County

10

ordinances, rules, and regulations, if you will, because we

11

needed to have them, and it was appropriate to have them

12

embedded in this document.

We have processes.

The

So with that, I'd be happy to answer any questions at

14

this time, and thank you very much.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

We

Okay.

Any questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

17

MR. STROZIER:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

20

Mahoney, Zoe Economou, Renee Horvath.

21

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Do you have the list?
Okay.

Starting off with Rod

The names that were called, if you

22

would please come to the front seats there, so you'll be

23

ready to testify as soon as your name comes up.

24
25

MR. MAHONEY:
Mahoney.

Good afternoon.

My name is Rod

I live at 1838 Sadora Road, Southwest.

I'm the
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1

current president of the South Valley Coalition of

2

Neighborhood Associations.
One thing that hasn't been talked about here is the due

4

process that we're interested in today.

5

findings and conditions are -- I mean, I got a copy of those

6

last night, sent those to a few people, have not had a chance

7

to really review those adequately or adapt to these on the

8

fly.

9

associated with that.

10

I mean, clearly the

I think that there is some issue with due process

Also, there was another document that was handed out

11

today relative to the discussions about the water Development

12

Agreement.

13

has not had a chance to look at and review, so I think that

14

portends essentially a continuance of this particular case to

15

allow us to actually you review and comment.

16

So that's another one that certainly the public

One of the things that also is missing, I believe, in

17

the conditions is this announcement that actually came out in

18

the Journal on Sunday is about the upcoming hearing for the

19

TIDs issue for this particular case.

20

So based upon that then, I believe, that my

21

recommendation or my suggestion would be that when I started

22

taking a quick look at this, we have a number of conditions

23

that were in Level A, and we've talked about a few of those

24

earlier today, actually 8 through 11 actually pertain to the

25

water Development Agreement, not just 8 alone.

Also, then
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1

there's conditions associated with no net expense that do not

2

include any wording associated with forthcoming tax incentive

3

district numbers that come out of this forthcoming hearing

4

for gross receipts taxes and property taxes.

5

Also, what's missing ultimately is conditions associated

6

with the specifics for the jobs-to-housing ratio.

That

7

actually is pertinent to Level B.

8

needs to be a review of the Level A conditions that were

9

actually approved by BCC, and those need to be included in

So I believe that there

10

the Level A so that they don't get lost in transfer, so those

11

are more explicit.

12

that comes off of page 112 that actually talks about the

13

sequencing of development that actually has the numbers and

14

so forth associated with the number of houses and jobs

15

associated with each one of those sequences.

16

advantageous, I believe, to carry that table through so it

17

actually does not get lost.

18

Specifically there is a table, table 10

It would be

These documents, as you know, are miles deep, and

19

there's lots of things that have been talked about about

20

these various changes that occur.

21

continuance from my perspective.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. KELLY:

24
25

Yes.

So that would support a
Thank you very much.

Thank you.

Andy questions?

I have a question.

Mr. Mahoney, I have been -- I think the TIDs discussion
has been problematic for me, and I understand that it's dealt
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1

with by a separate board, but finding no. 6 says that, "We

2

find that the plan is consistent with Reserve Area policies

3

that call for substantial self-sufficient economic

4

sensitivity and development at no net cost to Bernalillo

5

County."

6

having some knowledge of what's being financed through the

7

TIDs and even if we're not in the approval loop.

8
9

I don't see how we can make that finding without

And I guess I also wanted to say that on several
occasions I've asked for a summary of the -- of what the TIDs

10

are requesting so that we could at least have some idea of

11

phasing, and I have never received anything, and I have been

12

told by the applicant in these meetings that that would be

13

forthcoming, and it hasn't been.

14

about the TIDs, and that seems to me a big disconnect with

15

our review process.

16

having any relevance to the discussion of TIDs.

17

So I don't know anything

I don't feel like our review process is

MR. MAHONEY:

Well, one of the things that I was

18

going to do after the hearing today was actually try to get

19

the economic analysis, which was supposed to be available on

20

the 15th of October that's going to be presented at the TIDs

21

hearing.

22

actually take a review of the economic analysis as far as --

23
24
25

I would like to see what that looks like so we can

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

That what looks like?

What are

you talking about?
MR. MAHONEY:

About the TIDs hearing upcoming --
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1
so --

3

MR. MAHONEY:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

Well, we don't hear the TIDs here

I understand, but -You're going to have to go to the

County Commission meeting.

6

MR. MAHONEY:

Okay.

That's -- one of other points

7

I want to make and I'll sit down.

8

changing the PCC process here.

9

believe, and if we change that process, don't we have to go

We talked about actually

It's actually an ordinance, I

10

through a legal process to be able to modify that in some

11

way?

12

because of various things that are missing or not and the PCC

13

criteria associated with this disconnect that occurs.

14

that process seems to be something that clearly needs to be

15

reconsidered with the appropriate legal process.

16

very much.

We're trying to kind of weave our way around this

17
18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So

Thank you

Excuse me, what process are you

talking about?

19

MR. MAHONEY:

The planned communities criteria

20

process.

We talked -- the testimony preceding me was talking

21

about a number of issues that are the lack of linkage between

22

these things and also trying to sort of fold this in somehow

23

and mesh it into this -- a square peg in a round hole sort of

24

situation, and I think that really -- certainly would be

25

grounds for some significant legal questioning ultimately if
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that is not addressed properly.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you very much.

Okay.

3

choice here.

4

and come back, or go just straight through it?

5

take lunch.

6
7

Lunch is in.

Commissioners, we have a

Do you want to break for lunch

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

You want to

Can we hear Zoe first.

She's --

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MS. ECONOMOU:

Okay.

Go ahead.

I've been here all day.

My name is

10

Zoe Economou.

11

prepared a recorded statement.

12

that you would be wired for sound.

13

bring my own laptop or player to do that.

14

prepared statement.

15

been at so many of these meetings, it's hard to think of a

16

new thing to say.

17

water the ordinance that are still there.

18

questions still need to be addressed after how many years,

19

two years, three years, three years of meetings.

20

leave you with that.

21

I live at 214 Riverside, Southwest.

It's actually music, thinking
I hear here I have to

I don't have anything.

So I don't have a
Seems like we've

It's the same old question, the water, the
All these

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

At this time we're

going to break for a few minutes.

23

and we'll be back as quick as we can.

24

patience, and I know we all been here all day.
SPECTATOR:

So I'll

Have a good lunch.

22

25

I had

We're going to have lunch,
I appreciate you, your

Will you allow someone else to read a
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statement if someone has to go to work, a brief statement?

2

mean, when you come back from lunch.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

SPECTATOR:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

SPECTATOR:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

SPECTATOR:
(Note:

Uh?

When you come back from lunch.
When we come back from lunch?

Yeah.
Yes.

Thank you.

Deposition in recess at 12:50 p.m.

10

and reconvened at 1:30 p.m.)

11

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

12

Zoe Economou.

13

(sic) and Jennifer McCabe.

14

Let's see.

So we finished with

Renee Horvath, Jan Esparza, Sarah Nimas Daye

MS. HORVATH:

Okay.

My name is Renee Horvath, and

15

I'm with the Westside Coalition as their land-use director,

16

and I'm here just to speak on the Level B Master Plan.

17

Mainly I talked with the president yesterday, and he agreed

18

that it is important that this water Development Agreement

19

should be part of the agreement before this plan moves over,

20

because it is a concern of our members, mainly because the --

21

not so much about the infrastructure that's going to go in

22

but making sure that there's a -- water supply will meet the

23

demand for future customers along with existing customers so

24

there's not crisis in the future and that we're going to be

25

mandated to conserve even more water and to also meet our

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

9

I

TR-141
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5135

7.A.e

1

Texas, New Mexico water compact, which we hear is a big

2

issue, and we don't want the state to be fined.
So we always thought that this water Development

4

Agreement would help address that issue, the making sure we

5

have the water supply to meet the demand.

6

Secondly, the other thing I wanted to comment on

7

regarding to open space and design, I've talked about this

8

with the Westland Master Plan of using single-loaded streets

9

to outline open space areas, so you have the Ceja, a whole

10

length of Ceja, and I live in the Taylor Ranch area, and we

11

have found that single-loaded streets, where you put

12

development on one side of the street and the open space on

13

the other solves a lot of problems, and I don't see it

14

mentioned here in the plan unless I just missed it, but I

15

think you want to have it on top of the Ceja along with the

16

bottom.

17

preserve the views, but it's also soil erosion and drainage

18

issue down below, which has affected many of our residence

19

built up against the escarpment.

20

addressed the single-loaded streets.

21

It does show off your open space a lot better and

MS. ESPARZA:

Thank you.

So I wanted to make sure we
So thank you.
My name is Jan Esparza.

22

I'm a New Mexico native, a valley girl myself, and I

23

appreciate the Chairman and fellow Committee Members.

24
25

I would like to clarify some testimony that I have heard
myself throughout these proceedings from the -- from the
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1

developer, and one of the first things I'd like to cover --

2

and I have some extra copies of this as well.

3

as many as I wanted.

5
6

I have four copies if you --

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Just go ahead and make your

presentation.
MS. ESPARZA:

Okay.

So what I want to clarify is

7

really the water right existence pertinent to the property

8

for which was originally the Westland Development Company.

9

And so on record, and this is a document from the Office

10

of the State Engineer.

11

-- the surface water rights have been declared since 2000.

12

So I want to just say I leafed through this real quickly.

13

Now, this is the 27 acre feet of groundwater rights, and I'm

14

getting to a point here.

15

5,500 acre feet, and these are pre 1907 senior rights.

16

these records are on the record of the Office of the State

17

Engineer as well as the County clerk records right in this

18

very building.

19

There's lots of laptops here that can go over this.

20

These -- their water rights have been

The surface water rights are about
All

So what I'm telling you can be validated.

Now, when Mr. Harwood testified, who is a water attorney

21

for WALH, testified earlier last year in 2015, he only spoke

22

about the 27 acre feet of groundwater rights.

23

to say anything about the valuable surface rights that is now

24

in WALH's name on record with the Office of State Engineer.

25

And this document here is a compilation, and it's a letter to

He neglected
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1

Nancy Cunningham, who is -- who was an office -- OSE

2

employee, and he documented that he had put those surface

3

rights on record, and it was on record with the County Clerk.

4

So, and when this -- and all these change of ownerships,

5

by that the way, were signed by Mr. Garrett, and this is just

6

a sample of that as well.

7

So they're quite aware of these.

Now, it came up in the Commission hearing when Maggie

8

Hart Stebbins asked specifically the developer about the

9

water rights.

She specifically said and I quote, "Does the

10

Santolina property already have any existing water rights?"

11

Mr. Hardwood said, "There are groundwater declarations

12

that have been filed with the Office of the State Engineer,

13

WALH property throughout the West Side including Santolina."

14

He never clarified --

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. ESPARZA:

Ma'am, would you wrap this up.

I will go ahead and wrap this up.

So

17

I think there's some inconsistencies, and I would call on the

18

Commission to -- and the attorneys here to investigate the

19

reality and what's really on record with the County Clerk as

20

well as the Office of State Engineer.

21

Appreciate your time.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. ESPARZA:

24

MS. KELLY:

25

MS. ESPARZA:

Thank you very much.

Thank you.

Did you want any copies or not.
I'd like one.
Also, there is ran excerpt from a
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1

water rights attorney, Tessa Davidson, as far as the value of

2

those rights, and I've only included the last -- the last

3

page of those, but that's where the bulk of that discussion

4

is.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

6

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

7

Jennifer McCabe, and Juan Reynosa.

8

MS. NIMAS DAYE:

9

Commissioners.

Sarah, Sarah followed by

Good afternoon, Chairman and

My name is Sarah Nimas Daye.

I work in the

10

South Valley at 2047 Tapia, Southwest.

11

because I'm urging you not to approve the Santolina Level B

12

Master Plan.

13

I work with, which are small-scale farmers in the South

14

Valley.

15

community and for the Albuquerque Public School, and we

16

really concerned about the issue of water.

17

I'm here today

I really think it's going to impact the people

We've been growing food in Bernalillo County for the

I'm also concerned as someone that's been attending

18

these hearings both at this level and the Bernalillo

19

County Commission level in the process.

20

Kelly asked about if the public had seen the documents, that

21

she only received them yet yesterday at 4:00.

22

thought that the hearing had been moved from July to today,

23

so you would get the information that you needed to be able

24

to discuss this.

25

was new information presented again by the applicant.

I know Commissioner

We haven't.

I

It sounds like you haven't and that there
It's

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

Thank you very much.

TR-145
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5139

7.A.e

1

something I've witnessed over the last few years is this new

2

information, last minute information and sort of rushing you

3

without having accurate information.

4

you will not rush, that you will take the time to do

5

diligence on this, and I hope that you will not recommend

6

moving forward to the BCC.

7

questions that you had, and I appreciate listening to the

8

questions, a lot of, now, things that aren't clear even with

9

the attorneys and in your own role and what you can do on

Seems like there's a lot of

10

this master plan Level B, and we heard inconsistencies from

11

John Barney from Parks and Rec.

12

questions from the public and from your Staff about what's

13

happening.

14

forward with this.

15

So lots and lots of

So I hope that you will -- you will not move

I also want to share that I was supposed to be at work

16

at 9:00 today, but I was here, and I know a lot of people

17

can't do that, but I'm able to do that and work with my

18

co-workers to spend the day here, but I know a lot of people

19

have left that wanted to give public comment, and one of

20

those folks left a statement with me to read.

21

possible when you get to her name, she asked if I would read

22

her statement in her place because she had to go to work.

23

Thank you.

24
25

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:
okay.

Jennifer.

So if it's

Jennifer McCabe followed by --

There you go.
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MS. McCABE:

Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman Chavez

2

and Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission.

3

represent Jan and David Esparza.

4

comment on item no. 12 -- on the condition no. 12, and it

5

does deal specifically with the Level A and the condition

6

that the Commission, the Bernalillo Commission put on it

7

about the Development Agreement.

8

I

I am going to just make a

The letter that was sent by Mr. Salazar in 2015

9

authorizing -- saying that they had the capacity to serve --

10

to take care of this proposed development was conditioned on

11

two things.

12

water rights to the table for their application or that they

13

put up a bond so that the Water Utility Authority could

14

acquire the requisite amount of rights to service this new

15

proposed development, and neither one of those actions have

16

been done yet.

17

perspective that to go forward on a Level B action is too

18

early, because if, in fact, the developer brings water rights

19

to the table and they're not appurtenant to the land in

20

question, which Jan just referred to, then they're just going

21

to have to go through another jurisdictional process, and

22

that's the Office of the State Engineer and approving a

23

transfer of water rights for a different purpose, place of

24

use, point of diversion.

25

Number one, that the developer either bring wet

So it seems on behalf of my clients from our

And so it's not just the Water Utility Authority that
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1

has jurisdiction.

2

superintending jurisdiction over rights on this.

3

were to go ahead with any Level B sort of action but we don't

4

know whether or not the Utility has requisite water rights,

5

we don't know -- as far as I'm aware of, there's been no bond

6

put forward as action number B from Mr. Salazar's letter, and

7

we certainly have not seen any water right application

8

provided by the -- to the State Engineer.

9

questions.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So if we

I'll stand for

I have a question for the

11

attorney.

You know, she's saying something about conditions

12

that the County Commission put?

13

MS. McCABE:

The condition is if you've been going

14

back and forth about the Level A condition about the

15

Development Agreement --

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

No, no, no.

But you said that the

17

-- somebody from the County Commission required that they

18

have water rights and.

19

MS. McCABE:

Oh, I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman.

Let me

20

clarify.

The letter that was written by Mr. Salazar, and I

21

think it was in March of 2015, that said the Water Utility

22

Authority has the capability to -- to service Santolina but

23

that was based on two conditions.

24

bring water rights and actual wet water in with the

25

application, or they needed to provide a bond.

They needed to either, A,
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. McCABE:

Who wrote those conditions?

Those are part of the ordinances of

the Water Utility Authority for new uses.

4

have a new development, then you either have to bring --

5

because there's two factors that play here.

6

over --

7
8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So if you want to

We're already

Where do they need to bring them,

to the Water Utility Authority or to --

9

MS. McCABE:

To the Water Authority, sir, so --

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MS. McCABE:

Not us.

No, but until they do that, anything

12

subsequent -- if, in fact, it goes before the State Engineer,

13

they want to transfer rights in, then everybody has an

14

opportunity to protest a transfer, and typically

15

administrative protests take anywhere between a year and

16

three years at the State Engineer's level.

17
18
19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

But those protests aren't brought

to us.
MS. McCABE:

No, they're not brought to you, but my

20

point being that -- that until the water is secure and

21

assured, to do anything down the line seems to be preemptive

22

because there's a second opportunity for an aggrieved party

23

at the State Engineer's level to appeal to district court.

24

So we're not talking about a quick solution unless the

25

applicant has brought water rights, available water rights,
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1

or put up the bond for the Water Utility Authority to acquire

2

the water rights.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. HERTEL:
that was written?

6
7

MS. McCABE:

10
11
12

It said subject -- I can't get a copy

of the letter for you, Mr. Chairman, Commissioner.

8
9

Were those conditions in the letter

MS. HERTEL:
past.

Okay?

I've seen the letter or -- in the

But I'm just trying to go back.

The

conditions were not explicitly stated in the letter to -MS. McCABE:

No.

You had to go to the Water

Utility Authority ordinance to find out what those are.

13

MS. HERTEL:

Better reference those ordinances?

14

MS. McCABE:

Correct.

15

MS. HERTEL:

The letter references those

16

specifically.

17

listed in some --

18

It said, in accordance with all the conditions

MS. McCABE:

Per our ordinances, and I'm sorry.

I

19

don't have a copy of it right in front of me, but it

20

referenced the specific requirements that are already in the

21

Water Utility Authority's ordinance for new hookups.

22

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. McCABE:

25

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Any other questions?

Thank you.

Thank you.
Okay.

Juan Reynosa, Travis
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1

McKenzie, Ramon Rivera.

2

MR. McKENZIE:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MR. McKENZIE:

5

Thaxton Avenue, Southeast, 87108.

6

take my minute-and-a-half or two minutes, whatever it is, to

7

I guess express my frustration of also -- been in numerous

8

these meetings with this Board and as well as with the BCC,

9

and just a little disheartened on the democratic process and

I don't believe Juan Reynosa's here.
Name and address for the record.

Yeah, I guess I'll just

10

hearing public comment and really listening to the

11

constituents and the community.

12

predecessors, it's hard to think of what else to say.

13

farm in Atrisco at a 300-year-old family farm named Cornelio

14

Candelaria Organics.

15

crops, and water is one of my major concerns with this whole

16

development plan, but specifically to the Level B, I just

17

think with the way this whole process has happened this

18

morning that I want to recommend a continuance, and that I

19

don't know if I feel comfortable everybody having the right

20

information to be able to approve something like this, and

21

it's a little scary, because these big decisions effect our

22

future generations, effect our children, effects farmers

23

effects a lot of people that aren't able to be here on a

24

weekday from 9:00 a.m. to now, almost 2:00.

25

to also honor all the people that can't be here during that

So I, kind of like some of
I do

We use water every day to grow those

So I just want
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time.

I've said that in numerous testimonies in these spaces

2

that it's very inconvenient for community to come testify

3

during the work week, and thank you to everybody who has

4

come, and I would just encourage you guys to be as diligent

5

as you can to see if you really feel comfortable approving

6

something like this, or if, in my perspective, you might not

7

have all the information.

8

being submitted the day before or even today, that we don't

9

have time to go over those documents, and it's very

And, again, when documents are

10

disconcerting for us as the community.

11

you know, I feel the community's been very outspoken against

12

this development plan, and we're just, you know, here to

13

continue that struggle against resisting this development

14

plan and trying to do smarter development for our city and

15

for our future generations.

So thank you for the time today.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

20
21

And just to end that,

Thank you.
Thank you.

Any questions?

Thank you.

Ramon Rivera followed by E.

Ward.
MR. RIVERA:

Thank you, Chairman Chavez and

22

Commissioners.

23

de las Lomas, Bernalillo, New Mexico, 87004.

24
25

My name's Ramon Rivera.

I live at 1314 Calle

I'm here today to articulate my position to approving
any other plans regarding Santolina development.

I'm a
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1

native born New Mexican, a father and currently a student of

2

behavior in the Bacherlors Environmental Design department at

3

University of New Mexico, minoring in sustainability.

4

the reason I was concerned, and I've been getting more

5

involved in the community engagement on many levels,

6

including working at Candelario Organics farm, and why I'm

7

attending this meeting is Santolina development has is

8

currently been discussed in the school of planning as

9

speculative development, and that's lands on -- I agree, from

10

what I've seen today, that's the development that's being

11

pushed forth.

12

interests of a few at the expense of the community.

13

serving the interests of a few being able to make a profit,

14

and it's not considered any -- the full impacts on the

15

community, and it's not considering big entities trying to

16

reach out and grab cheap land in the whole process fronting

17

it as efforts to increase community services.

18

create a big strain on the community, and I just wanted to

19

articulate my opposition to approving anymore plans regarding

20

Santolina.

21
22
23
24
25

It's a development that's serving the
It's

It's going to

Thank you for your time.
MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

E. Ward, after

Virginia Necochea.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Go ahead.

Name and address for

the record.
MS. WARD:

Em Ward, 3201 Coors Boulevard,
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1

Northwest, R191, and I think I need to be sworn in, 'cause I

2

had to move my car when you did the group swearing in.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

hand.

5

(Note:

Go ahead and raise your right

Witness sworn.)

6

MR. WARD:

I'm just -- I'm going to open briefly as

7

someone who recently presided over community meeting that

8

completely bolted out of control, I can appreciate this

9

desire and need for orderliness.

I know for only that

10

sometimes the wiser course of action is to simply let it go

11

and acknowledge that it is a judgment call, so I hope we're

12

good.

13

We have heard today a variety of issues regarding the

14

Santolina Level B Master Plan including land use and water

15

service, school funding, historical and natural preservation,

16

the County's financial commitment, and the changing of

17

unenforce -- of enforceable "shalls" to unenforceable

18

"shoulds."

19

These remain unresolved.

More troubling is that this plan is being presented with

20

a request for approval with no public notice.

21

was only available this morning just before the hearing.

22

would be wholly unwise to move forward at this time.

23

I am a West Side resident.

New material
It

We have overcrowded schools,

24

poor jobs-housing ratio, and inadequate public transportation

25

service.

These issues likely will worsen without a
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1

well-considered and defensible approach to further

2

development in the western County.

3

plan that fails to protect the plan, fails to protect the

4

water, fails to protect the skies, and the futures of our

5

children and fails to protect and wisely use our tax dollars.

6

Thank you very much for your time and for your public

7

service.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

10

Thank you.
Dr. Virginia?

Is she here?

she gone?

11

SPECTATOR:

12

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

She had to leave.
Okay.

Christine Suazo, Suaz,

13

Jaime Chavez, followed by Barbara and I'm not sure if it's

14

Brother, Susan Sherman and Elaine Hebard.

15

MR. CHAVEZ

I'd say good morning, but it's good

16

afternoon.

17

represent Jaime Chavez.

18

It's J-a-i-m-e, every time you send it to me, please.

19

Is

My name is Jaime Chavez.

I'm not here to

You have been getting my name wrong.

I'm here to represent the Atrisco Grant today.

I have

20

before you -- I have already passed out a number of items

21

that are for your -- not for your consideration, just for

22

your information.

23

is a letter dated October 21st from -- to Mr. Dewey E. Cave,

24

the executive director of the Mid Rio Grande Council of

25

Governments, and in this letter to Mr. Cave -- and this is in

And basically the most critical one here
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your --

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. CHAVEZ:

For the record, your address.

I'm going to give the land grant

4

address of our offices of the Atrisco Grant, and we're on

5

Rosendo Garcia in the South Valley, and we're located at 2708

6

Rosendo Garcia.

7
8
9

It's been on the records --

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Restart the clock again.

you have

two minutes.
MR. CHAVEZ:

No.

I don't have two minutes.

I have

10

agency status.

11

right now it'll tell you that, in fact, we are organized as a

12

political public body.

13

we have acquired political subdivision status in 2012.

14

It's here before you if you read this letter

Atrisco is fairly young entity, but

I've also brought you -- this is regarding the state,

15

and this is a book of -- on land grant law just for your

16

understanding.

17
18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
record if you want to.

19

MR. CHAVEZ:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. CHAVEZ:

22

So that way you can -You've got two minutes.

-- update yourself and begin to

understand the land grant law.

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MR. CHAVEZ:

25

Give it to the Staff there for the

No.

You've got two minutes.
I don't have two minutes.

I have

agency status as it said in this letter from the New Mexico
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State Legislature.

I'd appreciate it, okay, if you would --

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. CHAVEZ:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

You don't care?
No.

It's what we decide up here.

Staff doesn't --

6
7

It doesn't matter, the status.

MR. CHAVEZ:
decision.

Well, you're making the wrong

Okay?

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. CHAVEZ:

Uh?

You're making a very wrong decision by

10

not approving the agency -- you don't have to approve the

11

agency status.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MR. CHAVEZ:

You can call it whatever you want.

We have the same type of organization

14

as the County, okay, and also as the City.

15

that --

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

here and speak as long as you want.

18

MR. CHAVEZ:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MR. CHAVEZ:

21

the Atrisco Grant.

22
23

But you're not going to sit up

What?

No.

Okay.

You can -- you're not --

I just want the agency status of

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I mean, Staff don't have status

here.

24
25

The letter

MR. CHAVEZ:
minutes.

Okay.

You gave that gentleman back here 15

This is our land that we're talking about

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

1

TR-157
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5151

7.A.e

1

here, Atrisco land, common lands of Atrisco Grant.

2

Let's get that straight as well.

3

if you violate the treaty, okay, you're going to have to

4

watch out for that as well.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
or what?

MR. CHAVEZ:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. CHAVEZ:
Body.

11
12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MR. CHAVEZ:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MR. CHAVEZ:

24
25

Really.
Yes.

What are you going to do?
We'll call security.

Okay.

it here in my hand.

19

23

So do your two minutes, and you're

done.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

I said the

Okay?

14

21

Are you threatening me?

I'm not threatening you.

MR. CHAVEZ:

20

Are you threatening me

Article II, Section 5 is a public --

13

18

Oh, yeah.

Are you threatening me?

7

10

This is under Treaty, and

I have agency status.

I have

I won't tell you again.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

That's fine.

I mean, it doesn't

matter.
MR. CHAVEZ:

So what -- what is agency status?

Why

don't you clarify.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Nothing here.

I mean -- I decide

how many minutes or who's going to speak and for how long.
MR. CHAVEZ:

The Town of Atrisco Grant is talking
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with you right now.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. CHAVEZ:

Uh?

The Town of Atrisco Grant is talking

4

with you right now.

5

Happy day of the dead to you.

6

ancestors here and for our additional lands.

7

Anyhow, I'm not going to say anything.
Okay?

I am doing this for my
Okay?

Just for your information, everything is in here in this

8

package.

This comes from Mr. Jerome Padilla, the president

9

of the Atrisco Grant, a letter to Mr. Mark Sanchez, executive

10

director, Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority, also, to

11

Tom Blain of New Mexico State Engineer's Office, because I

12

was going to read these into the record, and Mr. Jess Ward, I

13

guess, who is retired now.

14

New Mexico Office of the State Engineer.

15

packet right there.

16

much.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MS. CONNIE
Bonham?

20

That's in your

You've done it again.

17

19

I don't know if he is or not, but

MS. HEBARD:

Thank you.

CHAVEZ:

Susan Schuurman.

Thank you very

Barbara, and I think is it

Elaine Hebard.

Good afternoon.

My name is Elaine

21

Hebard.

I live at 1513 Escalante, Southwest, 87104.

I'd

22

like to address two points today.

23

sorry, the CPC has a lot of responsibility in terms of

24

reviewing all of this material and making a recommendation to

25

the BCC, and with that responsibility there are some things

Obviously the BCC --
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1

that you have as tools.

2

community criteria.
In Level A for the planned community criteria it is true

4

that the BCC is the approval body for going forward.

5

However, in the planned community criteria, if you'll notice

6

for Level B, the B -- you are the approval body.

7

talk about the fact that you need to approve or the BCC needs

8

to approve the documents with the ABCWUA, you need -- you

9

guys are the approval body.

So when we

The locus of approval is clear,

10

and it was clear in the PCC and in the Development Agreement

11

that the County signed with the applicant.

12

So I would suggest that -- respectfully that

13

Mr. McGregor and Mr. Stomp need to work together to bring

14

forward at least some documents showing the necessary

15

criteria for you to make the recommendations for the BCC to

16

act.

17

The second point that I want to make is that the TIDs, I

18

know, are not before you, but the request is for 45 percent

19

gross receipts taxes and 45 percent of the property taxes be

20

kept within the TIDs for Santolina.

21

difference for the rest of the County and the City, and it

22

hasn't been evaluated, and I don't see how you can recommend

23

that this go forward without looking at those -- those

24

values.

25

That will make a

We all know that there is about $710 million in the
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1

County that is not being covered with any type of funding for

2

infrastructure needs, unmet infrastructure needs.

3

million bond on the -- on the ballot for next week is

4

one-twentieth of that unmet need.

5

continue to grow, and if we don't have everybody contributing

6

their fair share but keeping it for green field development

7

will make us have bigger needs as we go into the future.

8

I would respectfully request that you do not recommend

9

approval of this proposal at this time but get the documents
that you need to do your duty.

11
12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

SPECTATOR:

Thank you.

Thank you.

Any questions?

That's

You had said earlier that you would

allow a statement to be read from people that had to --

15
16

So

it.

13
14

Those needs are going to

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Do we have a letter from somebody

that --

17

SPECTATOR:

Yeah, she sent it to me.

You read her

18

name, but she had to go to work, so she sent it and she gave

19

her address.

20
21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
can --

22

SPECTATOR:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

SPECTATOR:

25

Do you feel a letter that we

It's on my phone.

Okay.

Okay.

She texted it to me.

Go ahead and read it.

Her name is Sue Schuurman.

You

said her name and her address is 2112 Charlevoix, Northwest,
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1

and she had to go to work.

2

to share with you:
"My name is Susan Schuurman, and I'm the coordinator of

4

the Albuquerque Center for Peace and Justice.

Commissioners

5

derive their power, authority, and legitimacy from the

6

consent of the people.

7

interests of their Chair constituents.

8

consistent and widespread opposition to the Santolina

9

development proposal.

They promise to represent the
There has been

If this Commission approves the

10

project, it will be abrogating it's solemn and sacred

11

responsibility to represent the interests of the community,

12

and if it is approved, it will have represented the interest

13

of a corporate entity financed by a foreign bank, Barclays of

14

London.

15

the overwhelming opposition of your constituents who are

16

trying to protect our limited water resources much like the

17

water protectors trying to stop the Dakota access pipeline.

18

Thank you."

19

I urge you to vote against this proposal based on

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Is that it?

20

applicant, do you have any closing comments?

21

short.

22

The

Keep them

Okay?
MR. STROZIER:

I will.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

23

Just -- I just wanted to reiterate that I do have copies of

24

the changes that I had kind of gone through with you all to

25

the draft findings and conditions.

I'm happy to provide
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1

those to you all if you -- if you think it would be helpful,

2

and otherwise we are -- we are here to answer any additional

3

questions that you might have.
I -- I guess I should clarify the -- in terms of the --

5

what came up in one the last commenter's about the authority,

6

and I think it is correct that the planned communities

7

criteria says that Level B plans are approved by the County

8

Planning Commission or by the City Planning Commission.

9

this case, the County also adopted the PC zone, which is very

10

clear that the authority rests with the County Commission for

11

this approval.

12

planned communities criteria and that's why this is a

13

recommendation.

14

any other questions you have at this time, and I do have

15

copies.

So I believe that's the -- that overrides the

So I just thought I would clarify that and

Thank you very much.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. KELLY:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. KELLY:

20

In

Okay.

Give those to Enrico.

Mr. Chair.
Yes.

I know everyone's tired, but we haven't

talked at all about sequencing and --

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. KELLY:

About what?

The sequencing plan that they presented

23

in this draft, which I think is an important thing, and we've

24

all been asking to see it.

25

questions about it?

So could I ask Jim a couple of
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1

Sure.

Jim, one of the

Commissioners has some questions.

3

MS. KELLY:

So just, first of all, I appreciate

4

your reinsertion of the trails and bikeways plan in this

5

version and also that you presented the phasing plan.

6

MR. STROZIER: Yes.

7

MS. KELLY:

8

MR. STROZIER:

9

MS. KELLY:

I think that's a welcomed addition.
Thank you.

I just -- is the plan consistent with

10

the text where the text talks about the phase -- first phase

11

residential area is located in an area with existing urban

12

development and services capacity, and I don't have the page

13

number.

14
15

MR. STROZIER:

So, yes.

So let me see if I can get

to the phasing map myself, sequencing.

16

MS. KELLY:

It's like a page 113.

17

MR. STROZIER:

18

MS. KELLY:

19

MR. STROZIER:

One thirteen?

Something like that.
So there are existing services and

20

development just to the north of -- of that area, which is

21

the existing Tierra West Mobile Home Park.

22

utilities and infrastructure along Atrisco Terrace, and so

23

that's -- that's kind of the core.

24

with Staff about the first -- where the first phase should

25

be; wanted to make sure it was in an area that was

There are

We did talk at length
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1

developable, had -- that we had parks and schools and those

2

trail and open space corridors through there in terms of the

3

first residential phase, and it was large enough to

4

accommodate that, and then between that area and the mobile

5

home park and the Interstate and the development along

6

Central Avenue is primarily the town center and

7

non-residential at that point.

8

consistent with that in the sequencing plan.

9
10
11

MS. KELLY:

So I believe we are

Do the phases relate to the zoning

districts that are in a different exhibit?
MR. STROZIER:

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Kelly,

12

they do, and what we -- so we tried to look at, number one,

13

the residential sequences and looked at the residential

14

village areas and the portions of those.

15

them separately, the non-residential sequences, and those

16

were looked at distinctly, and then within those residential

17

villages we looked at the -- those are obviously in our Level

18

B land-use plan.

19

different types of residential.

20

sure that we had low density, medium density, high density

21

and some of those services.

22

We also looked at

They're broken down into more precise
So we also tried to make

So you'll notice in the table that goes along with that,

23

there are some jobs associated with the residential

24

sequencing, and that's primary related to schools and other

25

types of facilities that would be within the residential
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1

village but aren't necessarily 100 percent residential.

2

we did tie those -- so we looked at the -- at the sequence

3

related to infrastructure and those types of issues.

4

looked at it in terms of the zoning and then also the

5

land-use characteristics.

6

those together.
MS. KELLY:

We also

So we tried to put all three of

So that phasing plan becomes the basis

8

of your agreements that are being reached with the DOT and

9

APS?

10

MR. STROZIER:

11

MS. KELLY:

12

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

And do they relate to the TIDs?
So they -- we have also made sure

13

that they don't contradict that they are -- so the PID

14

districts that were just -- that are approved by the County,

15

these are consistent with those districts, and they're also

16

consistent with the proposed TID districts as well.

17

aren't approved yet, and so we will need to look at if -- if

18

and what gets actually approved by the -- by the Commission

19

on that, but so far we've tried to make sure that there isn't

20

any contradiction between those various district boundaries,

21

and we are -- and this is very much -- and actually, when you

22

talk about schools -- so when we initially laid this out, the

23

school that we had shown was just to the west of that

24

sequence.

25

Albuquerque Public Schools planning group, we actually

Those

We actually -- based on our conversation with
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1

shifted that.

2

changes that we made to the land-use plan is to make sure

3

that that school was in the first phase of the residential

4

village.

5

to make sure that that phase was a complete -- a complete

6

phase, if you will.

One of the few

So we did adjust -- we did try to make adjustments

MS. KELLY:

So is there a mechanism that the phases

8

will be complete and not incomplete?

9

continuing concerns is that we have portions of subdivisions

10

that don't have all the services that they need, like police

11

and fire.

12

community is complete before the next one is initiated?

13

That's been one of the

Is there a mechanism to be sure that each

MR. STROZIER:

I don't believe that there is a

14

mechanism that -- it might -- that might be something that

15

the Development Agreement addresses.

16

Although I will say that the -- there is a logic behind the

17

sequencing of the different phases, and they are adjoining,

18

adjacent to each other, and there is a logic behind those,

19

and then there's a practical side of that, which is obviously

20

that if we're extending infrastructure, building roads and

21

waterlines and storm drainage systems, that we don't want --

22

we don't want to be doing that for one little group of houses

23

over here and then spend a whole bunch of more money on the

24

other side of the road and jump into phase two before we have

25

a substantial amount of completion on -- on that first phase.

The plan does not.
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1

So there's a practical side of that, but that's something

2

that could be addressed in the Development Agreement.

3

haven't really talked about that, per se, other than the

4

logic behind how those sequencing areas work and how they

5

make sense from a first, second, third.

7

MS. KELLY:

I think that would go a long way

towards addressing the planned communities criteria.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. STROZIER:

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MS. VEREECKE:

Any other questions?

Thank you.

Thank you very much.
Staff, closing comments.
Mr. Chair, just a couple of comments

12

and just depending upon the direction that the Commission

13

decides to take on this, there could be more discussion about

14

findings and conditions that were drafted by Staff, and then

15

the agent has responded, but I did want to respond to one

16

comment, and it was something that came up.

17

in a possible finding and then possible condition related to

18

archeological study, and again, this is something that it may

19

not be that critical to this plan moving forward, but I did

20

read the language that was added in the plan, and it really

21

didn't say anything about the content or the substance or

22

anything that was revealed through the archeological study,

23

and it just -- it said that, "Due to the sensitive nature,

24

that it can't be discussed," and I don't agree with that.

25

think there are some things that can be discussed that at

I believe it was

I
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1

least give some indication about what the study revealed and

2

is specific to Santolina.

3

And then, likewise, for the mitigation study, the

4

language that was provided was very generic, but it didn't

5

relate to the -- the findings of the archeological study.

6

that's where I was -- I was suggesting that more information

7

be added in the plan, not the sensitive information, but at

8

least something that gives a nature of what type of remains

9

exist in the Level B plan area, and we have talked about some

So

10

of those in previous hearings, and there's no reason why

11

there can't be a mention that, well, there is an aviation

12

arrow.

13

sites, and then the mitigation strategy would tie into how

14

those -- specifically those might be addressed.

15

where that came from.

16

insufficient that wouldn't provide any guidance as we proceed

17

through the development of this -- of this community.

18

There are so many prehistoric sites or historic

So that's

I just felt the language was

On the other hand, the condition does request that there

19

be -- and I guess there's a request to remove all the

20

language, that there will need to be additional surveys as

21

Level C plans or subdivision plans come in.

22

just -- you know, you read something, and it's not any

23

substance to it.

24

the survey that was done.

25

So -- but it's

I thought it really didn't do justice to

So that is my only comment except to say that, again, we
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1

-- the recommendation at the time the Staff Report was done

2

was -- and earlier today was for a continuance to allow the

3

documentation that has come in to be adequately compiled and

4

circulated and reviewed and in addition to the outstanding

5

conditions related to water and archeology -- I'm sorry.

6

It's been a long day, and the platting of the property, and

7

then some of the language that has been brought up today, but

8

again, that's -- that's up to you, and with that, I stand for

9

questions.

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MS. HERTEL:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. HERTEL:

Questions?

I have a question.
Go ahead.

So I'm going to go back to how all the

14

data was collected and whatnot and put into the matrix, and

15

can I -- can I assume that what is in the findings and

16

conditions reflects the un -- the items left open in the

17

matrix right now so that there's no other loose ends in the

18

matrix that haven't been captured by the findings and

19

conditions?

20

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, it

21

does reflect some of some of the -- a majority of the items

22

in the matrix, but also, as we've been discussing that

23

particular language, in Section 1.1 that we've gone back and

24

forth about, and based on that, some additional language was

25

added in the findings and conditions from -- particularly
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1

from John, and so that hasn't been decided on, but it -- it

2

sounds like the applicant still wants to keep that language

3

and then, to remove the conditions that John Barney had

4

proposed that were related to that language.

5

that there needed to be some clarification about the process

6

for Parks and Open Space.
MS. HERTEL:

No.

I'm not suggesting that we remove

8

any of the language.

I just wanted to make sure that all the

9

loose ends were gathered up and were reflected someway that

10

there's not something that's missing from here, that all your

11

agency comments and -- your agency comments are included in

12

your findings and conditions.

13

MS. VEREECKE:

We're not missing anything?

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, I

14

did go through the matrix and tried to pull out all the

15

information that was outstanding whether it was for findings

16

or conditions.

17

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Great.

So essentially this

18

captures -- that last sentence we were talking about earlier,

19

this captures the last 15 percent, approximately 15 percent

20

of loose ends that had -- that were left in the matrix.

21

That's great, and you've done a great job.

22

MS. VEREECKE:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24
25

Thanks.

Thank you.
Any other questions?

If not,

close the floor.
What's the pleasure of the Commission?
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1

MS. KELLY:

Well, in my opinion it should be

2

continued.

3

issues.

4

conditions -- I don't even know if they saw them today other

5

than probably were discussed by this group.

The public only saw the draft findings and

I still have continuing concerns about the water

7

agreement condition.

I'd like to see this have as a

8

condition that they reach an agreement with APS and the DOT,

9

and I really think we should take the finding out that

10

they're able to develop with no net expense.

I just

11

absolutely don't have any knowledge about that based on the

12

materials we've been given.

13

MS. HERTEL:

14

MS. KELLY:

15

MS. HERTEL:

What number finding are you referring

MS. KELLY:

Oh, it's 6, that it's, "Consistent with

16
17

What number is that?
Pardon me?

to?

18

reserve area policies that call for substantial

19

self-sufficiency."

20

is being made.

21

mean, personally, and I've expressed this before, I think

22

really if the size was more in keeping with what was expected

23

of Level B, which is a much smaller area, I think a lot of

24

this would be so much more manageable, but I don't think it's

25

ready for approval today in my opinion.

So I'm just saying, I think that progress

I think that the phasing plan is good.

I
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MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

I would agree.

I don't think

2

it's ready for approval today either, and I would like to see

3

a continuance, but I'd like to see some really clean

4

documents so that we can really know what we're looking at

5

ahead of time, findings and conditions that are presented,

6

and if the applicant has changes to those findings and

7

conditions, that we get those ahead of time as well.

8

it at the last minute with insertion, you know, it's

9

complicated.

Doing

This is a complicated thing, and in order for

10

me to make a reasonable decision about moving this plan

11

forward or not, I need to have the information that is --

12

that I can digest in a way that I can understand in order to

13

make a good decision.

14

60-day continuance, 60 days because of the holidays coming

15

up.

16

So I would make a recommendation for a

You know, everybody has stuff to do.
MS. HERTEL:

I agree generally that we are not

17

ready to act to this today.

I don't have a problem with the

18

way the findings and conditions were written by Staff, but I

19

am bothered by the fact that they weren't available to the

20

public in a timely manner so the public could address and

21

make comments on that.

22

the public have ample time, I would -- I would suggest a

23

30-days continuance, because I think -- you know, so much

24

information is -- they have accomplished a great deal in the

25

last 60 days or whatever it was since we last heard this, but

So given that's my only concern that
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1

I'm bothered that the -- once again, that the public didn't

2

have time to see the findings and conditions.

3

continuance would be my recommendation.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MS. HERTEL:

6

Is that a motion?

In the matter of SPR2016-0001, I make

a motion for a continuance for 30 days.

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

right.

9

a second.

Do we have a second to that?

As the Chairman, I don't make motions, but I can make
So I'll second that for the purpose of having a

10

vote on it.

11

All those in favor signify by saying aye.

Okay.

Motion's been made.

12

MS. HERTEL:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MR. COLLIE:

15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. SERNA:

No.

17

MS. KELLY:

No.

18

MS. HERTEL:

19
20

All

It's been second.

Aye.
Aye.

Opposed?

No.
No.

All right.

So if we don't pass that,

what are we -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, you know, we just wait for

21

another motion, because any action that we take here, the

22

applicant can appeal.

So it doesn't matter what we do.

23

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

So I'll make a motion.

Okay.
Agenda Item No. 9, SPR2016-0001

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

4

So 30-day

TR-174
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5168

7.A.e

for a 60-day continuance.

2

MS. SERNA:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

Second.

COMMISSION:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8
9

All those in

favor signify by saying aye.

5

7

Moved and second.

Aye.
Opposed?

Okay.

Sixty days is

what November -- January, the January meeting.
MR. COLLIE:

Mr. Chairman, can I make a request?

Since we have 60 days, it would help me -- and this, I guess,

10

is a request to Staff.

11

spent a little time maybe the classic matrix and picked out

12

those areas where there's continuing to be substantive

13

difference between Staff comments and what the applicant

14

wants, so that it's very clear to this Commission what it is

15

we need to decide and give direction on.

16

just kind of wander from one topic to another and wait until

17

somebody brings it up, and it would be very helpful to know

18

what are the critical issues the Commission really needs to

19

put its foot on and to work through.

20

It would help me if -- if someone

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It seems to me we

And I agree with that.

And any

21

Commissioner feels free to call Staff at any time and, you

22

know, discuss that.

23

Any other business, Enrico?

24
25

MR. GRADI:

So -- but I agree with you.

Thank you.

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

Planning Commission, no further business.

Stand for any
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questions.

2
3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Questions of Staff?

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

5

MS. SERNA:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So moved.

So moved.

Second.

Second.

All those in favor,

signify by saying aye.

8
9

We're

ready for a motion to adjourn.

4

7

No?
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Aye.

Hearing adjourned at 2:22 p.m.)
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1

STATE OF NEW MEXICO

2

COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

ss

I, B. JULIAN SERNA, Certified Court Reporter in the

4

State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I reported, to the

5

best of my ability, the above Bernalillo County Planning

6

Commission hearing; that the pages numbered 3 through 176,

7

inclusive, are a true and correct transcript of my

8

stenographic notes, and were reduced to typewritten

9

transcript through Computer-Aided Transcription; and that on

10

the date I reported these proceedings, I was a New Mexico

11

Certified Court Reporter.

12
13

Dated at Albuquerque, New Mexico, this 28th day of
November, 2016.

14
15
16
17
18

B. JULIAN SERNA
New Mexico CCR No. 206
Expires: December 31, 2016

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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1

BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

2
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(Note:

2

Hearing in session at 9:06 a.m.)
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

Planning Staff.

4

MR. GRADI:

Let's get this meeting started.

Good morning.

Can you hear me?

Good

5

morning, Chairman Chavez, Members of The county Planning

6

Commission.

7

hear the Level B Santolina Master Plan request.

8

case number SPR2016-0001.

9
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This is a one of several special hearings to
We have

As you all know, this case is being divided up into

10

various sections pertaining to the different elements of the

11

Level B Planned Communities criteria.

12

involve primarily around the issue of transportation, and we

13

have a number of speakers here today.

14

hearing this morning with Catherine VerEecke, who will give

15

an introduction.

16

and any else that's interested with a format for the hearing

17

today.

18

Public Works Staff taking approximately 30 minutes.

19

time for agencies such as Mid-Region Council of Governments

20

and New Mexico Department of Transportation.

21

move into the applicant's and agent's presentation, and no.

22

5, we have half an hour allocated for public comment.

23

Today's hearing will

We will begin the

Staff has provided the Planning Commission

We will begin with the Staff introduction, County
We have

Then we'll

If there's any questions regarding the format or any

24

other items, I stand for questions.

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

No.

With that --

That's fine.
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MS. VEREECKE:

Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members

2

of the Commission.

3

with the Planning Department, and I have been coordinating

4

the Santolina case since it first began in 2013.

5

My name is Catherine VerEecke, and I'm

And just as a review, the CPC considered this case in

6

2000 -- the Level A plan, 2014, recommended approval to the

7

County Commission of the Level A plan, and the County

8

Commission approved the Level A plan in June of 2015.

9
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1

So what is transpiring now is the review of a Level B

10

plan, which is for a portion of the entire 13,700 acre site,

11

and this request is for about 4,200 acres.

12

specific portion of the site and, then, for more specific

13

details of this specific portion of the Santolina area.

14

just to keep in mind that the general concept of Santolina

15

has been approved, and now, we're focusing on how Santolina

16

will build out.

17

So it is for a

So

So as Enrico said and as you recall, the Commission has

18

elected to have a series of four hearings for Santolina

19

Level B plan.

20

the series of hearings.

21

The next hearing will be in May will be on land use and

22

zoning, and what has happened with this -- this Level B

23

request is the general plan has been submitted back in

24

January.

25

within the plan on transportation, which is one of the key

So this is the second -- this is the first in
The focus is on transportation.

That's been under review.

There is a section
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1

elements that really determines the network and the

2

functioning of the Santolina development as it builds out.

3

It also relates to land use, and they -- land use and
transportation go together.

5

adequate to service the proposed land uses.

6

The transportation needs to be
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4

So since the last hearing in March where the Commission

7

decided to have the series of hearings, there have been

8

discussions between Staff and agencies and the applicant

9

focusing on transportation.

At the end of March, there was

10

a matrix that was submitted focusing on transportation and

11

how the transportation plan addresses any of the issues that

12

have been raised by Staff about transportation and how the

13

applicant and the agents will be addressing those, whether

14

it is within this process, like by revising their plan or by

15

some other action such as submitting additional plans.

16

this has been available since March.

So

17

There has also been another document that has been

18

submitted about the mitigation of impacts of the development

19

on different areas near by Santolina.

20

been under review to for the last few weeks.

21

been available on the website, bernco.gov/santolina, and my

22

understanding is there has been a number of discussions

23

between our Staff and of the applicant in trying to work

24

through the issues.

25

today is on transportation, and with that, I will hand over

So those have all
They've also

So, again, the focus of the discussion
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1

to my associate, Richard Meadows from Public Works, and he's

2

going to go into greater detail about where we are with the

3

review of the transportation element.

5

MR. MEADOWS:

Thank you, Catherine.
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4

Thank you.

My name's Richard Meadows, and I'm the technical

6

planning manager with the infrastructure planning department

7

within Public Works, and good morning to Mr. Chair and

8

Commission.

9

So I want to start out with just going over the Planned

10

Communities Criteria for a Level B master plan such as

11

Santolina for transportation.

12

that are listed in the criteria, and I'm going to be going

13

through each one, and I have the various comments that have

14

been brought up from -- from Public Works and from various

15

agencies for -- listed under each of the criteria.

16

So -- so there's seven items

So there's the -- there's the overall build-out of

17

Santolina estimated to build out by 2065.

18

A that was approved last year.

19

presenting at Level B must tie back to Level -- Level A.

20

This is the Level

So everything that we're

So -- so the first thing is back when Level A was

21

approved, there was a number of conditions that were

22

approved with it by the BCC, and so I've listed those here,

23

and so I wanted to report today that all of the conditions

24

have been met; that the consultant did submit a revised

25

Level A transportation plan, and the main thing in that plan
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was that it used the new 2040 forecast.

So the Mid-Region

2

Council of Governments adopted a Metropolitan Transportation

3

Plan last year, and it has new population forecasts through

4

2040, and so one of the conditions of approval was to redo

5

the transportation plan based on that new forecast as well

6

as there were a number of things that we asked be modified

7

in the road networks, such things as that there be more of a

8

grid pattern to the road network, that in the proposed urban

9

center that the arterials go around the arterial of the

10

urban center rather than through the middle of the arterial

11

center, that there be a new parallel road to I-40, that

12

there be better connectivity to the south and the north from

13

the development.
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14

And one of the new things in the -- in the plan is that

15

Paseo Del Norte is actually shown as a freeway with the

16

right-of-way for a freeway like is being proposed north of

17

I-40.

18

that into account.

19

So the -- so the transportation analysis takes all of

Okay.

So then we get Level B, which we're going to

20

discuss today, and so we have to evaluate it according to

21

the criteria, and there's a number of things that we ask

22

that the consultant look at, and down halfway on the page,

23

one the main things is the Planned Communities Criteria asks

24

that there be an air quality study prepared, and so one of

25

the things that's happening this year is that Bernalillo
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1

County, as of June, will no longer be a non-attainment with

2

the EPA for carbon monoxide.

3

Board for the City and the County would model a large master

4

plan like Santolina, like they also did with the

5

Metropolitan Transportation Plan, to see if there were air

6

quality impacts.

7

will be in effect, they will no longer do that, but we're

8

still -- because it is a criteria, a required criteria in

9

our Planned Communities Criteria, we have asked that the

Well, because this non-attainment status

10

consultant still prepare an air quality study.

11

hiring a subconsultant to do that, and we ask that it be

12

presented to this Body at the June environmental meeting on

13

the master plan.

14

Okay.

They will be

So one thing we're very pleased about in Level B

15

is that it's -- we have more phasing to it.

16

2025 phase as well as a 2040 phase, and that just gives us

17

more information that we can look at and consider.

18

So we have a

So this is what the 2025 layout of the road network

19

will look like.

20

Vista is a main -- it's an existing roadway, but it will

21

became a main spine and as well as Dennis Chavez serving on

22

the southern end of the development.

23

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

So previously the Air Quality

So you can see from north to south Atrisco

So I've kind of circled or highlighted some information

24

that's presented with the 25 -- 2025 plan.

For instance, in

25

terms of development, we have 6,200 new housing units being
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1

proposed, and we have 8,677 jobs being proposed.

2

jobs-to-housing ratio of 1.47.

3

number for this discussion today.

4

around that jobs-to-housing ratio.

And that's a really key
Everything revolves

And then I've also circled some other information about

6

the road network.

7

roads reach capacity, and we're going to talk about the

8

impacts of traffic from those roads exceeding capacity, and

9

you can kind of just see that -- you know, that there are

10
11

For instance, some of the -- some of the

some roads that we really need to focus on.
I sort of wish I had a pointer.

Okay.

So here's the

12

2040 network, and you can see it's much more built out.

13

Again, you've got Atrisco Vista.

14

got Paseo Del Volcan on the -- sort of the west end of the

15

development.

16

MS. KELLY:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MS. KELLY:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. KELLY:

21
22
23
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So a

You've got -- now, you've

Mr. Chair.
Hold on just a minute.

I'm sorry.
Go ahead.

So, Richard, can you just point us to

what you're looking at so we can see it on this graphic?
MR. MEADOWS:

Okay.

I would need to be able to

point to the screen, so --

24

MS. KELLY:

25

MR. MEADOWS:

Is there an attachment that's -Let's see.

Let me get my mouse.
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Let's see.

2
3

Okay.

Do you see it now?

MS. SERNA:

Is it -- what we wanted is on our

screen.

4

MR. MEADOWS:

5

MS. SERNA:

6

MR. MEADOWS:

7

That helps.

8

Commissioner.

9

So okay.

Okay.

Yes.
You're not getting it?
See anything?

Okay.

Okay.
All right.

So 20 -- thank you for that,

Now, this is Paseo Del Volcan.

In 2040 that

10

becomes a major arterial north and south.

11

Vista.

12

circle the development, and now, you've got -- the Gibson

13

west extension comes up the escarpment, and that's serving

14

kind of the middle part of the development, and this is, of

15

course, Dennis Chavez, but you've also got this -- this is

16

the industrial park over here off of Shelly Road as part of

17

Level B as well, and you can see this is the parallel road

18

that we asked to be added to the network so that the traffic

19

is not all on the I-40 frontage road.

20

important piece of the network.

21

This is Atrisco

This is the beginning of the loop road that will

So that's a real

So now you can see in 2040, total units, 10,500

22

approximately housing units and then the jobs, about 12,800,

23

and you can also see the breakdown by the types of jobs.

24

You've got basic retail and service.

25

know it's assumed that there'll be a lot of basic industrial

So you can see -- you
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1

kinds of jobs created as well as service-type jobs that are

2

being proposed.

3

Over here on this chart you can begin to see that

4

there's -- well, here, you can see that the network, again,

5

in some places is exceeding capacity.

6

are the roadways that we need to be concerned about.

7

So --

8
9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So those are -- those
Okay.

Can I ask you a question before

you move on?

10

MR. MEADOWS:

Yes, sir, Mr. Chair.

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

When you're doing the roads, do

12

you have communications or -- like, with Albuquerque Public

13

Schools or the Albuquerque bus network, where bus stops

14

should be in here and where school buses should have

15

parking?

16

especially with the schools, is the children are out there

17

on the street waiting for the bus, and if we're planning for

18

roads and streets around here, we have a high school up

19

there that I assume a lot of the kids go on the bus.

20

those things considered into your plan when you're figuring

21

these roads out, where bus stops are and where school bus

22

stops are?

23

You know, one of the things that I see everywhere,

MR. MEADOWS:

Are

Mr. Chair and Commission, that's a

24

great question, and I didn't -- I didn't see that

25

considered.

The consultant can talk about that when they
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2

present, because I didn't see that in the report.
Now, I do know that they're looking at school sites,

3

and they are considering enrollment in terms of the traffic

4

that's generated.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. MEADOWS:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I understand that --

Right.
-- but I think your department

8

should be looking at these kids when they're getting picked

9

up, that they're being picked up in a safe place, and if

10

we're designing almost a city --

11

MR. MEADOWS:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Right.
-- you know, it just doesn't make

13

sense to me that we're not taking this into consideration as

14

to where, you know, putting -- you know, if we're putting --

15

we're requiring bus stops and requiring school bus stops.

16

think that's very important, because right now, in our

17

transportation in the City and the County, I don't think

18

there's such a thing, and the school buses are parking in

19

the middle of the street to pick up kids, which, you know,

20

they have their signs and everything else, but it's still

21

dangerous for our kids, and I think that's something that we

22

should start considering into our road systems.

23

MR. MEADOWS:

Okay.

Yeah.

I

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

24

That's -- that's a great suggestion, and we'll take another

25

look at it.

I know at this level, Level B, we're looking at
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1

kind of the major roads, the arterials, and the collectors,

2

and generally those bus stops are on more of the residential

3

roads, but we will certainly make sure that that is part of

4

the report.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. MEADOWS:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Go ahead.

Thank you.
Oh, wait.

My other question is,

8

does the department communicate or get together with the

9

school system, APS, or somebody about those roads when

10

you're -- is it MRCOG involved to -- who is -- would get

11

these people involved, you know, in here as far as you know?

12

MR. MEADOWS:

Right.

In fact, Christie just --

13

Mr. Chair, just came up and reminded that we do -- the

14

County does sit on the blues team, and that's a committee

15

that APS has to look at traffic issues related to school

16

locations.

17

So we are pretty involved with APS.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So we do have comments in here

18

somewhere about -- from APS about comments of road

19

department or whatever's being done?

20

MR. MEADOWS:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

I'll let Catherine answer that.
Okay.

We'll get to that later.

I just kind of wanted to bring that into the discussion.

23

MR. MEADOWS:

Okay.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. MEADOWS:

Thank you.

Uh-huh.

So some of the comments we received
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1

about the traffic circulation system have to do with

2

functional classification, that there be consistent language

3

in how those -- those roadways are being referred to.

4

asked that some design techniques be added related to green

5

infrastructure and things like adaptive signals that the

6

County is using on some of our major arterials.
And then both the City and MRCOG and DOT had a number

8

of comments related to the circulation system.

9

reminded us, for instance, that Gibson Boulevard is a city

10

roadway, and it needs to be built to their standards, that

11

as it goes through the escarp- -- up the escarpment, enough

12

right-of-way needs to be considered for that.

13

up the point that we really need to look at how roadways

14

will be built out and widened as the build-out and the

15

phasing of the development occurs.

16

They

MRCOG brought

They asked us to look at something called "last mile

17

connections."

So that, for instance, is if somebody rides

18

the bus -- and there is some information in here about a

19

public transportation system -- that there be trail and

20

bikeway and sidewalk connections for those people to get

21

from the bus stop to their homes, and that would apply as

22

well to school buses, to look at the Route 54 transit

23

corridor as it ties into the development, things like that,

24

better -- more clarity as far as how the document refers to

25

the Metropolitan Transportation Plan scenarios.
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And then DOT wanted to remind us that we need to be

2

acquiring right-of-way early and up front of the

3

development, especially for quarters like PDV, that we look

4

at the cost-sharing for how we're going to build those

5

facilities, especially those new interchanges that are being

6

proposed with the development.

7

So overall, based on the jobs-to-housing ratio

8

assumptions, the network performs pretty well.

So, again,

9

if they reach that 1.7 jobs-per-housing unit, the network

10

performs pretty well, and so we look at things like are

11

there acceptable level of services.

12

where it doesn't quite do as well as we'd like, and I'm

13

going to talk about that.

14

miles traveled?

15

there's a slight increase in vehicle miles traveled, and

16

that usually -- that portends that people are having to

17

drive farther, and maybe it's causing some air-quality

18

issues when we see an increase in VMT.

19

reasons why we're asking for that air-quality study.

20

There's some exceptions

Does it reduce the VMT or vehicle

It does do that by 2025, but by 2040,

So that's one of the

And then they do in the report talk about something

21

called "transportation demand management," and that's very

22

important to us at the County, that we work with the major

23

employers that locate in these industrial parks and business

24

centers, that they do provide things like flex time, that

25

they do provide incentives for their employees to carpool or
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take the bus, so forth.

So there's a number of things that

2

can be done in the -- in the private sector with the

3

County's encouragement to -- to bring down the number of

4

single-occupancy vehicles.

5

So, again, I kind of summarized some of the findings in

6

the 2025 phase and the 2040 phase, and I will, if this works

7

-- so, for instance, you'll see by 2025, vehicle miles

8

traveled, that goes down a bit.

9

the amount of time you're spending in your vehicle, that

Vehicle hours traveled, so

10

goes down significantly, and then vehicle hours of delay,

11

that goes down significantly, and so those are all good

12

things, and this is compared to the trend scenario that's in

13

the Metropolitan Transportation Plan.

14

with creating jobs in this area, fewer people will have to

15

cross the river.

16

so that would generally improve the transportation

17

experience or the motorist's or the commuter's experience on

18

the -- on the network.

19

generally talking about congestion, so the congestion would

20

come down.

21

So with Santolina,

More people can stay on the West Side, and

Vehicle hours of delay, that's

So by 2040 though, again, some of the indicators look

22

better.

The one we were concerned about is vehicle miles

23

traveled goes up by 2 percent approximately over what's

24

being projected in the trend scenario of the Metropolitan

25

Transportation Plan.

And this -- for everybody's
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1

information, this -- this is the Mid-Region Council of

2

Government's Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2040.

3

was adopted last year by Bernalillo County as well as all

4

the other jurisdictions in the region.
And just like for land-use planning, the County Staff

6

uses the Comprehensive Plan.

7

this is our Bible.

8

everything in Santolina is being compared to how it performs

9

against what's in the Long-Range Transportation Plan.

10

Transportation Planning Staff,

This is what we -- we follow.

So a little bit more about the MTP.

So

So there's two

11

scenarios in it.

12

basically if things build out like they have in the past, it

13

will continue, and that's what the population forecast is

14

based on.

15

There's a trend scenario, which this is

But then there was also what they called a preferred

16

scenario, and the preferred scenario tries to encourage more

17

in-fill, more development around employment centers and

18

activity centers and along the major transit corridors, and

19

so I wanted you to see while Santolina does very well

20

against the trend scenario, it doesn't do quite as well

21

against this preferred scenario of the MTP.

22

So other things that are in the Metropolitan

23

Transportation Plan is that we try to improve our existing

24

network over building a lot of new roads, and we try to have

25

more transit projects to deal with -- with the traffic
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1

conditions in the region, and then the preferred scenario,

2

like I said, encourages more development to happen around

3

these activity centers, and I do have to say, Santolina does

4

provide a number of activity centers, employments centers,

5

and so they are using this kind of centers and corridors

6

type of strategy as well.

7

But you can kind of see that -- if I can get my mouse

8

to work -- in the Long-Range Transportation Plan, a number

9

of the proposed new roadways to be built that are publicly

10

funded are shown in blue, and then the purple roadways are

11

proposed to be privately funded.

12

Transportation Plan really encourages us to use our public

13

transportation dollars to build more of our infrastructure

14

where it already exists, and it encourages private funding

15

for the -- for infrastructure that's located farther out in

16

new developments.

17

So -- so the Long-Range

So in terms of how it confers -- compares to the

18

preferred scenario, you can -- you can see it still does

19

very well in terms of creating jobs for Santolina, and .73

20

is a number for the whole West Side that you would see with

21

Santolina.

22

better than the preferred on other things.

23

preferred scenario of the MTP does much better.

24

miles traveled decreases by 5 percent.

25

traveled, 17 percent.

It still does better than the trend, and it does
However, the
Vehicle

Vehicle hours

Twenty-eight percent for delay, and
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1

for river crossings, with Santolina it kind of breaks even.

2

It's -- doesn't increase, doesn't decrease.

3

preferred scenario you get a decrease in the river

4

crossings.
In the MTP they also have emissions.

So we'll see when

6

we get the air-quality study how it kind of stacks up, but

7

with the preferred scenario, there would be an 8 percent

8

decrease in the greenhouse gasses, like CO2.

9

So other -- other comments had to do with roadway

10

cross-sections, and we like the roadway cross-sections in

11

general.

They conform to the design guidelines that are in

12

the MTP.

There's one that County Development Review Staff

13

is a little concerned about that would have very narrow

14

roadways for residential areas.

15

that's used, that it either be for private streets or there

16

be a variance request.

17

So we're recommending if

We also ask that there be an addition of a -- of

18

another category of roadway, a major local that would have a

19

60-foot right-of-way.

20

Okay.

So this -- this criteria on this page refers

21

back to what I mentioned earlier, transportation demand

22

management.

23

are driving in single-occupancy vehicles, so -- and

24

Santolina will do a lot of these things.

25

pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

It's a way to reduce the number of people that

It provides

It provides dedicated
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transit lanes and future roadways.

2

connectivity to employment centers and commercial centers,

3

and they're located along these transit routes, and then it

4

recommends, like I mentioned earlier, that there be

5

coordination between the County, Rio Metro, MRCOG, ABQ Ride,

6

with employers to encourage more people to carpool or use

7

transit.

8
9

There's good

And I have some comments that I added in terms of
transit -- adding more transit information to the plan and

10

adding more connectivity to the trail network that's in the

11

plan.

12

So I'll show you on these slides.
This shows the proposed -- and this probably wouldn't

13

happened until 2040, but it shows the proposed transit

14

network on the north part of the development would connect

15

to Central, and Central's where the new rapid transit

16

project is being proposed.

17

to the transit center that's at Unser and Central, and then

18

on the south, there would be a major transit line along

19

Dennis Chavez, and that would connect to the Rail Runner

20

station, and then I just asked that they add some of the

21

other transit networks that exist in the area around

22

Santolina.

23

where we're asking for better connectivity of the trail

24

network that's being proposed in Santolina to better connect

25

these -- where people live and where they work.

So there would be a connection

And then on this map, I've identified some areas
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Okay.

So this criteria talks about maintaining level

2

of service.

So we evaluate all transportation projects in

3

terms of how well do they perform for level of service, and

4

so for the most part, the roadways do well, again because

5

there's going to be lots of jobs on the West Side.

6

So I'm just going to go straight to the list.

So this

7

is a list of about 22 intersections where the level of

8

service doesn't perform as well as we'd like, and we usually

9

refer to that level of service D, and these would be inter

10

-- interchanges or intersections where the capacity would be

11

exceeded, and there would need to be some improvements made

12

to those facilities.

13

So, for instance, if it's an interchange, it might

14

require that you add some lanes to the ramps, or it may

15

require that you install traffic signals there.

16

interchanges, it may require that you have more through

17

lanes, or you have more -- add more turn lanes to them to

18

move traffic better.

19

Some of the

So those are -- those are all the intersections that

20

were identified, and so the consultant did provide us a

21

report, a mitigation report that in detail looks at all

22

those intersections, tells us what do we need to do to bring

23

them up to acceptable performance and how much will it cost.

24

So, again, on a map, you can kind of see where -- where

25

these intersections and interchanges are located, and you
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1

know -- for instance, this would be Paseo Del Volcan

2

interchange, which it doesn't exist yet, needs to -- needs

3

to be constructed.

4

Street interchange, 98th Street interchange and the

5

approaches to it on the Interstate.

6

and 100 -- I'm sorry.

7

Street.

8

Coors and Isleta.

9

effected.

This would be Gibson and 118th

This is Dennis Chavez.

So you've got Unser and

All of those links are going to be

Over here you can see sections of the Dennis Chavez

11

across the river are effected.

12

Central Avenue that are effected.

13

This would be Gun Club

There's some sections of

So we asked the consultant, "Well, how -- how would we

14

mitigate the impacts from -- from Santolina on these

15

intersections?"

16

kind of listed some of the things that are proposed to

17

improve them.

18

improvements of these locations by 2040.

19

And they did provide that report.

So I've

The cost, about $65 million to make the

So we also asked what are the costs for building all of

20

these new roads and the interchanges, improvements,

21

transportation improvements to the area, and this is

22

provided in that mitigation report for your information.

23

Now, in this -- in this transportation section, we

24

don't deal with how that's going to be paid for.

The

25

consultant had said -- has said that's going to be in the
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1

Development Agreement, but those are -- those are things to

2

consider.

3

financing, TIDs, impact fees, federal local bonds?

4

know, how much public funding?

5

Is it a mix of the two?

6

but here's the cost.

7

improvements.

8

are things to consider.

How -- how will it be paid for, private
So, you

Those things need to be worked out,

So by 2025, about $100 million in

2040, almost another $100 million.

So those

9

So finally, we asked for some conditions of approval,

10

and so we asked by -- within 30 days of the BCC's approval

11

of Level B that we receive a revised Level B transportation

12

master plan with all the technical documents that addresses

13

all the comments that have been brought up by the agencies

14

and by us, and that those things be added to the text or to

15

the maps, and we asked that by -- also by that time that the

16

Development Agreement also addresses how are these things

17

going to be paid for?

18

County.

How will that be a no net cost to the

We'd like to see that.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MR. MEADOWS:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Hold on just a --

Yes, sir.
You know, we get into the no net

22

cost.

23

Now, that's not something that we're going to decide here.

24

That's something that the County Commission has to --

25

As far as we're concerned we have to follow that.

MR. MEADOWS:

Right.
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. MEADOWS:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

-- decide.

Right.

4

comes to approving something with those agreements in it,

5

it's not what we're going to approve.

6

MR. MEADOWS:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

Right.
It's something that the County

Commission only has the authority to approve.

9

MR. MEADOWS:

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

And that's

10

why I have it after the BCC approval that that be spelled

11

out.

12

And then -- so then the second part is what are the

13

things that we would like approved by the time this -- this

14

Body approves Level B, and so we'd like to receive an

15

addendum to -- to the Level B document that has all the

16

comments addressed, and they -- and the consultant has

17

provided us with a spreadsheet, as Catherine mentions, that

18

tells how they're going to address the comments.

19

like that to be an addendum to Level B, and then we'd like

20

that air-quality study to be completed and presented to this

21

Body by June 2015.

22
23
24
25

So we'd

So that basically concludes my presentation, and I'll
stand for any comments and/or questions.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I have a comment.

You know,

getting back to the transportation and the -- and I saw it
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1

where you addressed transportation with the -- with the City

2

and the buses and all these things.

3

we're not doing the same thing with the public schools.

4

Public schools probably have, I don't know, probably more

5

buses than the City of Albuquerque has, because I think the

6

Albuquerque Public School is handling their own bus system

7

now, and you know, you drive -- you drive down a road, like

8

in the South Valley, and school buses stop in the middle of

9

the street with no intersection.

When the kids get off,

10

they have to cross right there in the middle, and here we

11

are actually building like a new city out there, and we're

12

not even taking those into consideration.

13

One of the things -- and you were talking about

14

right-of-ways, and that's why this is important.

I think

15

those right-of-ways and everything else should be negotiated

16

with the developer as to where those school buses and every

17

-- and I'm sure the -- I don't know how APS handles their

18

routes or whatever, but I'm sure they do have a system, and

19

I know one thing right now is they don't have nowhere to

20

park their buses when they're picking up kids.

21

to park in the middle of the street, and I think if we're

22

planning a new area or new city or whatever this is going to

23

be here, that we should be taking in -- transportation

24

should be taking that into consideration, because the

25

schools are there.

So they have

The kids are going to be there.

It's
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not something that's going to come.

2

built, those things are going to happen immediately, and

3

probably before the jobs come the kids are going to be going

4

to school.

5

If -- if this thing is

So, you know, I'm really -- I'm really concerned about

6

that, because like I said, I can see it where we're doing

7

something in the Valley or somewhere where the roads are

8

already in there, but here we have an opportunity that the

9

roads are going to be built, and I think that we should

10

think of everything that we can to make this thing work

11

better, not only for jobs and everything else, but the

12

schools, too, because I've noticed that that's one of the

13

things.

14

and everything is coming into play every time we build

15

something, and we usually take the schools after it's built,

16

and then we start figuring what we're going to do there.

17

There's overcrowding, transportation of schools,

And I think we, as planners, need to start thinking of

18

those things before.

19

everything right, but we should at least be planning for it

20

in the future, and I think this is an opportunity for us to

21

include -- and I'm talking about bus -- bus stops for -- for

22

the school system and where they can park on the side of the

23

road and load the kids and get them off.

24
25

I know we're not going to get

The other thing is to have them close to an
intersection where they can across the street.

Right now,
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1

they stop in the middle of the block, and kids are running

2

across the street there, and it's -- that's very dangerous.

3

So I think that's just planning that we need to do, and I

4

haven't heard anything in that area --

5

MR. MEADOWS:

Right.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

-- as far as planning, and I

7

don't know if the County is talking or the developer is

8

talking to the schools about this, because I know the

9

schools have their system for transportation, and this

10

should be included in this plan.

11

MR. MALRY:

Mr. Chairman.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MR. MALRY:

Go ahead.

Mr. Chairman, maybe I can shed a

14

little bit of light on this question since I worked for APS

15

for a number of years.

What we normally try to do is locate

16

the school site first.

Then we consider the roads, et

17

cetera, et cetera.

18

chicken or the egg here.

So that's what we used to do is

19

locate the school site.

Then we worry about the roads and

20

so forth and so on, Mr. Chairman.

21

do.

22

you, Mr. Chairman.

23

So it's a matter of what come first, the

That's what we used to

I don't know whether that's changed now or not.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank

And I don't know if any new

24

schools are going to be added on the West Side, or if it's

25

going to take some more added schools.

Maybe we can ask.

I
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think I saw a school board member in here.

2

MR. QUEZADA:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

Yeah, I'm here.
And I think -- is that your

district --

5

MR. QUEZADA:

Yes.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It is my district.

-- up here?

I wasn't sure, but

7

maybe we can ask him that question, but I think it's

8

something that we need to discuss before anything is

9

approved here.

Thank you.

10

MR. MEADOWS:

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12
13
14

Thank you.
Any other questions of Staff?

Commissioner.
MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chairman.

Richard, so were there changes made -- or how was the

15

forecasting model modified in order to meet the vehicle

16

miles traveled, et cetera, that you articulated?

17

MR. MEADOWS:

Thank you, Mr. Chair and

18

Commissioner Kelly.

And I'll let the consultant explain it

19

in more detail, but basically they used the forecast

20

prepared for -- by MRCOG and those totals, so -- and I have

21

a sheet here.

22

another 300,000 people in Bernalillo County by 2040 and

23

another 130,000 jobs.

24

those numbers, those control numbers constant, and whereas

25

in the trends scenario and the preferred scenario of the

So for Bernalillo County, the projection is

So they keep -- they have to keep
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1

Long-Range Plan, that -- those people and those jobs are

2

spread out throughout the County or in different locations,

3

and they're more concentrated in Santolina.

4

those people would, you know, live in Santolina rather than

5

elsewhere in the County, and more of those jobs would be

6

concentrated in Santolina rather than elsewhere in the

7

County.

8

just moved people around, and then they divided Santolina up

9

into what they call data analysis zones, and with that, they

So -- so they stayed within those totals, but they

10

were able to analyze where those future people would live

11

within Santolina and how they would -- how they would

12

interface with the transportation system and possibly impact

13

the transportation system.

14

MS. KELLY:

The information that you presented

15

today wasn't available to us before, right?

16

that right?

17

and can we get a copy of that from you at some point?

18

Is that -- is

Because I don't remember seeing the circles,

MR. MEADOWS:

Sure.

Mr. Chair and Commissioner,

19

so it should all be in the Level B report that's online, but

20

I just -- I arranged it a little bit differently in my

21

presentation and circled it and all that.

22

certainly share that with you.

23

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

So I can -- I can

The -- how did the -- how

24

does the location of this proposed street network relate to

25

terrain management?

And I know that that's a future
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1

discussion, but it seems to me that the locations of the

2

major arterials, et cetera, that there needs to be some

3

definition of how they're going to respect terrain in order

4

to have the terrain management component work.

5

see those relating to each other?

6

MR. MEADOWS:

Mr. Chair and Commissioner,

7

fortunately a lot of where Santolina is going to develop is

8

flat land, but there's exceptions to that.

9

escarpment, the ceja on the west mesa, and a lot of that is

There's an

10

being proposed as open space, not -- not developed, and

11

there's examples of where roads would need to cut through

12

that escarpment such as Gibson Boulevard.

13

Chavez already goes up the escarpment, but for the most part

14

I would say that the network is in areas that's fairly flat

15

terrain, and that's where the development is going to be.

16

MS. KELLY:

Of course, Dennis

But they're talking about adding a

17

green infrastructure component to the roadway network, and

18

so is that going to effect right-of-way widths?

19

you know --

20

MR. MEADOWS:

21

MS. KELLY:

How are --

Right, Mr. Chair and Commissioner -I guess what I'm concerned about is

22

there enough information at the Level B transportation

23

network that can allow a plat to be reviewed?

24

essentially that would be the next stage of this process.

25

MR. MEADOWS:

Because

Commissioner, Chair, my
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1

understanding is that we won't see that until Level C when

2

actual subdivision plats start to come in.

3

a pretty general master plan level, but I believe that there

4

could be some additions to the Level B text, the report that

5

would show how -- how the rights-of-way would be able to

6

provide for green infrastructure, other kinds of amenities,

7

or improvements that we might look past.
MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

before we get into the other Staff?

11

MR. MEADOWS:

12

MS. VEREECKE:

Is that it?

Okay.

Any other questions

Thank you very much.

Thank you very much.

I --

Mr. Chair, I just wanted to respond

13

to one of the questions that you were asking about the

14

involvement of APS in this process.

15

all the documents that have been submitted by the applicant

16

so far, and they have provided general comments related to

17

the development of schools, and those are in the Staff

18

Report.

19

we're looking at this time, but they did not provide any

20

comments, but I do know that they are very involved in this.

21

They did provide lengthy comments about what their

So they have reviewed

They did receive the transportation section that

22

requirements will be for siting of schools and for

23

development of schools, and my understanding is that they

24

are working with the developer to come up with specific

25

plans, but just to say that in the third public -- special
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1

public hearing that there will be -- part of the discussion

2

will be about schools and in terms of the plans for schools,

3

funding of schools, and infrastructure related to schools.

4

So that will be -- that will be part of the discussion in

5

June, and we'll make sure that the APS Staff is here at that

6

time to address those questions, but I think that's a good

7

issue that you're raising about provision of bus stops and

8

services along the roads.

9
10

So we'll keep that in mind as we're proceeding through
this process, and potentially that's something that --

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I understand that.

You know,

12

my concern was not where the schools are going to go or

13

whatever, but we're talking about transportation.

14

buses are transportation, and I think it's appropriate that

15

we discuss this when we're talking about roads and what --

16

you know, they talked about city buses, where they're going

17

to go, where the connection's going to be, all these things,

18

but we don't talk about school buses, where they're going to

19

go.

20

right-of-ways for a lot of these things from the developer,

21

I guess, and I think that discussion should be when we're

22

talking about transportation, and I agree with you.

23

you know, the schools are very important.

24

to talk more about them, but right now, we're talking about

25

transportation.

School

We're talking about right-of-ways, about getting

We --

We probably need

That's what I'd like to, you know, keep it
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at, and nobody was mentioning them now.

2

I don't -- I don't want to build this thing or tell

3

them what to do and then later on they come back with,

4

"Well, we didn't include this, or the kids -- where the

5

buses park."

6

-- because I know the Albuquerque Public Schools now -- and

7

I saw it on the news where they're handling their own bus

8

system now.

9

buses right now and -- on Osuna or somewhere.

And I think when we're talking transportation

I think they -- they got their own facility for
They bought a

10

piece of property where they're going to handle all their

11

transportation, just like the City does, and I think it's

12

appropriate that now, before we get into -- or away from the

13

transportation part, that we try to figure those things out,

14

too.

15

And that's why I brought it up.
And I understand about there's a lot of issues about

16

schools and where they should be and population and what --

17

you know, those things, but I'd appreciate it if we can keep

18

our comments to the transportation of the schools, and

19

nothing was brought up with that as far as transportation

20

goes so -- and people saying that they talked, but I'd like

21

to see it on the -- in the plan, and that's what we're --

22

that's what we're going to approve is a plan, not something

23

that they're going to say, "Well, later on we're going to

24

talk to them."

25

I'll ask those questions of the developer, and I'm glad
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1

we have a school board member from that district here, and

2

we can ask him, too, as to -- I don't know what the schools

3

are planning or what they do up there, but I'm glad that

4

somebody from the school system is here in our hearings and

5

hearing what we're doing, because usually education and

6

schools are the last thing we talk about once we build

7

something, and we have a lot of overcrowding on the West

8

Side.

9

So I think it's kind of important.
And when we bring up the Staff here -- and I'm going to

10

ask the school board member if he wants to talk for the

11

Albuquerque Public Schools.

12

district as to -- I don't -- what they're planning, I don't

13

know what the schools are planning over there or if our

14

agent has talked to them.

15

just trying to find out information.
MS. VEREECKE:

17

MS. KELLY:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. KELLY:

I don't know, you know.

16

20

He is a member from that

Okay.

So I'm

Okay?

Thank you.

Mr. Chairman.
Yes.

I'm sorry, Mr. Chair.

I had another

question I forgot to ask Richard before we --

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. KELLY:

Yeah.

Go ahead.

Richard.

I was interested in what you said

23

about the air quality being in non-attainment status in June

24

of 2016 and that the air quality report won't be modeling.

25

I didn't know that we were going to be out of attainment
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status.

2

What are the implications of that?
MR. MEADOWS:

Mr. Chair and Commissioner, my

3

understanding is, like, the last 30 years we were out of

4

attainment with the EPA, and there were a new number of

5

things we had to do as a region, and one of them was

6

whenever there was a large master plan, like Santolina, the

7

air quality would model it and tell us what those impacts

8

are.

9

they told me that because as of June we'll be in attainment

10

again with the EPA, that they'll no longer be providing that

11

service to us, but because it is a requirement of the

12

Planned Communities Criteria, I still wanted to acquire

13

that, and so instead the consultant is going to hire a

14

specialist, specialist consultant to do that kind of a

15

study, and we'll have that available in June to look at.

And in this case, I contacted them and they were --

16

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

17

MR. MEADOWS:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.
Okay.

Next, we're going to have

19

the County -- the agencies, MRCOG and New Mexico DOT, and I

20

don't know if the school board member from the school board,

21

if you would like to say a few words as far as

22

transportation goes, because that's all we're discussing

23

today when we get to the schools, and I don't know if you

24

have any information for transportation.

25

involved with the schools in that district but --

I know you're very
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1

Commission, I actually came here this morning --

3
4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

Name and address for the record,

please.

5
6

Mr. Chair, Members of the

MR. QUEZADA:

This is -- I'm Steven Michael

Quezada, APS School Board Member for District 5.
I did come this morning, because my concern was

8

transportation and was transportation -- we're talking about

9

Santolina.

We have identified where we are going to put

10

schools, but I -- but I wanted to come today to talk about

11

how we're -- how I'm trying to convince the developers to do

12

more school choice, and with school choice, means there's

13

going to be more transportation issues.

14

against fighting -- building the big giant high schools and

15

get more magnet schools -- I guess you could call them

16

charters schools, more school choice, more focused education

17

for our children here in this community.

18

biggest issue that is facing not only our graduation rates

19

but our success as educators.

20

I'm trying to go

I believe it's the

So what our concern is, is that now you have an

21

opportunity to put a type of transportation in a community

22

that, you know, we were hoping that we could eliminate

23

school buses, to be honest with you, and go into public

24

transportation like a lot of communities throughout the

25

country are focusing on.

It is really difficult for our
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1

school budget and to be adding transportation.

2

Mr. Chair, that we have had to go into the school bus

3

system.

4

have to talk to the Commission on the insufficient funding

5

for education and Albuquerque Public Schools and throughout

6

the State of New Mexico, but we still have to start looking

7

at ways where we could start trying to get out of the busing

8

system and have proper transportation for our children to

9

get to all schools and not just public schools, but we're

10

really fighting for an UNM campus and a CNM campus on the

11

Southwest Mesa.

I don't think I

So I'd like to really thank you for considering this

13

and bringing this up.

14

to have to look at moving forward.

15

be a huge strain on the Albuquerque Public School budget,

16

and we need to start figuring out now.

17

feet to the fire of these developers that they do this

18

properly and that you, as a Commission, make sure that that

19

happens.

20

It's a major issue that we are going
This project's going to

We need to hold the

And I think a lot of people here are only here to make

21

sure that you are focusing on what's the most important

22

thing in New Mexico, and the only real natural resource we

23

have in New Mexico is our children and how we're going to

24

provide -- moving into the future, how we make sure that we

25

have ways to save on the budget, spend the money properly,
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so that we're using the money for the right things.

2

So that's really what I wanted to come and say today,

3

and thank you for letting me sneak in and do it right now

4

that you're using this as, you know, a platform as you move

5

forward to holding the developers accountable and when it

6

comes to transportation.

7
8

I'm open for questions if you have any questions for
me.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

not, thank you very much.

11

MR. QUEZADA:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Anybody have any questions?

If

I appreciate it --

Thank you.
-- coming down, and I hope APS --

13

and that's the other issue that charters schools -- does

14

charters schools have buses, too?

15

MR. QUEZADA:

No.

And that's the problem.

So

16

we're going to offer magnet schools and schools of choice.

17

That becomes a transportation issue.

18

development of this, you have an opportunity, again, like I

19

say, to have really great public transportation so

20

Albuquerque Public Schools doesn't have to continue in the

21

transportation business, which we really don't want to be a

22

part of.

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MR. QUEZADA:

25

MS. HAINES:

Okay.

So with the

Thank you.

Thank you.
Good morning, Mr. Chair, Members of
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1

the Commission.

2

NMDOT.

My name is Margaret Haines.

I work with

I'm the assistant traffic engineer.
MS. PEREA:

Hello.

4

also with NMDOT District 3.

5

area.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MS. HAINES:

My name is Nancy Perea.

I'm

I'm a traffic engineer for this

Thank you.

At this time we wanted to reiterate

8

our comments to CPC and were also part of the Staff Report,

9

so I'll read through those comments, and then we have

10

another comment.

11

to begin acquiring right-of-way for Paseo Del Volcan.

12

final alignment has not been identified, and spacing between

13

the interchanges shall be determined by NMDOT and federal

14

highways.

15

The NMDOT has program funding in this step
The

NMDOT has not identified any funding for the

16

construction of the proposed roadway extensions or proposed

17

interchanges or underpasses shown in the 2040 MTP.

18

of these improvements do become funded, there's no guarantee

19

that the design or construction would coincide with the

20

timeframe of the planned phasing.

21

commit cost-sharing or matching a portion of the

22

construction costs associated with any future roadway

23

extensions and infrastructure outside and in the vicinity of

24

the Santolina area.

25

If any

The developer shall

If Santolina's phase development occurs prior to
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1

funding becoming available for the proposed MTP

2

improvements, then those improvements must be installed at

3

the cost of the developer.
Based to the transportation analysis prepared in the

5

Level B report, increased congestion is projected as early

6

as 2025 at several existing interchanges, including but not

7

limited to Atrisco Vista Boulevard, 98th Street, and Unser

8

Boulevard.

9

alternatives for each of these -- of the impacted locations

The developer shall identify mitigation

10

at each development phase for review by NMDOT and federal

11

highways prior to finalization of these measures.

12

We also wanted to note that -- we wanted to revise a

13

note from the Notice of Decision dated December 12th, 2014,

14

to state this:

15

obtained prior to the improvement or expansion of state

16

roads identified in the Level A and Level B submittal.

17

NMDOT and FHWA review and approval will be required for any

18

Level C plan defining any required modifications and

19

improvements to I-40 and other state facilities as a result

20

of the development of Santolina and its roadway network.

21

The approvals shall itemize financial obligations with

22

participation and commitments spelled out.

23

of the timeframes for the off-site roadway improvements and

24

the planned phasing will also need to be identified.

25

Where any approval from NMDOT will be

The coordination

And we understand that we -- we received another report
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1

that Catherine mentioned.

2

off-site locations of interests traffic analysis, we just

3

received it few weeks ago.

4

reviewing it.

6

MS. PEREA:

So we're currently still

Thank you, Margaret.

So to sum up what Margaret has brought to the attention

7

of the Commission from the DOT is there is extreme concern

8

from the DOT on the funding for the infrastructure off site

9

of this development.

We feel that the analysis identifies

10

some of the issues but still the tie to how the funding is

11

going to be taken care of is a big concern to this state.

12

It should be -- if it's identified as impacted from the

13

development, we feel that the development should be part of

14

the funding process.

15

The state has not seen the Development Agreement that

16

has been put in place with the Commission.

17

that is an agreement between the Commission and the

18

development -- I mean, between the County and the developer.

19

So the state will have to come up with -- maybe need some

20

additional understanding and agreement between the developer

21

on how the infra- -- the off-site infrastructure would need

22

to be -- would be covered.

23

We understand

One of the items -- oh, there's several items that we

24

have comments on.

Like Margaret said, we're completing the

25

analysis, so we'll have more comments in the future, but one
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1

of the items in the document of On-Site and Off-Site

2

Locations of Interest Traffic Analysis, it does have a page

3

at the beginning that talks about the purpose of the report,

4

and it does identify, and I'm going to quote, "Nothing

5

herein shall be construed to bind or require Western

6

Albuquerque Land Holding, LLC, to construct and/or pay for

7

infrastructure, nor shall be considered as a proposal for

8

funding mechanisms."

9

This is a big concern to the DOT.

We need for this to

10

be identified.

We -- our fear is the infrastructure will

11

not be able to accommodate any influx based on this

12

development, and the phasing, as Margaret had spoken of

13

earlier, the phasing -- I mean, the phasing of the

14

development may not be in line with the improvements that

15

the state has identified for the I-40 interchange system.

16

So those are the comments that the state had at this

17

time.

18

comments coming in in reference to this.

19

Staff that's reviewing this document.

20

questions.

21

Right like we had mentioned, there will be more

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

We still have

We are open for

Thank you.

You know, the

22

Development Agreement is done between the state, I guess --

23

or I mean, the developer and the County Commission.

24

have your people involved when -- once it leaves here,

25

because we don't -- we don't -- we don't get into the

So you
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1

Development Agreement, because we don't have authority to --

2

either way to approve it or disapprove it.

3

that the County Commission does.
MR. PEREZ:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

The County Commission --

Okay.
You know, once we get past this

6

-- and I'm sure Staff has taken into consideration

7

everything that you brought up, and anything that we can act

8

on, we will, and I'm -- thank you for being here and being,

9

you know, involved in this thing.

10

It's a big project, and

we understand that everybody's strapped for money.

11

MR. PEREZ:

Right.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It's not that easy to get things

13

done, and people want to know who's going to pay for what,

14

and -- and I agree with that.

15

being here.

16

Commissioner.

17
18
19
20
21

So I want to thank you for

Do we have any other questions from Staff?

MS. KELLY:

Yes.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

The note that you referenced at the beginning, that is
an addendum to a previous note -MR. PEREZ:

It is -- it is right after the title

page of the document.

22

And I assume, Catherine, that that's been submitted.

23

It's called Off-Site -- On-Site and Off-Site Locations

24
25

of Interest Traffic Study.
MS. KELLY:

So it was part of that document.

I was asking about the other note that
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the other gal read.

2

Where can we get a copy of that?

MS. HAINES:

It was -- it was on the Notice of

3

Decision dated December 12th, 2014, and then our last

4

comment was -- we forwarded it to CPC for revision with our

5

Level B comments.

6

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

7

MS. VEREECKE:

8

MS. PEREA:

9

MS. VEREECKE:

Thank you.

So you didn't add anything here?

To?
Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I was

10

just asking the DOT Staff, we do have the comments that you

11

submitted, and I guess that would have been for the March

12

hearing?

13

that?

14

submitted in the record?

15

So you haven't submitted anything in addition to

Are you adding more comments now that would be

MS. HAINES:

No, not at this time.

I was just

16

reiterating the note that we revised with this -- with that

17

hearing with March, but we -- we do not have more comments

18

now, because we haven't had time to review this document

19

fully.

20

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, just to

21

say to the DOT Staff that the Development Agreement is in

22

the Staff Report, but we can make sure that you get a copy

23

of it.

24
25

MR. PEREZ:

Okay.

Thank you.

I guess the -- that

we'll have that discussion off line about how the impacts to
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1

the state's facility are brought into the picture or how

2

that will be addressed.

Thank you.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. KELLY:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

Thank you.

Go ahead.

So it sounds like there's a difference

7

of opinion in terms of off-site impacts at three

8

interchanges that you named; is that true?

9

MR. PEREZ:

Based on the quick review of this new

10

document, it sounds like there will be more locations,

11

intersections that we would have comments about, not just

12

the three that were identified originally.

13

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

not, thank you very much.

16

MR. PEREZ:

17

MS. HAINES:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. GINGRICH:

Okay.

Any other questions?

If

Thank you.
Thank you.
Next is MRCOG.
Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members

20

of the Commission.

21

at the Mid-Region Council of Governments.

I'm dressed like

22

Richard, but I don't work for the County.

I work for the

23

Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning Organization, which is

24

within the Council of Governments.

25

My name is Andy Gingrich.

I'm a planner

On February 8th, before we had the hearing to make the
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1

schedule here, we submitted a pretty lengthy round of

2

comments regarding this Level B plan.

Also, the Level A

3

transportation plan was also revised.

And then there was

4

also the Level B transportation plan that was submitted.

5

So we had comments for all three of those documents,

6

and so those comments were really the consolidation of what

7

I heard from my colleagues at the MPO.

8

to present those.

9

answer I'm happy to bring those back to my colleagues and

10

So I'll do my best

If there are questions that I can't

get them, those more technical answers to you.

11

So today I'd like to do -- just do an overview of those

12

comments that are kind of general that apply to all topics

13

and then those specifically of transportation.

14

several comments regarding land use, but we could probably

15

save those for the next hearing.

16

We also had

And before I get started, I think maybe it would be of

17

benefit to, especially to Commissioners that are new, to

18

just say a little bit about the MPO, who we are and what we

19

do.

20

we're responsible for the Longe-Range Transportation Plan in

21

the region.

22

Government's region, which is four counties and a little bit

23

of Santa Fe County here, and then the red line here is the

24

boundary for the Albuquerque metropolitan planning area, and

25

that's the area that the MPO focuses on.

The Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning Organization is --

This is a map here of the Council of
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There's a -- there's a little bit more detailed map

2

there that kind of shows that, you know, we coordinate lots

3

of cities, counties, villages, pueblos, and other agencies,

4

as well as the Department of Transportation to look out into

5

the long range and evaluate plans going forward for our

6

transportation system regionally.

7

out stuff.

8
9

So we bring people together.
goals and policies.

So big picture is zoomed

We put together regional

We prioritize and program projects that

10

-- especially those that have federal dollars associated

11

with them, and then we also have a -- kind of a short-range

12

plan of projects called the TIP.

13

state's STIP, statewide program.

14

That coordinates with the

So some of those key documents that we produced which

15

Richard mentioned are our Long-Range Plan.

16

Our future is 2040.

17

it.

18

document is the Long-Range Transportation System Guide and

19

that was passed along with the Long-Range Plan, and both of

20

these documents are important to Santolina, and the

21

applicant has referenced them and used them.

22

any questions about generally what the MPO does, I'm happy

23

to answer those.

24
25

This is it here.

I'm sure you've all read every word of

It's pretty large.

And then another really important

So if you have

So we've been -- obviously Santolina is a regionally
significant project, and so we care very much about the
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1

character, the general concept, and then also the procedure

2

of the development and how it -- how it comes along, how

3

it's built.

4

think I was at every hearing.

5

good back and forth with the applicant, and they responded

6

to many of our concerns.

7

redoing the roadway system so it's much better grid system

8

with -- we're a big fan of grids at the COG.

9

lot of redundancy, a lot of resiliency and options for

So we participated in the Level A plans, and I

Richard mentioned some of them,

They provide a

10

changing environments.

11

land-use areas, and so we appreciate that work on their part

12

and that response on their part.

13

They changed around some of their

Oh, also, before I go further, I -- the February 8th

14

comments, it didn't look to me that they were all loaded

15

onto Accela, so I brought copies of those documents in case

16

you didn't get the full length.

17

that was --

18
19
20

MS. VEREECKE:

So I'm not sure.

Maybe

They were added as a separate

attachment.
MR. GINGRICH:

Oh, you did?

Okay.

Well, just in

21

case -- yeah, just so you have the full thing.

22

won't go over everything in these -- in those documents.

23

Where was I?

All right.

So, yeah.

Okay.

I

So we were happy

24

to participate in Level A, and there were some concerns that

25

we had even at the end of the CPC meetings, as some of you
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2

might remember, and also the County Commission hearings.
And one of the larger concerns that we have was about

3

the phasing strategy that was a part -- put in as part of

4

the plan, and those concerns continue into the Level B

5

submittal.

6

We still have the same basic concern there.

This Level B plan is very large.

It's -- 4,000 acres

7

is almost a third of the total Level A area, and in terms of

8

acreage, that's about the size of Taos, and the Planned

9

Communities Criteria, it's kind of unclear to us what an

10

appropriate size is for a Level B submittal.

11

there 650 to 1,200 acres, but that's also describing

12

villages and urban centers, and so it's just kind of unclear

13

to us what appropriate size is for Level B.

14

comparison we have to proposed Santolina development is Mesa

15

del Sol.

16

first phase, Level B phase was large.

17

acres.

18

It says in

The closest

It's a comparable sized master plan, and their
It was about 3,000

However, and I think this is one of the attachments in

19

the -- in the comments that I passed out.

This is -- it's

20

kind of hard to see here.

21

their Level B plan, in Mesa del Sol, and obviously they

22

anticipated development sooner than what has occurred out

23

there, but what has occurred is within that first phase, so

24

we knew where that growth was going to be first before the

25

next phase would start to build.

They had four phases outlined in

So everything that's kind
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1

of a color here is -- is the area for Mesa del Sol is Level

2

B.

3

Yellow is the third.

The green is the first phase.

The blue is the second.

4

There's a couple reasons why, not just for knowing the

5

locations of the phase, that we're concerned about phasing,

6

and that's -- I think that are unique to Santolina, and that

7

is that the way that the phases were described in the master

8

plan were really tied to the Level B submittals, and so

9

those -- those Level B submittals are supposed to be areas

10

where opportunities to evaluate certain benchmarks for how

11

the development is coming along, and so if you have a really

12

large Level B phase, then you don't have these smaller

13

opportunities to evaluate some of those -- those benchmarks.

14

So currently all that exists is a 2025 and a 2040 phase.

15

having a more detailed phasing strategy I think would

16

alleviate a lot of our concerns at the -- at the MPO about

17

evaluating this development as it comes along.

18

So

And that's no net cost or jobs to housing, those kinds

19

of things that are really critical for the health of the

20

transportation system, and that phasing has lots to do with

21

land use and schools and other issues, but I could talk a

22

little bit about how that's really critical for

23

transportation planning.

24
25

The Development Agreement for the Level A plan states
that after the roadways are built, that they'll be conveyed
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1

to the public to take care of, and so if there are roads

2

built and the phasing is unclear or doesn't -- the

3

development doesn't occur, then you may end up with these

4

roadways out there that don't have the development to

5

sustain it that then the public is responsible for

6

maintaining.

7

And then there's also issues that we're concerned about

8

related to this, and that's kind of the interim stages of

9

the roadway development.

The Development Agreement, I

10

believe, and the Transportation Plan, Santolina

11

Transportation Plan say that the developer is responsible

12

for the first two lanes and then is eligible for funding,

13

public funding for the rest of the roadway to be built.

14

so that's a concern to us because, you know, obviously

15

you're not going to build a giant roadway at the initial

16

phases of the development.

17

until there's appropriate level of development before you do

18

the next stage of building the road, and so who pays for

19

that expansion is a question I think we've heard from other

20

Staff, too.

21

And

You're going to have to wait

And also those -- in the interim, because the interim

22

period could be, you know, decades long, will this -- the

23

first stage of roadway development have the other -- the

24

infrastructure support, other modes, like bike lanes and

25

sidewalks and trees and stuff like that.

If you're going to
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1

eventually have a very large roadway, how are you going to

2

accommodate these other uses in the interim with a very long

3

interim period?

Oh, I want to back up and say that in response to our

5

comments, there was a matrix that was put out that -- where

6

the applicant responded to comments from -- from other

7

agencies.

8

ours, because ours were kind of long, and we really

9

appreciate the work that they've -- that they've put into

They did like almost a whole separate section for

10

responding to those.

11

-- there's -- they'll -- there's -- the plan is to have a

12

reasonable portion of these other alternative elements --

13

not alternative, the other non-auto elements in each stage

14

of roadway development, and we appreciate that.

15

On this note, they've said that they

Maybe we have questions about more specifically what

16

that is, but we appreciate the attention -- the intention is

17

to have not just an auto-oriented, two-lane road during the

18

interim stages.

19

But, yeah, the following -- the concern that follows

20

this is, again, who pays for the construction of these roads

21

after the first two lanes, and in that matrix, the applicant

22

has responded that -- that the -- that they're eligible to

23

apply for other ways of funding those -- those -- that

24

roadway expansion, and that's true that they're eligible,

25

but there's not a guarantee of any of those things.
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1

And they had pointed to the Level A Development

2

Agreement that says that they -- you know, they'll pay --

3

they'll pay their proportionate share of what's referred to

4

as "system infrastructure."

5

will be classified as "system infrastructure" or not, but in

6

terms of the Council of Governments and the MPO and what is

7

in our Long-Range Plan, we kind of keep track of both

8

private and public records that are proposed into the future

9

so we can model the performance of the transportation system
in the future.

11

There are only two roads right now that are listed for

12

public funding in -- in the Santolina area, and that is the

13

Dennis Chavez expansion, and then also the Paseo Del Volcan

14

interchange on I-40.

15

a private -- privately funded roadway, and in the

16

applicant's response during -- in their matrix, they said

17

because there could be some public dollars going into the

18

system infrastructure in Santolina, then we should start to

19

consider those as a public, private kind of partnership

20

funding for those system roadways within Santolina.

21

There -- everything else is listed as

We're not sure if that's the County's understanding,

22

but we need to say that if that is the County's

23

understanding, that -- that those are County public dollars

24

then or at least not federal dollars.

25

funding for roadways through our process takes -- takes the

To get federal
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1

whole Metropolitan Planning Organization's coordination of

2

other agencies to determine how we're going to spend this

3

federal money, and that includes a prioritization process

4

with specific criteria whether or not you're eligible for

5

those funds or not.

6

So public -- I mean, if the County's willing to do --

7

pay for part of that system infrastructure, then, yes.

8

could be technically a public investment on their part, and

9

we could list that as public infrastructure in an MTP

10

listing, but it won't be the federal dollars going into

11

that.

That

12

And we would stress that federal dollars are getting

13

smaller and smaller and more and more competitive, and as a

14

region, we've prioritized trying to maintain existing

15

infrastructure, existing roadway infrastructure, and also

16

alternative modes of transportation.

17

hard to acquire those federal dollars for -- well, eligible

18

to apply, but there will be other priorities in the region

19

competing for those federal dollars.

20

speak to their ability to fund these roads.

21

needs to be clarified.

22

So it's -- it will be

I will let the state
So that just

And the other part of this is the transportation

23

analysis that was done for the Santolina area even for Level

24

B did incorporate some of those roadways being widened, and

25

that means, then, that this analysis kind of assumes going
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1

beyond those two lanes to the wider roadways, and so does

2

that mean that this analysis kind of assumes that public

3

funding kicking in is one of our questions, or is that

4

something that the developers plan on paying for.

5

But the performance of the network does seem to

6

incorporate some of these expansion projects, and we're not

7

sure.

8

dependent on the public funding based on the study?

9

Does that mean that the performance of the network is

Okay.

So moving on, there's -- we just want to say

10

that here's kind of the -- this is actually the land-use

11

plan for Level B, but it does kind of do a good job of

12

showing the grid system.

13

let me zoom in a little bit.

14

have this grid system, and we like that a lot.

15

that's really nice.

16

from the applicant listening to our concerns about the

17

roadway design or the system design, and that actually --

18

the small grids network in terms of transportation by public

19

transportation and perhaps even, Chair Chavez, the schools

20

drop-off situation, I mean, I think -- I think your concern

21

is a good one, but a grid is a resilient and adaptable kind

22

of system infrastructure.

23

routes and plan alternative routes.

24

dependant on one giant street to deal with all of your

25

problems and be everything to everybody.

Well, maybe you can see it very -The roadways in these areas
We think

We think that that's a direct response

So it allows you to kind of plan
You don't -- you're not

You've got
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1

multiple streets that you can kind of choose better routes,

2

more appropriate routes, but so -- and that's true for

3

public transit, too.

4

transit planning in the future is to have a well-connected

5

roadway system that's grided, because then pedestrians can

6

find many different ways to get to where they need to go,

7

and you can put stops in different kinds of locations and

8

really adapt.
So that grid system is -- is good, and it's -- and it's

10

something that is a benefit to the development going

11

forward.

12

that is uncertain.

13

It allows it to be a lot more flexible to a future

Same thing with the bike roadway system.

We liked

14

Richard comments where maybe some extra connections -- but

15

generally, the applicant's done a really good job of

16

referring to our Long-Range Transportation Systems Guide for

17

-- for how we'd -- how we'd like to see the region develop

18

in terms of especially our bike network and pedestrian

19

network and trail system.

20

In terms -- there are some -- some comments we have

21

about the -- the roadway design, itself.

So these are -- so

22

these are some of the sections for the largest roads that

23

are within the transportation section of the Level B plan.

24

These -- I mean, we appreciate that I think the intention

25

was for the applicant to really incorporate everything that
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1

everybody wants into a roadway and to use -- you know, these

2

little graphics are actually kind of based on our own

3

long-range transportation systems guide, and we appreciate

4

that detail, and -- but these are very, very wide roadways,

5

and I don't know if they specifically need to be changed,

6

but to point out that a really wide roadway is a big barrier

7

for pedestrians to cross and move -- move through.

8

This is -- I think this is 186 feet, this roadway, and

9

that's -- if you would picture one of your City blocks here

10

downtown, that's almost halfway.

11

the street of one of those blocks.

12

for a pedestrian to cross.

13

possibilities with a median to provide a refuge, but it's --

14

generally, the more smaller arterials you have that are

15

well-connected, the better it is for pedestrians, and you

16

can still move quite a lot of traffic on more -- more and

17

smaller roads than one giant large road.

18

That's about halfway down
That's a long distance

Maybe you have a lot of

That's not to say this is entirely inappropriate, but

19

we'll be engaged when the specific proposals of the roadway

20

designs come through and where they are, but this next to

21

anything that the pedestrian might want to get to is -- is

22

-- could be a problem.

23

try and incorporate medians and bike lanes and sidewalks and

24

that kind of thing.

25

Let's see.

But we appreciate the intention to

Oh, and also, the applicant responded -- we
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1

had suggested kind of giving a little bit more detailed

2

thought to how you would put these principal arterials that

3

are next to activity centers or urban centers, and they said

4

that they would take a look at that.

5

response, too.

6

Okay.

One last thing, and I don't know if you can see

7

this.

This is from the -- this is page 22 in the Level A

8

transportation plan, which was redone, is that I want to

9

just mention -- I think it's for the benefit of everyone,

10

because we get a lot of questions about this -- how exactly

11

our socioeconomic forecasts were -- are included as a part

12

of this planning process.

13

just describe a little bit about our forecast in general,

14

what it is.

15

So maybe I should back up and

During our MTP, our Long-Range Transportation Plan, one

16

of the biggest things we do there is we try to model the

17

future roadway network and see how it performs, and a

18

necessary step to doing that is to model where the people

19

are and where their jobs are, and so how are they going to

20

go from where they live to where they work or services they

21

need.

22

figure that out, and that is a model that runs, and it's --

23

also incorporates interviews we do with -- with County Staff

24

about developments that are happening in certain areas and

25

what's building and maybe what's -- what could be build or

So we have to do a land-use forecast to be able to
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2

where there's interest.
So that is what we call in our Long-Range Plan the

3

"trend scenario."

4

we did the models.

5

with a base year of 2012 based on the policies that

6

currently exist, what are -- what is the zone -- what would

7

the zoning currently allow?

8

are approved or which ones have started?

9

plans and policies, where are we headed?

10

That's based on at the time which -- that
So this was passed in April of last year

What are the master plans that
Based on current

Then there was mention also of the preferred scenario,

11

which I could touch on.

12

which looked at what if we changed a little bit about where

13

we are going.

14

areas, for example, and have the model run and see what the

15

benefits are, and we could then quantify that, you know, by

16

investing, by doing more in-fill, by investing in existing

17

infrastructure.

18

could have meaningful improvements, but that would entail,

19

then, that changes would have to be made by our member

20

agencies to implement some of the principles there, so that

21

the trend is kind of where we're going.

22

scenario is kind of if we chose to take these actions,

23

there's demonstrated benefits to that.

24
25

We did an alternative scenario,

What if we allowed some density in certain

By changing around some of our zoning, we

A preferred

So what was done for Santolina was essentially a
Santolina scenario.

So the -- Santolina is to be able to
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1

model it, you had -- you had to build the whole thing out to

2

see how it performs.

3

the trend scenario, and this scenario, to run our model, we

4

have to take the growth forecast that -- we call them

5

control totals, which is the total number of people in the

6

region and make sure that that's the number we end up with

7

in terms of people.

8

places, but we have to end up with the same number.

9

numbers come from the GO spatial population studies

We can move them around different
Those

10

department at UNM.

11

to grow."

12

going to grow, and we try to figure out where those people

13

are going to be.

14

So people say, "The COG says we're going

We don't say we're going to grow.

GPS says we're

So this transportation plan had to stick with those

15

same control totals, which meant that you had to -- because

16

there's a difference between the trend scenario and the --

17

and the -- what's expected development by the applicant, we

18

had to take areas in the region that were developed that

19

were kind of similar, like the other master plans on the

20

West Side, Mesa del Sol, and reallocate that growth and put

21

it in Santolina to be able to evaluate their full build-out,

22

because we had to end up with the same number of people.

23

So the -- and the -- this is something that is really

24

clear.

There's nothing that's not being said here.

25

clear in the Level A Transportation Plan.

It's

Page 22 says
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1

that, "The 2040 trend forecast developed by MRCOG does not

2

include the level of development anticipated by WALH."

3

there's very -- there's just an expectation of development

4

by the applicant that is not the same as the trend scenario

5

for MRCOG.

6

But that is an appropriate way to perform, if that's

7

your underlying assumption, that this area is going to be

8

built by 2025 and 2040.

9

use for this kind of analysis, and they work closely with us

10

to do that analysis, but I want to be clear about what those

11

underlying assumptions are, because we get that question a

12

lot.

13

questions I can answer --

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

That's the appropriate method to

So I guess that's it.

If -- if there are any

Any questions of -I have one.

Go ahead.
Well, I have a couple of

18

comments and then a question.

19

we're doing it all over again when we're talking about

20

phasing and that that's a major issue for you all, and I

21

also want to know, you mentioned that you had to reallocate

22

in your trend analysis reallocation for Mesa del Sol.

23

del Sol is not built out the way it was anticipated.

24

that what you're saying?

25

MR. GINGRICH:

I'm sad that this feels like

Mesa
Is

Yes, Mr. Chair and Commissioner
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Chavez.

So Mesa del Sol does build out in our trend

2

scenario, so because we have in our -- we have anticipated

3

growth coming into the region, and so by 2040, our model

4

kind of takes this big growth and places it in areas that

5

can grow, and Mesa del Sol is one of those areas in our

6

model, but in order to kind of populate Santolina without --

7

you know, we wouldn't want to depopulate existing areas to

8

put into Santolina.

9

wanted to make sure that -- that we're putting growth into

That wouldn't be appropriate.

We

10

Santolina that -- that would be accommodated other places in

11

our trend scenario.

12

only use the word "competition," but if Santolina is kind of

13

competing for development with other areas in the region, we

14

wanted to make sure that this scenario was using growth in

15

those kinds of similar areas than just anywhere in the

16

region.

17

region and move them to Santolina.

So we wanted similar -- you know, I can

We didn't want to take people randomly out of the

18

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20
21
22

Yeah.

Does that make sense?
Thank you.

Any other questions?

Commissioner.
MS. KELLY:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I'm probably not going to phrase this very well,

23

because I'm not sure exactly what I want to ask, but if

24

you're reallocating growth in order to develop a Santolina

25

scenario, is there a way to show what impact that has on the

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

1

TR- 62
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5234

7.A.e

1

transportation system and other projects that are already in

2

the pipeline for funding for other areas of the region?

3

you know what I'm asking?
MR. GINGRICH:

Can you translate -I think so.

I'm just wondering if

5

I know how to answer that with appropriate -- I mean, I

6

don't know if I have the technical capacity to answer that.

7

So I may have to get back to you on that.

8

the Santolina scenario would include the building of roads

9

inside Santolina.

I'm not sure --

Richard might be able to answer this.

10

I'm not sure about -- because we also, as a part of our

11

trends scenario, model the future roadway networks.

12

like, if there was an expansion project elsewhere in the

13

region in 2040, was that still built -- and that area

14

doesn't grow as much, does that -- is that still built in

15

the Santolina scenario?

So,

I don't know.

16

Richard, do you know if the entire trends -- trends

17

network was built in the Santolina transportation model?

18
19

I can get that answer to you for -MR. MEADOWS:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, you

20

know, I -- you know, I -- we talked about the areas, the

21

roadways that are impacted by Santolina, but it also

22

benefits a lot of roadways.

23

didn't make this kind of analysis, but it may be that

24

there's some roadways that would have needed improvements,

25

but because they benefit from more jobs on the West Side,

So there may be -- and we
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1

they benefit from Santolina, they no longer need those

2

improvements.

3

presented that, you know, there may be some roadways that

4

actually need fewer improvements, because there's more jobs

5

on the West Side.

7

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

complicated question.

I just needed an answer.

8

MR. MEADOWS:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

Thank you.
Any other questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

11
12

I realize it's a

MR. GINGRICH:

Thank you.

Oh, Commissioner, I'm sorry.

I wanted to mention

13

quick, it's not entirely Santolina specific, but the Council

14

of Governments is currently undergoing a big study for

15

trying to figure out how to improve planning for schools and

16

transportation across the region and how to do better

17

coordination with the school system and long-range

18

transportation planning.

19

can forward you information about that study that's

20

currently going on.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So if you're interested in that, I

22

Is that it, Staff?

23

MS. VEREECKE:

24

agencies.

25

agent.

Appreciate that.

Thank you.

Mr. Chair, that is it for Staff and

So the next presenter would be the applicant and
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Why don't we take a couple

2

minute's break, and we'll be right back.

3

(Note:

4

and reconvened at 11:02 p.m.)

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Let's go ahead.

6

how much time do you need?

7

you?

Mr. Strozier,

You don't need 45 minutes, do

8

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. STROZIER:

How about ten?

Mr. Chair and -- we were just

10

actually talking about some of the stuff that's in our

11

presentation has been covered by Staff.

12

to move quickly through that.

So I should be able

13

I also have full-sized copies of the matrix that goes

14

through, and I'm not going to go through -- just so you --

15

don't worry.

16

in the presentation, but I brought them if anyone would like

17

them.

18

me to sometimes look at paper, so --

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

Don't panic.

I know it's a little bit -- certainly it's easier for

You can get Staff to give us that

document.

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. MALRY:

24
25

I'm not going to go through it

Okay.
But you can go ahead.

I'm glad you reminded, Mr. Chair, that

we've heard it before.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yeah.
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1

You know I love talking to you

guys.

3

MS. NELSON:

Thank you.

4

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you.

Okay.

Go -- go ahead.

All right.

Thank you,

7

Mr. Chairman, Commissioners.

8

principal with Consensus Planning, and I'm here today

9

representing Western Albuquerque Land Holdings.

10

My name is Jim Strozier,

Before I get started on my presentation, I wanted -- a

11

number of issues came up in the discussion earlier in the

12

hearing, and I wanted to just kind of hit on a couple of

13

those things, because I think they were -- there were some

14

important items that came up.

15

this?

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MR. STROZIER:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19
20

Do I need to swear in for

No.
We're not -- we're not -This is just a hearing.

We're

not going to decide anything.
MR. STROZIER:

Okay.

Got it.

So in terms of --

21

Mr. Chairman, you brought up the school transportation

22

issue, and -- and I think that -- it hadn't occurred to me.

23

We have -- we have had meetings with -- with APS with the

24

facilities planning group, but we have not talked -- we

25

talked more about locations and where the schools should be
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1

and their -- their criteria in terms of what types of

2

streets.

3

to making sure that all the way down to the neighborhood

4

level, local streets, all the way up to the bigger streets,

5

that there are opportunities for other modes of

6

transportation to be included in those streets, specifically

7

pedestrian and bicycle, and then we also have an off-street

8

open space network that will have trails, and I know that

9

there are a lot of different techniques that we're seeing

10

being used with those neighborhood schools and walking,

11

school buses, those types of things that are trying to get

12

kids not to have to use -- not to have to use a school bus,

13

and so -- so we have given thought to that.

14

But I would -- I would make the offer that we will

15

coordinate with County Staff and try and set up a meeting

16

specifically with APS.

17

at APS to talk about those issues, but I -- but I think it's

18

important that we do have a follow-up conversation

19

specifically about transportation and APS's needs relative

20

to transportation, and I hadn't thought of that specifically

21

in that context, and I appreciate you bringing that up, and

22

we will try and follow up on that after this hearing.

23

so I think that covers that.

24
25

I'm not sure who the right person is

And

Similar to that is this concept of the "last mile" that
was brought up relative -- and I think that is also
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1

addressed with the idea of that -- the term today is

2

"complete streets," and that's incorporating the different

3

modes of transportation into street design.

4

street design was primarily about moving automobiles only,

5

and everything else was kind of secondary to that.

6

of "complete streets" is bringing all those other modes into

7

the equation at that -- at that level and same thing with

8

the trails.

9

looking at some of the suggestions relative to connectivity

11

The idea

We want to make sure that -- and I'm -- we are

that we've gotten and trying to make some changes.
And so the other comment I guess I would make, and this

12

gets to some of MRCOG's comments, we focused our matrix and

13

our responses primarily on the transportation aspects, but

14

transportation and land use is very much intermingled in a

15

plan like this, and certainly that's where MRCOG lives.

16

They live in that junction between land use and

17

transportation.

18

between the comments and how we're addressing them today

19

with this matrix versus our next hearing, which is going to

20

focus on land use.

21

kind of close some of those connections -- connect some of

22

those dots between those -- between those issues.

23

So there's going to be some cross-over

So hopefully at the next hearing we'll

We are very cognizant of the centers and corridors.

24

have been working with the Staff on the update to the

25

Comprehensive Plan that's currently underway, primarily

We
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1

being led by the City, but we are working with that.

2

coordinating with Catherine and Enrico on our comments and

3

concerns relative to that process.

4

at the residential street sections and the comments that

5

Richard Meadows made regarding that.

And then we'll also look

Commissioner Kelly, you brought up the green

7

infrastructure and incorporating that.

We have tried to

8

make sure that that is just like -- I would say that that's

9

also part of my definition of "complete streets" that those

10

-- that those streets not only include the mobility aspects

11

but how you deal with storm water, drainage facilities, how

12

you deal with landscaping and creating shade and minimizing

13

the impact of those roadways on the natural side of the

14

environment, and so that is also part of that -- of that

15

equation, and if -- we'll look back at it and make sure --

16

if we haven't expressed that clearly enough, we will make

17

sure that we -- that we do, because that is a part of our

18

thinking relative to these streets.

19

I also appreciate the comments about TDM,

20

transportation demand management, and transit.

21

working on those issues as well.

22

We are

Some of those things, especially on the transportation

23

demand management side, are really -- I think we can set the

24

stage for those with this level of planning, but really when

25

we get a large employer, that's when you really get into the
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1

nuts and bolts about preferred parking spaces, for carpool,

2

ride-share programs, those kinds of things, and that's

3

really integrated directly with the operation and management

4

of the facility, itself.

5

factor into that and making sure that we have -- are then

6

circling back to -- with transit to make sure if it's

7

appropriate even to have a special stop or rethink where we

8

thought a route might be in order to make sure that we're

9

providing that level of service.
So that's all part of that level of discussion that

11

happens a little bit later in the process, but we do want to

12

make sure and agree with setting the framework for that at

13

this time.

14

It was brought up about the size, I guess, and we

15

recognize that, and I think we've made some comments

16

directly to that, but in terms of -- one thing I would point

17

out with Mesa del Sol is that the Level B plan that we all

18

think of as Mesa del Sol's Level B plan is actually the

19

second Level B plan.

20

100 percent on recreation and open space, and that was

21

actually done by the County, and so that's where the

22

amphitheater and the soccer fields -- and that's almost -- I

23

think it's about 700 acres, maybe even 1,000 of -- of land

24

that was focused.

25

The initial Level B plan was focused

So we have almost a thousand acres of open space in our
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1

initial Level B, because we wanted to commit to the

2

preservation and dealing with the ceja escarpment as part of

3

our initial phase of development.

4

those comments before I get started, and I will try and go

5

through this quickly, because once again, I think a lot of

6

this was covered by the Staff.
The project team, it hasn't changed.

Matt Looke is

8

here today from Garrett Development Company.

9

here from Bohannon Huston.

Eric Wrage is

Malika Keem (sic) is here from

10

my office, and so we've got a great team that's working on

11

this project, and I think you heard a number of times that

12

the responsiveness and the level of attentiveness that we,

13

as a team, have tried to pay to our responses in terms of

14

when we've gotten comments, we've taken those comments

15

seriously.

16

tried to respond to every one of those, and that's really

17

the purpose of that matrix, and we plan to do that style of

18

matrix for each of the upcoming hearings as well, so we show

19

you how we're addressing those comments.

20

We've sat down.

We've had meetings.

I don't need to spend any time on that.

We've

I think that

21

Mr. Meadows actually went through pretty good detail of the

22

Level A conditions of approval.

23

have the Level A plan that went through.

24

conditions.

25

to transportation, and so we have dealt with those, and we

So, once again, we -- we
It had certain

Some of those conditions specifically related
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2

have addressed those, and I think you heard that.
This graphic really, I think, it gets to some of the

3

conversation and -- that we had earlier about responding to

4

comments, and one of the significant comments, and you heard

5

it from MRCOG today, was about the grid, and this just shows

6

you the Level B plan kind of superimposed into the overall

7

grid network for the entire Level A.

8

challenge.

9

think of the first phase in the context of the whole.

So it's always a

We think about the first phase, but we have to
So

10

this just shows you how we -- how we're doing that relative

11

to the transportation side of things, and you can see the

12

different land uses associated with the project.

13

Then, of course, this is the Level B plan.

We are --

14

at the next hearing, we will have some refinements to this

15

plan, because as I mentioned, we are meeting with APS.

16

are meeting with CNM.

17

have a meeting set up next -- next week or is it -- soon

18

with --

We

We are meeting with County Staff.

19

MS. VEREECKE:

Tomorrow.

20

MR. STROZIER:

Tomorrow.

Too many meetings going

21

on too many times -- tomorrow with MRCOG and the Planning

22

Staff and trying to connect some of those dots.

23

aren't waiting around to finish the transportation

24

conversation to move into the land-use conversation.

25

We

So we

I'm not going to spend much time on this, but obviously
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1

the other aspects of this presentation and the analysis that

2

we do is to deal with how are we specifically responding to

3

the Planned Communities Criteria and its requirements that

4

it states we need to do A, B, and C related to a Level B

5

plan.

6

We have pulled out those things related to

7

transportation specifically, and I think Mr. Meadows also

8

went through these, so I'm not going to spend time, but just

9

so you know, the matrix that we -- that we've prepared is

10

broken out into Accela comments where a specific agency,

11

like MRCOG, had extensive comments.

12

separately so you can see exactly how we dealt with and

13

responded to MRCOG.

14

Level A conditions and then the Level B criteria from the

15

Planned Communities Criteria.

16

We pulled those out

We also have a specific section on the

So I think, Mr. Chairman, at the last hearing, you

17

expressed very, very pointedly that we needed to make sure

18

that when we came back for these hearings, that we had

19

addressed those criteria and the requirements, and so we've

20

done that specifically to help you all and Staff how we've

21

done that.

22

between ourselves and Staff.

23

those.

24
25

And so that's an iterative -- iterative process
And so we've gone through

I think this -- in terms of the roadway sections, once
again, we've tried to address the roadway sections for a
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1

variety of types of streets, and what we want to do with

2

these is to make sure not only that we're addressing the

3

road, itself, once again, but the bike facilities, so bike

4

lanes, the sidewalks, and landscaping.

5

of attention to landscaping on -- on these and making sure

6

-- because one of the things we know, especially on the

7

bigger streets is, if you have -- you can have the nicest

8

sidewalk in the world, but if it's right on the curb and

9

people are driving by you at 45 miles an hour, and

10

especially trucks and buses, it's not a very comfortable

11

place to walk, and so it's important for us to set some of

12

these things up up front early so that the expectation is

13

clear when these streets get built how that landscaping and

14

sidewalks work together.

15

Same thing with the bike lane.

As you get on the

16

slower streets, on the narrower streets, a bike lane that

17

just has a stripe between you and the cars is fine, but when

18

you get to the larger streets, having some sort of buffer,

19

and if you're familiar with -- and I can speak to a couple

20

of these examples along Coors Boulevard north of I-40.

21

you get I think it's about to Saint Pius, they have the

22

buffer, that they've got a striped buffer between the travel

23

lanes and the bicycle lanes, and it's really effective.

24
25

When

When I first saw it, I thought, "I'm never going to
ride my bike on that."

I actually went out on a tour with
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1

one of the members of GABAC, which is the Greater

2

Albuquerque Bicycle Advisory Committee, and we rode that

3

section.

4

we rode that section, and I can say that I was very

5

positively impressed with how -- how safe it felt, and

6

that's not a road that I would have thought I would have

7

felt safe on a bicycle on.

9

So it does work.

The other -- right down the way, when you get down to
Andalucia, you can see where the landscaping and the

10

sidewalk is buffered from one another, and once again, it's

11

a very pleasant place to walk as opposed to sections of the

12

sidewalk that are closed.

13

in this level of detail, and we've broken that down for a

14

number of streets.

15

any good if they're not connected to one another and

16

connected throughout the project.

17

So that's why we looked at these

That -- so those facilities don't do you

So I think Mr. Meadows also referred to this exhibit

18

that talks about the pedestrian and bicycle network, and so

19

that is also an important aspect of the thinking.

20

A we talked about the systems and making sure that you think

21

about each of those systems and how not only they work but

22

the whole -- but also how they're integrated with each

23

other.

24

systems.

25

At Level

This is one of those -- this is one of those

Transit network, I would say that this is one of those
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1

-- those topics that as we move forward and as things start

2

to happen, this is one of those areas that I hope is going

3

to change.

4

that it's going to -- we're going to see it become a bigger

5

part sooner as things develop, but in terms of the thinking

6

and dealing with -- so where do we attach to the existing

7

trip transit system?

8

serve those areas?

9

kind of an initial phase of how that might work.

How do we bring that out?

I hope

How do we

This -- this was an attempt to get at

So we heard a lot about the model, and I am going to

11

talk to you about -- I've got about a half an hour to talk

12

to you about details of the model.

13

No.

So the model is -- and this gets back some of the

14

questions I believe, Commissioner Kelly, in terms of the

15

overall -- the -- how those -- that process for analyzing

16

the impact of Santolina as it's compared to -- so you sort

17

of have, you know, there's the trend scenario that was

18

adopted, and then -- then there's this process that we went

19

through, and it's very -- it's very detailed in terms of

20

looking at the socioeconomics and building up that model,

21

not only for what's going on around us, but then breaking it

22

down and doing that level of detail in terms of the

23

assumptions, land use, number of dwelling units, number of

24

jobs in each of these sub-areas.

25

and it -- and we work with -- extensively with the COG and

So it breaks that down,
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1

their -- their existing transportation model and their

2

existing socioeconomics to come up with how that's done.

3

is modeled as a multimodal system.
We analyzed 2025 and 2040, and the reason we did that

5

was because 2040, obviously that's the MTP.

6

every -- the model was set up to do that, but they -- MRCOG

7

had interim -- an interim time period that was 2025 that we

8

work with them on getting the socioeconomics and the model

9

input for that year as well.

10
11

So we know

So that was the year that

worked within their framework as well.
All right.

So, once again, work closely with COG.

12

-- they're the keeper of the model.

13

We have to work within their model, and we included the

14

Santolina roadways into that.

The

15

So it's not our model.

So I won't go through -- spend a lot of time on this,

16

but once again, so a long process to go through and make

17

sure that the socioeconomics are all working within those

18

control totals for this, and this is important.

19

Santolina scenario doesn't add additional population.

20

you don't -- you don't take population and say, "Well,

21

Santolina's going to have X number of people in it."

22

aren't -- those aren't new or different people than were

23

already included in the model.

24
25

So the
So

Those

So the question is, what happens if you take some of
those people that might be going elsewhere and you put them
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1

here.

That's really the purpose of that model, and same

2

thing with those jobs.

3

So let's see.

4

metropolitan planning area, has Sandoval County, including

5

Rio Rancho, and it also has Valencia County.

6

things when we talk about the region and where that growth

7

is going to go, we did tend to -- a lot of times we have

8

conversations about what happens in Albuquerque and what

9

happens in the outlying areas of Bernalillo County, but the

So one of the

10

region, actually what gets modeled, is much larger than

11

that.

12

So we start thinking about what happens if that growth

13

that might be happening in -- at the north end of Rio Rancho

14

actually happens in Santolina?

15

roadway networks?

16

were anticipated to happen up in the northern part of Rio

17

Rancho actually happened here on the west I-40 corridor?

18

What does that do to the overall transportation system?

19

What happens to those

And what happens if some of the jobs that

So that's -- and I think you already heard these

20

numbers.

So 311,000 is the population increase that's

21

included in that model for up to 2040.

22

County only.

23

to 400 -- is 438,000.

24

Bernalillo County, but the trend scenario has a significant

25

number of those folks going into those outlying areas.

That's in Bernalillo

The population increase for the region is up
So most of those are happening in

And
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1

same things with job.

2

to the overall -- the overall system.

3

We look at what the jobs are related

So the 2025, I think Richard went through a lot of
this.

5

highlight on some of this.

6

there's a significant positive at the 2025 level to impacts

7

to the road, to the road network, river crossings, things

8

like that.

9

It's still there.

10

Let me see if there's anything I just want to kind of
I think as you heard from him,

That -- that gets less as we get out to 2040.
It just -- just gets a little bit less.

But so one of the things that -- and if you looked at

11

the transportation analysis, these graphics, I think they're

12

interesting because, for instance, this calls out -- so

13

what's the difference between the existing trend scenario

14

and the Santolina scenario as it relates to positives and

15

negatives to the road network?

16

this graphic looks at the a.m. peak, for instance, and you

17

can see areas that were red.

18

they become yellow, or they become green in the scenario.

19

And this just focuses on --

Maybe they stay red or get --

So this is a good way to see -- and we've got these --

20

these maps done for all the different scenarios for a.m.

21

peak, p.m. peak, ADT.

22

and they do show you -- it's a pretty easy way to look at it

23

and see what the difference is between the two.

24
25

So that was a.m.

So those comparisons are in there,

This is p.m.

Once begin, the red are

the areas that are over capacity, and these are the areas
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1

where there's change occurring in those, and so you can see

2

what happens between the trend scenario, the existing model,

3

and when we add Santolina.
So this is just that information broken down into a

5

table, and we'll make this presentation available, and it

6

will -- to Catherine.

7

everybody will have access to this information, but what you

8

see here is relative to -- so vehicle miles traveled.

9

That's VMT.

10

reduction.

11

traveled is basically looking at how much time you have to

12

spend in your car to get -- to make those trips, and that's

13

a significant reduction, and some of that is -- and I think

14

we talked about this at Level A where if we have a -- we

15

have a roadway system.

16

We have -- we have river crossings, and we have -- we're not

17

using that system very efficiently right now because of the

18

jobs-housing imbalance on the West Side.

19

traveling one direction in the morning, and then they're all

20

traveling in the same direction -- same direction back over.

21

So you have a lot of capacity in the -- if you're -- if

It will be posted on the website.

This is at 2025.

So

We have a 1.6 percent

Vehicle hours traveled, so vehicle hours

We've built all these lanes of road.

So everybody is

22

you're -- if you've ever done a reverse commute, you know

23

how pleasant that is, and you're watching all the people

24

stacked up on the other side of the roadway.

25

to try and use that system more efficiently.

So the idea is
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So that's part of the reason why we see some of these

2

-- these positives in the numbers in terms of the time that

3

you are taking to make a trip.

4

or using the capacity in a different way, you can -- people

5

can travel faster, more efficiently on those systems.

6

So average speed is another way to look at that.

If you're reverse commuting

7

Delay, that looks at congestion.

8

the model gives us related to the transportation system.

9

All these numbers are what

And when we get to 2040, as I mentioned, it's not as

10

good, but it's still -- but it's still good.

11

little bit closer.

12

same -- same kind of analysis.

13

the 2040 in terms of the difference in that roadway network

14

and the impacts to that.

15

at 2040 a lot of things start to get bottled up over all

16

with or without Santolina.

17

There's more -- there's more vehicles out there on the

18

roads.

19

the worst one in terms of traffic congestion.

20

It gets a

I'm not sure exactly why that is, but
We look at a.m. and p.m. at

I think one thing that we see is

So there's more congestion.

We also looked at the p.m. peak.

That tends to be

So this is the -- and I think Richard also touched on

21

this.

22

specific impact areas that we looked at in our subsequent

23

analysis.

24
25

This is the area that we looked at where those --

So the model tells us, okay, here's what happens to the
system overall, and then here are some areas where we have
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1

specific concerns about.

2

these spots in detail, and this map basically shows you all

3

those spots that we looked at in detail.

4

a lot of them are not in Santolina.

5

impacts are happening and what mitigation might be needed in

6

those areas in order to make improvements.

And you could see,

So it's looking at what

So I'm not going to spend a lot of time on this, but

8

obviously there's costs associated with all of this.

9

There's costs associated with improvements to existing

10

intersections, the existing facilities, and then there's

11

costs to build new facilities.

12

something that we have been looking at and coordinating with

13

the Staff on in terms of the network within Santolina, once

14

again, and so that -- we also broke that down 2025, 2040,

15

the cost of those and then system infrastructure, which is

16

outside of the project.

17

here.

18

the 2040 -- 2040 results.

19

And so those costs are

Oh, I've got a slide out of order

I apologize for that, but that should have been with

I won't spend a lot of time on these numbers, but once

20

again, you can see that everything gets a little bit closer,

21

jammed up in 2040.

22

for 2040 with or without Santolina, but there's some of the

23

places where we had a positive impact.

24

slight negative impact, and some of the areas where we had a

25

big positive impact, we have less of a positive impact at

I think that's indicative of what we see

We might have a
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1

2040.

2

some of those things, so that's -- that's the good news.
So, once again, we've -- in that matrix we've tried to

4

go through all of the comments and concerns and address

5

them.

6

responses.

7

has been a very, very good process I would have to say in

8

terms of the level of communication and coordination that's

9

-- has been taking place and will continue to take place on

And, once again, that's happened with written
That's happened in meetings.

We tried -- this

10

this, and there's a lot of work that gets done in a short

11

amount of time on both sides of this.

12

appreciate and recognize the amount of work that Staff is

13

doing on this as well.

14

So we certainly

So next steps, we'll be back to you to talk about land

15

use, and -- and that's going to be critical, and I think

16

it's good that we talked about transportation first, because

17

you'll see when we start talking about the land uses, those

18

relationships, and why it's important that we are -- we've

19

given the thought that we have to that network and the grid

20

and the "complete streets" aspects and how that relates to

21

the different neighborhoods that we're trying to create and

22

things that are important to make those neighbors work, like

23

commercial activity nodes and schools and parks.

24

get -- how do we make sure that those things are integrated?

25

So that will be part of the next -- the next hearing.

How do we
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And I think that is it for my presentation.

We'd be

2

happy to answer any questions.

3

want to dig really deep into the model and the technical

4

aspects.

5

in detail, but we'd be happy to address any of your

6

questions at this time.

He can explain all those acronyms and the numbers

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MR. MALRY:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10
11

Eric Wrage is here if you

MR. MALRY:

Any questions?

Mr. Chairman.
Go ahead, Commissioner.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Jim, I want to thank you for working with the schools

12

and our Staff and other entities that's necessary to get

13

this job done.

14

MR. STROZIER:

15

MR. MALRY:

16
17
18
19

Thank you.

I really appreciate what you doing.

This is a much better product than you had last year.
MR. STROZIER:

Oh, thank you.

We do try and learn

as we go forward.
MR. MALRY:

I feel a lot better with this deal

20

than I did last year, and I just want to thank you for the

21

work you're doing, and keep up the good works.

22

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you.

23

MS. NELSON:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. NELSON:

Mr. Chair.
Yes.

Go ahead.

I will let you know you're not
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1

required to give it today, but do you have a response to

2

MRCOG's comments about your big street being too big for

3

people to cross?
MR. STROZIER:

We have looked at that, and we're

5

continuing to look at that, and I imagine that will be part

6

of our conversation tomorrow.

7

interface where those big streets, and so -- so one thing I

8

will say is those big streets are pretty limited in terms of

9

the plan area.

We have also looked at the

So we have Dennis Chavez, and we have

10

Atrisco Vista, and we have Paseo Del Volcan.

11

anticipated -- and we've -- so just so you all are aware, so

12

when we talk about Paseo Del Volcan out there in the world,

13

most of the time we're talking about the interchange at I-40

14

and Paseo Del Volcan north of I-40, and that's the area that

15

has been designed and planned, and it's to be a freeway-type

16

facility, has a very large right-of-way, and there was a

17

full environmental document that was done in the planning

18

and design for that, and that connects all the way to 550 on

19

the north.

20

through Rio Rancho, and it connects up there, and the north

21

leg of that at Rio Rancho, if you've been out there and

22

driven by Sue Cleveland High School and out to City Center

23

and the Star -- the Rio Rancho City Hall and the Star

24

Center, that -- that section of Paseo Del Volcan at the

25

north end has been built.

It goes through Sandoval County.

And we have

It goes

Nothing's been built at the south
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end.

2

So for most -- most of the time when we talk about

3

Paseo Del Volcan out there, we talk about that segment, and

4

-- but we have anticipated and we have planned for a

5

continuation of that roadway to the south, and so that also

6

is being planned for as a freeway-type facility.

7

big facility, and we -- so when we look at that, we look at

8

how do you get those interim, not -- not interchange streets

9

to cross over, under.

So it's a

How do you -- how do you make sure

10

that we keep that grid and the connectivity?

So that's been

11

a little bit of a challenge related to that, and we'll --

12

I'm sure we'll coordinate with them on that as well.

13

We also looked at where those big streets, so I believe

14

it is both Dennis Chavez and Atrisco Vista, go past the town

15

center, go past the urban center, those areas that are

16

anticipated to have a different character.

17

prepared draft cross-sections that we will talk to them

18

about that show kind of a frontage road parking.

19

been -- a number of communities have this kind of situation

20

where they kind of have a road next to the road, and that's

21

where all the stuff happens, and you've got driveways, and

22

you've got things, and you've got parking going on, and so

23

on the side where we -- we border up against that urban

24

center, we're looking at those kinds of strategies to make

25

it more user friendly, and so you've got that activity

We've actually

If you've
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2

happening on a smaller segment.
But the downside to that is if you want to get from the

3

east side of that roadway over to the urban center, you now

4

maybe have even furtherer to go to get to where the stuff

5

is, but it's a balance, and we're looking at that.

6

recognize the challenge of trying to fit all those things in

7

the right-of-way, and I'm not sure we've come to an answer

8

yet, but I think we're going to -- we'll get there, and we

9

certainly understand their concern about that.

10

MS. NELSON:

11

MR. STROZIER:

12

MS. NELSON:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. KELLY:

15

We

But you're working on it?
We're working on it.
Okay.

Thanks, Jim.

Any other -- Commissioner.

Mr. Chairman.

Jim --

16

MR. STROZIER:

17

MS. SERNA:

Yes.

-- is there any consideration to

18

having -- I'm not sure what the terminology is, but one of

19

the things in the Northwest that I think could have been

20

done better next to the escarpment is having homes and

21

buildings not butt up against the open space but just

22

development on one side of the street.

23

MR. STROZIER:

24

MS. KELLY:

25

MR. STROZIER:

Single-loaded streets --

Yeah.
-- on those areas.
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MS. KELLY:

Is there any consideration in your

2

plan for that next to open space?

3

MR. STROZIER:

I don't think that we have gotten

4

into that level of detail, but I will -- I will look at

5

that, and I know that we've done that in a number of areas.

6

I'm thinking specifically of how the Del Webb project is

7

being developed adjacent to the monument with primarily --

8

it has a couple of places where it's not single-loaded, but

9

those are areas where either you're making a turn, or we

10

have a significant setback and a trail between those houses,

11

and so we -- we're very much aware of that, and I can -- I

12

can look into that, and we can try and add something

13

relative to that.

14

MS. KELLY:

And then on the trail network, are the

15

trails following arroyo corridors, or are they always next

16

to streets?

17

MR. STROZIER:

They are not necessarily -- trying

18

to get to that exhibit here.

So you're talking -- speaking

19

of the off-site trails and those open space corridors, and

20

we have tried to refine those a little bit going from Level

21

A to what we see in Level B.

22

hopefully be a part of the overall drainage solution.

23

area, it's a little bit different that it's not -- it's very

24

flat up there.

25

playas up there.

Those are anticipated to
This

We have a number of natural depressions or
There's not a lot of major arroyos, that
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1

kind of -- like on the north side of I-40, when you get up

2

into the Ventana Ranch area, you have much more of a system

3

of defined arroyos going through there.

4

the case here, but we are anticipating making joint use of

5

those corridors, but really just trying to come up with a

6

logical east/west and north/south set of corridors that can

7

try and connect or connect -- and we want to use those to

8

connect directly to the schools, to the parks, so that you

9

have an off-road option in terms of getting to those places.
And if there are specific -- you know, and I think we

11

are looking at -- Richard had his areas of -- that he's

12

provided us some input on the connectivity.

13

areas of concern, and we're looking at that, and we'll try

14

and address that, but if anyone has specific concerns

15

relative to that, we'll take a look at specifics on that.

16
17

MS. KELLY:

He's got some

So at what point will information on

the schools and the parks be included?

18

MR. STROZIER:

So in Level B, the parks and the

19

schools are identified on the land-use plan.

20

we're making revisions to that based on our conversations

21

with them, and so at the next meeting, we'll delve into

22

that, more detail at that point.

23

MS. KELLY:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

We will be --

Thank you.
Any other questions?

Thank you

very much.
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1

MR. STROZIER:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Now, we'll go to the audience

portion.

4

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

5

followed by Nettie Lopez and -- okay.

6

Quezada, Juan Reynosa followed by Zoe Economou.

7
8
9
10
11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Okay.

First up is Vi Dirk
How about Steven

Name and address for the

record.
MR. REYNOSA:

No problem.

Good afternoon.

Juan

Reynosa, 211 10th Street, Southwest, 87102.
I'm going to read from some excerpts from a letter that

12

we submitted to you all prior to this hearing, but first I

13

just want to make a request in hopes of maybe moving up the

14

public comment period in the next hearing.

15

Obviously many people who aren't paid to be here can't

16

wait around three hours to be able to speak in front of you

17

guys, and I think they also add a very good piece to this

18

conversation.

19

It's unclear whether the Santolina developers have

20

complied with the Bernalillo County Planned Communities

21

Criteria requirements pertaining to the following of a

22

Disclosure Statement regarding the strict conformance with

23

the Level A transportation system plan or the filing of the

24

substitute traffic analysis.

25

County Planning Commission needs more time to review

The public and most likely
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1

transportation documents submitted by the Santolina

2

developers to ensure compliance with PCC requirements.
The Bernalillo County Planned Communities Criteria

4

requires that a disclosure statement regarding strict

5

conformance with the Level A transportation system plan will

6

be required or a substitute traffic analysis with

7

consequential findings, recommendations, and proposed

8

amendments to the Level A transportation system plan and

9

Level A community master plan must be conducted prior to

10

formal submittal of the Level B plan, which we're already at

11

right now.

12

A Level B transportation system analysis including

13

specific traffic studies for a particular plan submittal,

14

plus all their other approved Level B plan elements in the

15

community, existing and projected demand phase as

16

appropriate, and consequential noise and air quality impacts

17

must be conducted prior to formal submittal of the Level B

18

plan.

19

Santolina developers submitted this Level B Master Plan

20

application on January 25th, 2016.

21

Commission's website also states in addition to a revised

22

Level A Transportation Master Plan was submitted on January

23

25th, 2016 -- can I continue?

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. REYNOSA:

The Planning

How much more do you have?

Like another page.
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. REYNOSA:

Go ahead.

All right.

It's unclear whether

3

this revised Level A Transportation Master Plan constitutes

4

a substitute transportation traffic analysis or otherwise

5

satisfies the PCC's requirements stated above.

6

document fails to provide consequential recommendations,

7

findings, and proposed amendments to the Level A

8

transportation system plan and Level A community master

9

plan.

10

This

This document also fails to serve as the functional

11

equivalent of a disclosure statement regarding strict

12

conformance with the Level A transportation system plan, and

13

lastly, I would just like to note that I appreciated MRCOG

14

and NMDOT's comments.

15

seems to be a lot of missing gaps here, a lot of extreme

16

concerns as NMDOT noted, and so I just sort of ask, like,

17

where we go from here?

18

unresolved issues on the table in regards to transportation.

19

Is there opportunity for another public hearing around to

20

transportation?

21

findings, the public can comment on it, or does it just go

22

into a vacuum?

23

Thank you.

24
25

At least from my perspective, there

It seems like there's a lot of

That way once they come back with these

So I would love to hear more about that.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes, for your information, if new

comments are going to be coming up, we will bring them back
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up, if there's some revisions or whatever there.

2

have, like, two or three other hearings and might have to,

3

you know, put a separate -- some separate time to address

4

those -- those issues that are being brought up, and we're

5

going to bring them up, but they will not be left in a

6

vacuum.

7

MR. REYNOSA:

8

opportunity for another hearing.

9

Okay.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, and maybe even another

Thank you.

10

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

11

Hyder followed by Sara Newton Juarez.

12

Travis.

13

Zoe is gone, I guess.

I'm sorry, Travis.
MS. NECOCHEA:

Don

Virginia and then

I can't say your last name.

If I wanted to show something on

14

the screen there, is it here?

15

That way they can see the whole page.

16

So we

Okay.

My name is Dr. Virginia Necochea.

Can you zoom out?
Thank you.
I'm at 1212 Montrose

17

Place, Southwest, 87105, and I, first of all, want to say

18

that it baffles me everytime that I sit in this chamber that

19

Santolina Master Plan is continuously talked about it as if

20

it's this amazing project for our communities.

21

a continuous community apprising and resistance and people

22

have voiced their concerns over the last, I think it's going

23

to be three years, and so the empty chairs, to me,

24

symbolizes people's disconnection with this process, because

25

many people have been very disappointed that, in spite of

Yet, despite
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1

community opposition, that the Santolina Master Plan moves

2

forward.
And so I have this handout here that I hope you look

4

at, and I actually have copies for every one of you.

Could

5

I give copies?

6

Paseo Del Volcan connected to Santolina Master Plan was

7

included in US PIRG's top 12 highway boondoggles of this

8

year.

9

Western Albuquerque Land Holdings and the Santolina Master

And so I don't know if you had heard, but

Here is the report, and it mentions specifically

10

Plans, and this is very important information for the public

11

and for you all to hear and read, and so that's the copy

12

there, and the excerpt for New Mexico specifically is on the

13

second and third page.

14

And so what this report speaks to is the questionable

15

highway projects nationwide that are costing taxpayers tens

16

of billions of dollars, something that is not being

17

discussed during this very important hearing, and so we do

18

not have the luxury of wasting tens of billions of dollars

19

on new highways of questionable value.

20

decision makers should reevaluate the need for projects

21

profiled in this report and others that no longer make sense

22

in an era of changing transportation needs.

23

really highly encourage all of you to read this report.

24

There are reports that unfortunately do not get local media

25

coverage or any coverage at all, but they are very

State and federal

And so I just
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2
3

important, top 12, top 12 highway boondoggles.
And can I just also remind people, one thing with APS,
because schools were on the topic today?

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MS. NECOCHEA:

One last thing.

Go ahead.
And so I just want to respectfully

6

remind to the Board, and especially because you have new

7

members, that back in March 2015, the APS School Board

8

unanimously passed a resolution that stated, "In this

9

resolution, the Albuquerque Public School District Board of

10

Education requests that the Bernalillo County Commission

11

deny this Level A master plan until the issues of school

12

financing, transportation, water, and infrastructure have

13

been adequately addressed."

14

been rescinded or revoked, and it still stands, and the

15

major things that APS Board themselves brought to light was

16

the amount of tax dollars that would be required, exactly

17

$681 million that would be needed to build the schools in

18

the Santolina Master Plan community, and that is not being

19

addressed.

20

and dedication to this issue.

That resolution to date has not

So I thank you for listening and for your work

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. McKENZIE:

24
25

Thank you.

Any questions?

Travis.

Hello.

Good afternoon.

My name is

Travis McKenzie, 4015 Thaxton Avenue.
I'd just like to reiterate some of the comments about
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1

the public comment and when it's heard.

I've been to

2

numerous of these hearings here and with the Bernalillo

3

County Commission, and it's very difficult.

4

marched here with over 350 people, and public comment was

5

moved to the end, so a lot of voices weren't heard.

6

like to really just recommend that you take public comment

7

seriously and that make it easier for people to get here and

8

speak out.

9

a.m.

So I'd

It's also in the middle of a work week at 9:00

A lot of our community members couldn't be here, me

10

included.

11

another work obligation because of this meeting, and I felt

12

like it was really important to speak out.

13

I'm just running in here.

I'm running late to

Kind of similar sentiments, that I'm also disheartened

14

by the way that this master plan keeps being talked about as

15

already existing and already a great thing for our

16

communities.

17

voices out there that are actively working against this

18

master plan development and take the future of our land,

19

water, and generations very seriously, and serious enough to

20

come from all around New Mexico to testify against the

21

master plan and this development.

22

I think of the hundreds, if not thousands, of

I'm a farmer.

I go down Bridge every day to go farm in

23

Atrisco, and the traffic is unbelievably horrible, and if

24

you think that this type of development won't have a

25

negative effect on that, then I think we need to rethink
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1

that.

2

I don't want to support this type of development.

3

rather see us take care of our already existing communities,

4

develop our already existing historic neighbors and

5

communities that greatly need our resources as taxpayers, as

6

citizens, as members of this County.

I'd

I just feel like there's a lot more work that needs to

8

be done in our already existing communities, and to waste

9

all this money with this new development isn't beneficial

10

for our people, for our children, for our future

11

generations.

12

and this might sound great on paper, but when you think

13

about real water and its future in our state, and -- we need

14

to rethink this whole development plan and how it's going

15

for effect our water use as farmers and people all up the

16

Rio Grande.

17
18

And as a farmer, we take water very seriously,

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Is

that it?

19

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

public comments.

22

come up, sir.

23

Any questions?

That's it.

Okay.

That's the end of the

Do we have anybody else?

MR. HYDE:

I'm Don Hyde.

Go ahead and

I live at 4326 Pan

24

American Freeway, Northeast, Number 300.

25

Commissioners, I have very brief comments.

And, Chairman and
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I don't see how a large suburb on the West Side will

2

benefit our city.

3

jobs through various parts of our city that lack those jobs.

4

We need locally generated jobs that meet our needs,

5

agriculture and other -- and other industries.

6

What we need are jobs, locally generated

One little -- oh, yeah, and I see that the projections

7

for County population growth and job growth due to the

8

Santolina development are very iffy.

9

One little matter is there's -- I haven't seen anything

10

in the plans regarding solid waste trucks.

11

they all going to go down to the transfer station, or are

12

they going to drop the trash at the ceja landfill?

13

didn't see anything about that.

14

comment is the City of Albuquerque does not need this

15

development.

16
17
18

The routes, are

I just

I just want to -- my final

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you very much.

Questions?

Thank you.
Staff, closing comments.

Before Staff comes up, I just

19

want to make sure that everybody understands that,

20

especially the Commissioners here, that even though we're

21

structured as to having different hearings for zoning and

22

transportation, but if you, as a Commissioner, if you have

23

any questions or you want anything brought up when we're

24

going to have these other hearings, feel free to do it.

25

know, we just trying to get through all the -- all the steps

You
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1

that we need to go through, and -- and, you know, the

2

public, too.

3

public comments before.

4

the presentation is because they might want to comment on

5

what was said.

6

the Commission, what we want to do, but our hearings are

7

always open.

9

The only reason we have them after

So, you know, that's something that's up to

We try to hear everybody's concerns.

And as far as bringing Santolina back up, it's not
something that we control.

People that have land have the

10

right to apply for something, and we have to hear it here,

11

and we have to make a decision or our recommendation to the

12

County Commission.

13

participating, and I hope that we keep getting people in

14

here, and especially the audience, giving us your concerns,

15

so that we can make some good decisions up here.

16

appreciate you coming and let us know what you feel.

17
18
19

So I want to thank everybody for

So I

Staff, do you have anything else to say before we close
this meeting?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Members of the

20

Commission, I just wanted to say that there have been many

21

good points raised today, comments, and suggestions, and

22

that we are taking note of everything, and the issues that

23

are being raised and there have always been some conditions

24

of approval that were proposed, that we'll keep those in

25

mind and suggestions that you've made, too, about involving
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2

APS more in this process.

We'll definitely work on that.

And this is the first of four special hearings.

The

3

next one will be on land use and zoning.

We will come back

4

to this issue under government and public service where

5

we'll talk more about services and -- and infrastructure,

6

including transportation.

7

to revisit this.

So there will be an opportunity

8

And then we also added an additional -- or we've

9

scheduled an additional hearing at the end that will allow

10

for further discussion of any -- any outstanding issues and

11

then for the Commission to decide how to proceed and where

12

-- if there is a recommendation of approval, then some of

13

the issues could be conditions -- conditions of approval.

14

So this is an involved process, and we're just taking

15

it one step at a time.

16

continue working through it, and I believe our Staff does

17

not have any additional comments at this time, but we'll

18

continue working on this.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. KELLY:

21

This is the first step.

So we'll

So I stand for any questions.
Any questions?

Thank you.

Commissioner.

Mr. Chair.

Catherine, I have a question about public comment, and

22

then I have -- I'm sorry, but I forgot to ask an important

23

question of Mr. Meadows and maybe Mr. Strozier on the

24

transportation system.

25

The question on public comment I had is when were the
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1

documents posted?

2

that was in our file.

3

that we were presented?

4

make written comment is my question?

When did the public see everything

MS. VEREECKE:

Did they -- did they have time to

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, in terms

6

of this process, since the initial submittal in January,

7

we've been adding documents onto the County website in terms

8

of the plans and the technical reports and the Staff

9

Reports.

In terms of for this particular hearing, the

10

deadline for any written documents is eight days prior to

11

the public hearings.

12

need to be submitted to us.

13

So that's when the documents would

So the one document that came in, there was an attempt

14

to send it to us, previous week.

Something happened, and

15

that was the document that the gentleman read before that

16

they contacted us a couple of days later and said that they

17

were suspecting that the document hadn't been added, that we

18

hadn't received it.

19

showed they made an attempt, we did add it into -- into the

20

-- into the record.

So based on what they sent us, and it

21

We did post the documents for today's hearing last

22

Tuesday, which is the general procedure right after the

23

deadline that they're posted into Minitrack.

24

we made an exception because the -- the agency, the

25

organization that sent it was able to provide us with

In this case
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1

evidence for why we didn't get it.

2

the normal procedure is the deadline is noon, eight days

3

before the hearing.

4

then they would be carried forward into any subsequent

5

hearings.
MS. KELLY:

If the items are received after that,

I just am thinking of one of the

7

concerns that the -- you know, has been raised about the

8

public's ability to attend these meetings could be

9

alleviated somewhat if we are sure that we were able to get

10

written comments as part of our package.

11

like the timing is tight, because if the documents were just

12

posted last Tuesday and then they have to make their

13

comments eight days before, they've got, you know -- am I --

14

am I right, that they only have like a day to review the

15

materials and make comments?

16

because I'm confused about --

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So it just seems

I'm just asking the question,

Yeah.

Let me address that,

18

because you know, our rule says that eight days on that, and

19

the Commissioner does have a point here if they were done

20

one day before the eight days, and as far as Santolina goes,

21

because these are just hearings that we're having now, we're

22

not making a final decision, I've been very lenient for

23

people to bring documents and submit it to us for reading.

24

On a regular meeting, when we're doing a regular case,

25

normally that's not allowed, you know.

I mean, so -- but

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

6

So we did upload it, but

TR-102
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5274

1

I've been able to -- but we need to address that, because I

2

mean, one day is not enough for people to send in documents.

3

So I think that the Staff needs to -- those recommendations

4

that are being put out -- or your documents, we should have

5

-- you know, people should have proper time to be able to

6

read it and to make comments, but what's the normal thing

7

that you do when you're -- when we have a case when you put

8

them on the website?

9

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, that -- that has been

10

the standard procedure, and I believe that also ties into

11

our Ordinance.

12

Notice of Hearing letters, we do state that that's what the

13

deadline is, but it also states that the Commission may also

14

elect to accept additional documentation, so that if -- if

15

people miss that deadline, then they can bring the documents

16

to the hearing just like Dr. Necochea did today, that they

17

were handed out at the hearing, but as far as making

18

exceptions and adding them to Minitrack, we haven't -- you

19

know, we have those declines that we usually follow, but

20

just to say, too, that as soon as -- if there are submittals

21

that are provided that we do -- especially for Santolina,

22

because they take time, we have been trying to get them on

23

the website as soon as they become -- as soon as they're

24

submitted to us, so -- and even the Staff Report, also

25

making sure that that gets posted.

But just to say, too, that when we send out
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I'll keep doing that, because

2

I know that -- you know, these are hearings, and some people

3

want -- but when they come up to the podium, I usually let

4

them submit for the record whatever they have if they want

5

to come to the meeting, you know, but that could be an issue

6

there, but that's the County Ordinance that we have our

7

goals to when people can submit for the record on our

8

presentations.

9

Now, they can come to the meeting and speak on anything

10

they want to, submit for the record anything, but normally

11

on a case, a zoning case, we don't -- we don't want to get

12

it up here, because we don't have time to read it before we

13

make a decision, and those are -- this is kind of

14

complicated because we're dealing with a different kind of

15

procedure.

16

MS. VEREECKE:

Right.

And I think there is a

17

background to this, too, Mr. Chair, Commissioners, that

18

where if things come in at the last minute, that it makes it

19

difficult for us on Staff or any other individuals to -- to

20

read them, so that -- and it works for us, too, that our

21

Staff also needs to get additional documentation in by that

22

time.

23

If things are coming in the day before the hearing,

24

then it's difficult for us to read them, but just to say,

25

too, that if you wanted to make an exception for this
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1

particular case, given its complexity, that we -- if things

2

come in, we put -- and they're not posted on Minitrack, that

3

we -- if we had instructions to keep adding things up to the

4

time of the hearing, if that's going to be beneficial.

5

other side of things, too, is that it's not like there's

6

nothing available for review, because like I said, when

7

there is a submittal, we do try to, for this case, to make

8

sure that it's available on the website.

9

been on the website for a few weeks for this hearing today
and even -- even before that.

11

available.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So things have

Since January they have been

Well, and I don't think we -- you

13

know, the rules that we have are the thing -- I mean,

14

they're lenient.

15

just needs to tell people that, hey, if you don't submit it

16

within eight days, you have this other option.

17

meeting and submit it.

18

maybe we should just advise them of that, you know, because

19

anybody that comes in here is going to be able to speak

20

their two minutes, and if they have a document or something

21

they want to -- they might not be able to read it all if

22

it's a long document, but they can submit it for the record

23

at the -- at the hearing so it will be in the record, but I

24

think that it is kind of difficult, because everybody -- a

25

project like this is -- everybody has different comments,

What we're doing is -- and maybe Staff

Go to the

I mean, that's -- you know, and
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1

you know, and we're just trying to accommodate everybody we

2

can.

4

Yes?
MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

5

Commission, this is not a big deal, but it's just something

6

that you may want to consider is, just for Roberts Rules of

7

Order purposes, is just taking a vote on how to do that

8

since it's the Commission acting as a body on receiving the

9

documents in a date -- in a way that's different than how we

10

usually do it, and we can put it on the website, and that's

11

how we'll receive documents that otherwise would be late.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, I think that -- I don't

13

think we need a vote, because the rule's there, and

14

everybody can read it.

15

public hearing anybody can speak, and they can submit

16

anything for the record.

17

to get it up here and read the whole thing.

18

to change that rule, because then we're going to be changing

19

rules everytime we have a meeting, but I think we can

20

explain to the audience that they can -- there's another

21

procedure if you want to get it into the record, and that's

22

-- at that public hearing that they can do that.

23

entitled to speak, and if they have something in writing and

24

want to submit it for the record, they can at that hearing.

25

What I'm saying is that at this

It doesn't mean that we're going
So I don't want

They're

I'd rather leave it at that, because otherwise we'll be
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1

-- everytime we have a hearing, we'll be changing rules so

2

-- on there so -- okay.

3

raising her hand.

4

just come up to the microphone.

5

MS. HUBBARD:

There's a lady up here that's

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I was late

6

for public comment.

7

things, but I wanted to see if I could have my opportunity

8

to put in my two minutes.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

I know it's hard to have a lot of

MS. HUBBARD:

You have your two minutes.

Thank you.

My name is Elaine

11

Hubbard.

12

City, and what I wanted to say was after 2:00 p.m.

13

on February 29th, WALH hand-delivered to the County Economic

14

Development Office an application consisting of hundreds of

15

pages seeking 40 tax increment development districts or

16

TIDs.

17

March 2nd, you guys set a schedule of various issues that

18

would be dealt with, with the Santolina Master Plan Level B,

19

which was also several hundred pages.

20

I live on Escalante in the southwest part of the

Less than two days later at this, in front of you, on

Not included in that schedule was a discussion of the

21

no net expense requirement at Level B.

Yet, section 7.2.2

22

of the Development Agreement says that Level B analysis for

23

subsequent development phases must also satisfy the no net

24

expense.

25

5.D, E, and F.

That's included also in PCC requirements, section
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Last year, Dr. Kelly O'Donnell analyzed the development

2

costs and benefits at Level A and found that the TIDs, if

3

added in, changed the equation so that the costs outweigh

4

the benefits, and it depended on whether it was for 75, 25,

5

or 50 percent of TIDs.

6

to counter Dr. Kelly's testimony, those TIDs were moved off

7

the table.

8
9

So rather than present the figures

So as late as June 24th, WALH assured the County
Commission that TIDs were not being sought.

Given the

10

preapplication meeting of December 11th referred to in the

11

February 29th application, clearly TIDs were on the table

12

less than six months later, and not one, but 40 TIDs.

13

Actually they've always been seeking TIDs.

14

The 2014 Development Agreement draft said the parties,

15

"Understand that PIDs and TIDs will be required to complete

16

the construction and development of the project."

17

Furthermore, TIDs are public consented.

The net

18

positive impact projected by WALH is predicated on two

19

highly erroneous presumptions:

20

Santolina won't diminish development and economic growth

21

elsewhere in the County, and two, TID development revenues

22

are not public funds.

23

One, the development of

They are.

So I would ask, please add another date or at least an

24

agenda item to the schedule to evaluate the economic impacts

25

in order -- with the requirements of the statutes, and two,

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

1

TR-108
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5280

1

finance the development of an independent economic model to

2

evaluate those impacts, and three, ensure that the provision

3

of infrastructure is not a net expense to the City, which is

4

required in your resolutions that were passed.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I appreciate, and I think

6

that those things don't come in front of us.

Those are

7

things that -- only people that can authorize those are the

8

County Commission.

9

we're going to hear at this level, and you're right on the

So it's not -- it's not something that

10

Development Agreement.

The no net expense is in there as

11

the agreement that they have between the County Commission

12

and the developer at the Level A.

13

-- that's not something that we're going to discuss at this

14

hearing, ourselves, as a Planning Commission.

15

something that the County Commission, when it comes to

16

Development Agreements and TIDs and those things, they are

17

discussed over there.

So those things are not

That's

They're not brought in front of us.

18

MS. HUBBARD:

I respectfully disagree but --

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

So, Staff, you want to --

20

who -- I don't want to get into this too much, okay, but I

21

just want to explain how this process works, and --

22

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, I was just going to say

23

that Commissioner Kelly had some additional questions, but

24

Elaine, your point is well-taken, and certainly what will

25

come out of this process if the Commission -- as we proceed
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1

further through this discussion is that there does need to

2

be some consideration of the no net expense requirement, and

3

for the Level A plan, the Commission did recommend a

4

condition of approval that the applicant shall demonstrate

5

that this development will be at no net expense to the

6

government, and I -- I know that that requirement will still

7

be there as this proceeds, but you're right, Commissioner

8

Chavez, that we would not be considering specific financial

9

elements of the Development Agreement.

10
11
12
13

That would take

place at the time that the BCC would review this request.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Thank you.

And I hope that answers your question, and thank you
for coming and --

14

MS. HUBBARD:

Thank you allowing me to speak.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

-- sending that to us, because we

16

-- always wanting to learn this whole process, too, and it's

17

kind of complicated.

18
19
20

So thank you.

MS. VEREECKE:

Commissioner Kelly, did you have a

question for Richard?
MS. KELLY:

I do, and it may not need to be

21

answered today.

It's complicated, and I just did want to

22

say something about the funding question that's just been

23

brought up.

24

Mr. Strozier is there's this differentiation between the

25

project infrastructure and system infrastructure.

My question that I really didn't ask you or

How will
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2

proportionate share of those facilities be determined?
MR. MEADOWS:

Mr. Chair and Commissioner Kelly, we

3

don't know.

I think that's another item that would be in

4

the Development Agreement, but in what we presented today,

5

we did show you that some of the impacts of the development

6

are on -- within the development's side on site and some of

7

them are off site, and so that would correspond to those

8

project development costs as opposed to the system

9

development costs, and that would give you some idea as to,

10

you know, how those would be handled, but as far as

11

specifically how that kind of cost-sharing arrangement would

12

happen, we don't -- we don't know.

13

MS. KELLY:

And I'm asking about usage.

I'm

14

specifically saying usage instead of cost, because I know

15

that that sets off different concerns.

16

MR. MEADOWS:

17

MS. KELLY:

18
19

I see.
But I think it's within our purview to

think about the proportionate usage that's being described.
MR. MEADOWS:

Mr. Chair and Commissioner Kelly, I

20

-- it may be possible to -- to break that down by what's the

21

usage or the traffic that's generated that's on site as

22

opposed to off site, and it may be possible to -- to come up

23

with that kind of analysis.

24

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

That could be important.

Mr. Strozier.
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MR. STROZIER:

Just I think to add onto that

2

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Kelly, I think it's -- with that

3

map that we had that showed all the different points, many

4

of them that were outside of Santolina that have been

5

analyzed, I think part of that analysis is to look at the

6

usage as part of that.

7

impact to those -- those facilities and what are the

8

mitigation requirements necessary to address those concerns?

9

And then what are the costs associated with that?

What is Santolina's proportional

So that's

10

part of that supplementary analysis that we've done, and

11

that has then become, I think, the basis for some of those

12

conversations relative to the Development Agreement where we

13

start to assign responsibility.

14

kind of where -- how that process works, but that is a part

15

of the purpose of doing that additional level of analysis to

16

those specific points, and then it's -- I believe it's also

17

happening -- not just those points.

18

the major intersections, but also then the links between

19

some of those as well.

20

the analysis that comes out of both the modeling and then

21

that additional level of impact and study that's done.

It's -- you know, that's

Those points tend to be

So those are -- those are part of

22

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

23

MR. STROZIER:

Maybe we can bring -- one thing we

24

might do is look at working with Richard and seeing if

25

there's -- and Eric and see if there's a way to present that
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1

in a way that's not this thick that kind of summarizes what

2

the results of that analysis were.

3

that is to do, but we can look at whether or not that's

4

something that we could do and bring back to you all.
MS. KELLY:

Okay.

6

MR. STROZIER:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thanks.

Thank you.
So and the Development Agreement,

8

you know, it says nothing in this Development Agreement

9

shall commit the Commission or future commissions to public

10

funding or financing mechanism.

11

MR. STROZIER:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Correct.
And that's what the Commission

13

put out on their Development Agreement.

14

concerned here, that agreement is what we're looking at, and

15

we have no authority to change that in any way, shape, or

16

form, so I think -- but we can decide as to what is going

17

into this place --

18

MS. KELLY:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So as far as we're

Right.
-- not -- and then who's going to

20

pay to for it, that's beside -- it's either the developer or

21

whatever agreement they make, but that shouldn't come into

22

question to us as to what we want to see, this place or how

23

we want to see it developed, so --

24
25

MS. KELLY:

Well, the Level A plan does state that

the County, as part of the Level B review, can verify that
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1

the phases are consistent with the overall framework of

2

Level A, address housing and employment balance, provide a

3

funding strategy and outline the implementation of necessary

4

infrastructure and community facilities.

5

might not be reviewing the details of the Development

6

Agreement, I think that we do have a role in discussing

7

funding strategies.

8

speaker's point on part of what she said that --

So I would agree with the last

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, and again, the Commission

10

is the one that's going to decide, I mean, if they want to

11

go into any kind of funding strategy.

12

we, as Planning Commissioners, can recommend to the County

13

Commission which way to go on the funding, because we're

14

talking about monies, and -- you know, and we, as

15

Commissioners here, I think we need to see what we want

16

built out there, and -- you know, but when it comes to the

17

financing, right now the County's saying the developer pays

18

for everything unless they change their mind.

19

that's between the developer and the Commission.

20

think that we need to get into the funding part of how

21

they're going to look for funding or where they're going to

22

get it or how it should be done, because we -- we have no

23

authority to -- in any way -- in any way to recommend go get

24

funding from the federal government, state government, or

25

where it's going to come from.

I don't think that

I guess
So I don't

I think it's -- so it might
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1

get into us looking at the project as to what we want to see

2

out there, and that part, we can.

3

that we -- the way we want it built, but I don't know if we

4

can get into the -- how they're going to pay for it.

5

ahead.
MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

So go

You know, I -- I would agree.

7

I don't think we get into the details of how those funding

8

streams work, but I think, my understanding, and please

9

correct me if I'm wrong, is that we do have to consider

10

whether there's no net expense in the consideration of the

11

recommendation up to the County Commission.

12

clarity necessary?

13
14
15

MS. VEREECKE:
that's correct.

So is that the

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Chavez,

That would need to be addressed.

But just to address Commissioner Kelly's statement that

16

there is Planned Communities Criteria that does say under

17

government and public services, that there should be a

18

discussion of strategy for funding and maintenance of public

19

facilities and site including open space.

20

expectation is that when we get to -- to that hearing, that

21

there would be a discussion of that.

22

MR. STROZIER:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. VEREECKE:

25

So the

Right.
And which hearing is that?
That would be -- Mr. Chair,

Commissioners, that would be the third hearing.

So next we
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1

have land use and zoning, and then after that would be the

2

discussion of environment and open space and government and

3

public services.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So how -- what -- or what would

5

we be discussing on the funding?

6

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, there is a Planned

7

Communities Criterion that does request a discussion of

8

strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities at

9

the site, and then there's also one that refers specifically

10

to the Development Agreement that probably would not --

11

would not be done or discussed by this Commission but

12

instead would be -- would be considered by the County

13

Commission if this Commission recommends approval and they,

14

as part of their review, would be considering the Level B

15

Development Agreement.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

In other words, this Commission

17

could hear different areas on how to fund these projects,

18

and we recommend to the County Commission?

19

you're saying or --

20

MS. VEREECKE:

Is that what

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, from what

21

I'm reading here, at least the general strategy could be

22

discussed, but then the specific agreement itself and

23

assigning of particular responsibilities would be in the

24

Development Agreement, but I mean, there is a fiscal study

25

that has been provided with the application that I would
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1

expect would be discussed by this -- by this Commission

2

prior to approval, and then the strategy for funding, I

3

would think that the applicant would be willing to discuss

4

that strategy.

5

MR. STROZIER:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes.

So, and I --

I just don't understand what that

7

strategy would be discussed with us when we have no

8

authority to fund anything, you know.

9

MR. STROZIER:

I think -- I think from the no net

10

expense standpoint, so the fiscal impact analysis really

11

tries to address that question in -- in its macro state, and

12

that is, what are the revenues associated with the project

13

as it -- as it moves forward as compared to the cost

14

associated with, and those are capital costs and operation

15

maintenance costs, and the way they do that is they look at

16

the County's budget and the different department budgets and

17

how is that allocated on a per capita basis.

18

what the fiscal analysis does is attempt to address the no

19

net expense.

20

of, you know, service area in terms of the impact fee,

21

legislation, and how -- some of those -- it gets -- it

22

starts to cross over into the Development Agreement.

23

agree with you, Mr. Chair.

And so that's

There's specific probably strategies in terms

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. STROZIER:

I

To me no net expense means -No net expense.
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. STROZIER:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

-- no expense.
Right.
So that's -- when I read that, it

says, "No net expense."

5

you know, I don't know what there is to -- to discuss in

6

that area.

7

MR. STROZIER:

So it means no expense.

So I --

So it's a balance between the

8

revenues and the costs associated with -- with the project

9

and what I think that the current fiscal analysis shows is

10

that there's a surplus.

11

in the equation than there are costs, and so -- but the

12

Development Agreement gets into the nitty-gritty of more for

13

this type of project, how is that handled.

14

of project, how is that -- how are all those things come

15

together, and how are those relationships set up moving

16

forward, and so there -- we will address it with you at the

17

June hearing, and -- and I just want to remind everyone that

18

that fiscal analysis was part of our application, and it is

19

available as part of the technical reports that support the

20

project.

21

it's probably worth taking a look at.

22

So there's -- there's more revenues

For another type

So if you haven't had a chance to look at that,

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

And again, Commissioners, we have

23

agendas, but you, as a Commissioner, can bring anything up

24

in these hearings, so that's a right that every Commissioner

25

has.

So appreciate it, for bringing that up, and you know,
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1

a lot of these things that we need to clear up, because the

2

audience wants to know.

3

developer wants to know, too, and when this thing goes up to

4

the County Commission, we want to send them a clean

5

document, whatever we're recommending.
Is there anything else, Staff?

7

MS. VEREECKE:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

That's it?

That's it.
Our next meeting is on May the

26th in this chamber here, no?

10
11

Thank you very much.

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, that's correct, and we

will get the word out, too.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

And then our next -- our

13

meeting after that is June the 23rd, and then our final

14

meeting, when we're going to decide a recommendation is July

15

the 21st, so this meeting -- do I have a motion to adjourn?

16

MS. SERNA:

17

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

Second.

Second.

All those in favor

signify by saying aye.

20
21

So moved.

COMMISSION:
(Note:

Aye.

Hearing adjourned at 12:30 p.m.)

22
23
24
25
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2

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

3

)
)
)
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I, B. JULIAN SERNA, Certified Court Reporter in the

4

State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I reported, to the

5

best of my ability, the above Bernalillo County Planning

6

Commission Special Hearing; that the pages numbered 3

7

through 119, inclusive, are a true and correct transcript of

8

my stenographic notes, and were reduced to typewritten

9

transcript through Computer-Aided Transcription; and that on

10

the date I reported these proceedings, I was a New Mexico

11

Certified Court Reporter.

12
13
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1
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(Note:

Hearing in session at 9:07 a.m.)

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. GRADI:

Call this meeting to order.

Good morning, Chairman Chavez, Members

4

of the Planning Commission.

5

a series of special hearings dedicated to the Sanatoria

6

Level A Master Plan.

7

primarily with land-use issues, and our staff is here to

8

present and also to answer any questions regarding the

9

land-use portion, the land-use criteria in the planned

10
11

Today's hearing is a -- one of

Today's hearing will concentrate

communities criteria as it relates to the Level B plan.
The next hearing for this case will be June 23rd,

12

moving along with the adopted agenda for the Level B plan.

13

Staff is here prepared to present, and I stand for any

14

questions.

15
16
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1

There are no proposed changes to the Agenda.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions of Staff?

If not,

we'll move on to approval of the Minutes for April the 27th.

17

MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chairman, I had one correction.

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

I gave it to Julian already.

He had

20

one of the speakers labeled "Hubbard," and it's "Hebard."

21

gave him the spelling.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. KELLY:

24

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I

Okay.

And with that I would move approval.
Second.

Second.

All those in favor
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3

B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5295

7.A.e

signify by saying aye.

2

COMMISSION:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

Aye.
Opposed?

Motion carries.

Staff.

5

MS. VEREECKE:
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1

Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members

6

of the Commission.

7

have been the case planner for Santolina for the last few

8

years, and as you are aware, this is the second in a series

9

of hearings for the Level B Master Plan that was submitted

10

back in January, and just to preface this by saying, too,

11

that this is a work in progress, and we're in the process of

12

reviewing the document piece by piece and getting some

13

comments at each stage and then continuing to work through

14

the revisions to the plan.

15

sessions after this.

16

My name is Catherine VerEecke, and I

So we still have two more

So today we're going to focus on land use.

I did hand

17

out an order of speakers.

18

to that and, again, to -- to emphasize the complexity of

19

this plan.

20

and to say, too, that we are going to try to cover as much

21

as we can today but, you know, without really getting bogged

22

down in all of the details, and that's where staff has been

23

working with the agent to try to work through the plan.

24

So this hearing is focused on land use and zoning.

25

So everyone seems to have agreed

That's why we're breaking it out into sections

I said, the second of four hearings.

As

The first one was on
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1

transportation.

2

land-use and zoning component was included in the initial

3

Level B plan.

4

hearing that we had and that it is to be developed in

5

accordance with the Level A plan that was approved by the

6

County Commission last year.

7

or getting into more of the details that were approved last

8

year as opposed to actually approving the plan.

And the

So we did mention that in the first general

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

9

So that took place a month ago.

So this is really building out

So what I have here is the Level A plan that was

10

approved.

11

presentation, I'll go over what was first presented in the

12

plan in January and then to talk about the changes that have

13

been made, again, focusing on land use and then what appear

14

to be the outstanding issues that need to be addressed

15

between now and when this process wraps up in July.

16

I think you're all familiar with it.

In this

And, as I said, this is -- this is obviously -- and

17

it's becoming clear to us as we're reviewing it, that this

18

is obviously complex plan, and particularly when you get to

19

land use and zoning, there are a lot of details that have to

20

be worked through so just to preface that.

21

So for Level B, and that is the Level B plan, this is

22

4,243 acre site that is being developed or worked on in

23

conjunction with two elements that we've considered before.

24

One of them is that the development has a maximum overall

25

gross density of three dwelling units per acre and a goal
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1

over time of achieving a two-to-one jobs-to-housing ratio,

2

and that was part of the Level A approval.

3

requirements relate to or come from the Planned Communities

4

Criteria and also the Comprehensive Plan Reserve Area

5

policies and also the conditions of approval for the Level A

6

plan.
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7

These

So for this plan, the goal is to have an approximate

8

population of 23,178 residents in about 9,400 dwelling units

9

and with a forecast of about 31,000 jobs.

So that's the

10

goal that's being carried through in this plan and really

11

drives a lot of what is in the land-use plan.

12

So as you may have seen as you're reviewing this plan,

13

the Level B plan includes the town center, which is here,

14

and actually -- this is actually the revised -- the revised

15

plan -- includes a town center, residential -- residential

16

and commercial areas, a portion of the urban center here,

17

and then an employment center and an industrial and a

18

business park here.

19

consistent with what was approved for the Level A plan.

20

So, like I said, this is done to be

And then you can look at it, calculate the acres

21

related to this.

22

some additional details.

23

The road network has been added and -- and

So there is zoning proposed for this Level B -- in the

24

Level B plan that would correspond with the general land

25

uses, but then there are also some variations proposed
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1

within the zones associated with particular site

2

characteristics such as high density being allowed along

3

major roads, along with commercial developments that may

4

vary in terms of their scale or their intensity.

5
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So in the January version of the plan, the applicant

6

began to develop specific features of the zones to include

7

land use -- specific land uses and then also requirements

8

such as setbacks, density, parking, landscaping, and other

9

features that are normally included in zoning, zoning codes.

10

So in some ways the zones resemble the County

11

non-residential zones such as industrial, commercial, high

12

intensity commercial, lower intensity commercial, but then

13

they also differed in terms of having three residential

14

zones that allow for different density.

15

high, medium, and low density, which we don't have in County

16

zoning.

17

So that would be

So the initial comments for the January plan were

18

provided, and there were a number of comments such as

19

whether or not enough detail had been provided for land use

20

and for density, for phasing, for the open space network,

21

ensuring that the three dwelling unit per acre maximum

22

density is maintained, how the jobs-to-housing ratio will be

23

achieved.

24

all of those were included in the Staff Report.

25

There were also comments related to zoning, and

So on May 6th, the applicant's agent submitted
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additional documents in response to Staff and agency

2

comments, and -- and there have been several discussions

3

between the applicant's agents and Staff, and also MRCOG has

4

been involved in the discussion and particularly concerned

5

with zoning where there has been a lot of progress with the

6

land-use component, but where there have been a number of

7

questions about the zoning.

8
9

So -- and this was included in the Staff Report.
was part of an attachment.

It

This is what we all received on

10

Staff.

11

earlier this month includes some changes to the language in

12

the land-use chapter.

13

density, revision to the maximum density allowed but

14

assurances that the density will not exceed the three

15

dwelling units per acre.

16

we had.

17
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1

So it includes -- the resubmittal that we got

There also is a discussion related to

That was one of the concerns that

There's additional text related to phasing and also to

18

address the comment about is this the only Level B plan or

19

if there will be a series of Level B plans.

20

statement that, yes, there will be other Level B plans to

21

fill in the other areas that are not shown here.

22

-- there has been an attempt to address Staff comments in

23

this resubmittal, and there are -- there's also a revised

24

chapter for zoning.

25

resubmitted with substantial changes to the zoning.

So there is a

So there

So the whole chapter has been
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1

So this is the revised land-use map.

Some of the

2

changes -- and, again, there has been a lot that has been

3

done with this, so I'm just giving you an overview.

4

the changes that have been made is there -- is an additional

5

variation in land use in the town center.

6

just being town center commercial, there is also a mixed-use

7

area that has been added.

9

So rather than

That's -- that's in pink here.

Additional changes have been made to the urban center
in terms of the land uses allowing the potential for office

10

and institutional uses.

11

schools identified on the land-use map.

12

asterisks.

13

kind of define some of the neighborhoods or the areas, and

14

that -- that was one of the concerns that we all have had

15

is, like, can there be more definition to these areas that

16

are being created, more definition, more character, more

17

details on density, land use.

18

to do that.

19
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Some of

There is also location of potential
They're shown as

And then additional roads have been added that

So there has been an attempt

And another element related to the land use is that

20

there's more information provided on zoning.

So where the

21

land-use map may not cover everything, that more of the

22

details are provided in the zoning chapter, which in effect

23

is becoming like a Santolina zoning ordinance.

24

the County Zoning Ordinance, Santolina will have its own

25

zoning ordinance that in some ways will tie into the

Like we have
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1

County's ordinance.

2

own elements related to the specific characteristics of the

3

community.
So there is a new land-use map.

There's also a zoning

5

map that has been provided.

6

shows where the specific zones in the Santolina zoning will

7

be, including town center, urban center, low density, medium

8

density residential, neighborhood commercial in the light

9

pink, and then business park, business park, and industrial,

10

This is a new element, and it

and business park.

11

So these are the main zones that are provided, and this

12

potentially is what we would be mapping in the County's Zone

13

Atlas.

14

they're interested in, they would look at this map, and then

15

they would refer to the specific zone in the code and what

16

the land uses are, what the area requirements are, the

17

design requirements, would all -- would all be provided.

18

And where then somebody comes in with property

So there are revisions to the zoning chapter including

19

a new introduction about how to use this additional

20

requirements for design, a mixed use -- mixed-use type of

21

use that has been added in some of the zones.

22

have been made to the zoning chapter in terms of the

23

language, additional uses, clarification that Staff had

24

requested before, more -- more details have been added to

25

the specific zones, particularly in terms of the town center

Many changes
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1

and the urban center, which are designed to be areas of

2

mixed use.

And then there's also a section with general design

4

standards and a section for signage, which hadn't been

5

provided with the January submittal.

6

we are reviewing it.

7

that provides the applicant's response to Staff's comments

8

and how they have been justified.

9

Now, we have it.

Now,

There's also a matrix in the packet

So Staff has reviewed this as best we could given the

10

limited timeframe, and there are some comments that have

11

been provided.

12

Water Utility Authority, Public Works have provided

13

comments.

14

also in the report, and they do indicate that there is

15

progress being made for the land use and zoning chapter and

16

that work is ongoing between Staff, agency, and the agents,

17

but there are still some questions related to this section,

18

such as the level of detail.

19

details need to be provided for land use and also for

20

phasing, density allocation.

21

additional work between now and the time that this is

22

finally considered, and we're certainly willing to continue

23

the work with the agent.

24
25

They are in the Staff Report.

MRCOG, the

These are in Accela, the Accela comments, and

We still feel that more

Jobs-to-housing may need some

But one response that we have suggested is that there
may need to be more work related to the Planned Communities
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1

Criteria in terms of identification of land use by parcel,

2

the acreage of the individual areas, more of the village

3

characteristics, the neighborhood characteristics, also, a

4

more specific discussion related to the open space system

5

and how it's going to be conveyed and maintained.

6

There is a lot of information on design.

We're still

7

in the process of reviewing that to see if what they've

8

provided is appropriate, and Juanita is going to talk more

9

specifically about some of the areas of the zoning that we

10
11

feel still need to have some work.
So just to summarize this discussion, it would appear

12

that more specific details are -- should be required both on

13

the maps and in the narrative following the Planned

14

Communities Criteria.

15

of mapping so that this is at the level where we can, after

16

this Level B plan is approved, that we can go and map it,

17

that these will become the actual zones, and there's a

18

question if this is detailed enough to be mapped, if -- and

19

if this is what the applicant wants, they may need to come

20

back again as they become more specific in terms of their

21

plans.

22

More work needs to be done in terms

For instance, if they want to have office and

23

institutional or neighborhood commercial or industrial uses

24

more -- more specific than what is on this map, then it may

25

require an additional amendment. So that this is time that
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1

may be they can consider and work with Staff to see if this

2

is at the right level or if more work needs to be done on

3

it, and we're certainly willing to continue that discussion,

4

but just to say, there's definitely a lot of progress that

5

has been made.

6

And I think I've listed the various comments related to

7

Planned Communities Criteria, density, land use, zoning,

8

open space.

9

hopefully by July, that will be to the point where we've

More work should be done related to those, and

10

worked further along with this, particularly in terms of the

11

zoning, that it's a zoning ordinance or part of the County

12

Zoning Ordinance that we all feel comfortable working with

13

it and that the public and developers, if they buy property

14

within this, that -- and our Staff, that we all feel

15

comfortable working with this.

16

We would also welcome the comments and questions of the

17

CPC.

18

kind of a work in progress.

19

in all the comments, and we'll go back and continue working

20

on it.

21

next up will be Juanita Garcia, the Zoning Administrator and

22

she's going to talk more specifically about comments for the

23

zoning.

24
25

I know you've all been working on this, and this is
So this is where we're taking

So with that, Mr. Chair, I stand for questions, but

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
at this point?

Do we have any questions of Staff

Thank you.
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Okay.

2
3

Go ahead.
MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chair.

Catherine, what did -- how do you interpret

4

"identification by parcel"?

5

parcel?

6

MS. VEREECKE:

What does that -- what is a

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, my

7

interpretation of that would be that the specific zoning

8

districts need to be ready to map in -- in the Zoning -- you

9

know, the County Zone Atlas, and that would be require the

10

-- that would require platting of those -- of those parcels

11

or of those zoning districts.

12

interpretation.

13

That would be my

You could say at this stage they need to have the whole

14

thing platted into individual residential lots, and I think

15

that -- that would be very difficult.

16

little bit beyond what we're doing, but at least to the

17

level of zoning districts, perhaps like this or -- and

18

that's actually a good question.

19

need to be shown on the zoning map and that those -- perhaps

20

those individual areas that it seems like they're being

21

created in potential neighborhoods or commercial areas, that

22

those would probably be the next type of tracts that would

23

be mapped in this process, but in order to map the zoning,

24

we do need to have parcels at some level, but that's a good

25

question, too, because we should also have the acreage of

That's really a

We also thought that roads
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1

those tracts, and -- and the tracts should be identified at

2

this stage and how big they are, and then are there any

3

specific characteristics of the districts that are being

4

created, and I'm thinking that's -- that's what the Planned

5

Communities Criteria is saying.

6

Now, they -- these are policies.

They're not rules.

7

They're not, you know, scientific, quantitative, measurable

8

elements, and that's where we all interpret them, but I

9

think they're good guidelines that we're trying to follow in

10

this process and where, you know, we all can look at this

11

and make sure that this is coming in at the appropriate

12

level.

13

say about it.

I'm sure that the agent will also have something to

14
15

MS. KELLY:

Do you have the acreages of the town

center and the urban center?

16

MS. VEREECKE:

I'm just -- for scale?

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, so

17

for the information that I have and some of this may be

18

changing a little bit as they're making slight modifications

19

to the plan, but it will need to be finalized eventually.

20

The data that I have shows that the -- the town center is

21

approximately 570 acres.

22

238 acres.

23

residential would be approximately 1,600 acres.

24

would include some neighborhood commercial within it.

25

business park is 195 acres.

The urban center is approximately

That would be this area here.

So the
And that
This

This industrial business park
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1

is 671 acres, and then the open space is about 760 acres,

2

and I think I also had a chart in the -- in the Staff

3

Report, but just for your information so you can figure out

4

roughly how that -- how that calculates.

5

So one of the -- one of the justifications for both the

6

Level A and the Level B plan is that there is a substantial

7

amount of land allocated to non-residential uses and also to

8

open space, so --

9

MS. KELLY:

My -- my concern is just with the size

10

of the various zoning categories, and you know, I -- it's a

11

tremendous amount of material that we've just received and

12

you've just received regarding changes to the plan, changes

13

to the proposed zoning and the zone map, but from this

14

point, if the zoning is approved, it goes straight to

15

platting, which becomes very technical.

16

to know exactly what streets, the widths, terrain

17

management, densities.

18

I'm just struggling with that, so --

19

I mean, they have

So these are very large areas to --

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly,

20

that's correct, and for this plan it is getting to the point

21

now where the details do need to be worked out, and we see

22

the complexity of it, too.

23

bit.

24
25

MS. KELLY:

We are working through it bit by

Well, when -- when we started into

these meetings, our understanding was that the
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1

transportation component was pretty much ready to be

2

discussed, and it's -- there's a lot of outstanding issues

3

there based on the transportation meeting.

4

worried that we're looking at it piecemeal, because it's

5

changing every meeting quite a bit.

6

applicant work with you guys and the other agencies a lot

7

before submittal?

9

MS. VEREECKE:

Did you -- did the

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, there

were a few meetings, but we recognize that this is -- it's

10

an ongoing process, and that's why he have spread it out

11

over a period of time, but just to go back to say that what

12

we're working with is what was approved under the Level A

13

plan, and we're coming back and working out the details of

14

the more specific Level B plan, and it's still generally

15

consistent with what was submitted in January, but we are --

16

we're working out the details, recognizing how important it

17

is to have everything correct, that it can be used when

18

specific developments come in, which would be the level --

19

the Level C, but we -- you know, given the limited time, we

20

haven't had -- and where we're going from section to section

21

where we recognize we'll still need to have a number of

22

discussions with -- with the applicant's agents to make sure

23

that specific details are worked out.

24

MS. KELLY:

Thank you, Catherine.

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Is that it?

Anybody else?

Thank
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you very much.

2
3

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, next we have Juanita

Garcia.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

5

MS. JUANITA GARCIA:

Good morning, Mr. Chair,

6

Commissioners.

7

Zoning Administrator for Bernalillo County.

8

My name is Juanita Garcia, and I'm the

And I just wanted to discuss what I found in the

9

chapter that or the -- the chapter that's been submitted for

10

zoning, and just to state that we have been working with the

11

applicant.

12

us review, have me review the specific chapter that deals

13

with the specific language pertaining to zoning, and so I

14

did review the chapter before it was actually submitted and

15

gave comments, my concerns.

16

really, really raw rough draft or a draft of it, and so it

17

was conveyed by the applicant that there were some elements

18

that were still missing and that they were still working on.

19

And so I understood that, and so I gave them some direction

20

as to what I thought should be in the second draft.

21

The applicant did approach us early on to have

At that point, it seemed like a

So the second draft that was submitted for the May --

22

on May, or beginning of May was reviewed against, and what I

23

noticed is that some of the issues or some of the comments

24

or concerns that I had in regards to the original draft were

25

addressed, but I also found that there was additional
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1

language that was submitted by the applicant that needed

2

another review, and so that then creates another round of,

3

you know, questions, concerns.

4

continue to work with the applicant.

5

We were strategizing yesterday on how to do this, and

6

so we're just going to have to go page by page, section by

7

section and identify what -- what the issues are, what the

8

questions are, and then work with the applicants to try to

9

tighten up the language a little.

10

So what I have found in this particular chapter is that

11

the -- you know, the mini zoning code is structured in that

12

it has definitions, and what I found in that, some of the

13

definitions are unnecessary, because the Zoning Code does --

14

or this Level B plan does refer you to the Zoning Code.

15

it's silent, it does refer to the Bernalillo County Zoning

16

Code, so we do know if it's not mentioned in this plan, then

17

we do -- we do fall back to the Zoning Code, and so but I

18

did find some definitions in there that were already in the

19

Zoning Code, so we don't need to list it here.

20

fall back on them, and so I'm just thinking that anything

21

that's listed in -- under definition should be new uses or

22

new definitions above and beyond what's in the Zoning Code.

23

If

We could

I also found the structure to be a little bit confusing

24

to me.

There are -- usually when you see a sector plan or a

25

Zoning Code, the way it's usually structured is you find the
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1

individual zone categories, and then within those zone

2

categories, you'll find permissive uses, conditional uses,

3

or prohibited uses, and then at the bottom of each those

4

zone categories, you'll find what the lot-size requirements

5

are, what the setback requirements, height requirements,

6

parking, open space requirements, the general development

7

standards that are required for that specific zone.

8

So what I found a little bit of was that they were

9

proposing to put like all of the general requirements in one

10

section that apply to several zones, but then later on when

11

you went into the commercial zones, you found some of the

12

standards still underneath each of the -- each of the zones,

13

so there was inconsistency in terms of how it was

14

structured, which I think can be confusing to some, and so I

15

think it should be one way or -- one way and one way all the

16

way.

17

And what I also found was that, you know, because this

18

is a unique area, I understand that the applicant is wanting

19

to do something a little bit beyond what we have in the

20

County.

21

into this plan are uses that you'd find in the City, which

22

may work out here in this area as well, and so -- so there's

23

a little bit, you know, mending that's needing to happen to

24

incorporate some of the language that's in the City's

25

ordinance into this -- this sector plan.

Makes sense to me, and so what's being incorporated

I mean, you still
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1

have sections that are referencing city policies or policies

2

agencies, and so, I mean, I can't blame anybody for that.

3

I've done that myself, too.

4

language, and so you got to make sure that it's consistent

5

with our section, our folks.

6

that, too.

So I found a little bit of

I also found that there were some generally standards

8

in regards to building and site design, and then signage, I

9

found the signage section to be a little bit different.

I

10

see what they're trying to do, because they're trying to

11

apply a whole set of signage regulations, but they're not

12

specifying which zone category that applies to.

13

example, the town center zone or the commercial zone or

14

urban center, they seem to have a whole set -- a set of sign

15

regulations that pertain to, I would assume, to all the

16

commercial zones, and it just seems to me that signage

17

should probably be a little bit more unique for each of the

18

zones.

19

residential zones, as Catherine mentioned.

20

low-density zones.

21

density.

22

that you've got low-intense zones, such as the office zone,

23

which then leads into, you know, a heavier industrial-type

24

zone.

25

So, for

There's usually a level of zones, you know,
You have

Then you have the medium, and the high

Well, the same is true for the commercial uses in

And so everything in between that is going to be, you
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1

know, varied, and so you should have the expectation that

2

you'd have different sign requirements for each of the those

3

zones.

4

which would be expected to be next to residential zones

5

would be less intense in terms of size and height, you know,

6

shouldn't be the same as something you would allow in a

7

heavy commercial zone or -- or a community commercial zone

8

where it's in a town center where there's expected to be

9

more industrial uses or more -- more non-residential uses.

11

So I think that could be worked on a little bit more.
I think what else needs to be worked on and needs to be

12

clarified a little bit more is a process in terms of, you

13

know, what -- what is a process.

14

does that mean that they can go straight to building permit?

15

Are there certain uses that require a site development plan

16

approval by the CPC?

17

systems set up here in the County where we can just have a

18

site development plan approved by -- by the CPC.

19

actually go to the BCC, and that's only under a special use

20

permit.

21

So we -- if we adopt this,

We normally -- we don't have the

It has to

In the City they do have the process where you can have

22

a site development plan approved only by the CPC and not by

23

the EPC and not by City Council, and so we don't -- but we

24

don't have that structure here.

25

couldn't.

Not to say that we

You know, we'd have to entertain that, look at
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1

that, make sure that that is still, you know, within our --

2

your authority to do, but it just seems like there would be

3

some development that probably should still go through some

4

sort of site development plan review and approval, and so

5

we've got to try to figure that out as well.

6

And then there's also still the need for some special

7

use permits.

If you look at Section 18 the Zoning Code,

8

you'll find that there are some uses in there that could be

9

placed within this area that should still be reviewed by the

10

special use permit process.

11

identified those types of -- specific types of special use

12

permits that are not appropriate for the area, and we are in

13

agreement with those, with that list, but we also need to

14

identify where that would -- where those special use permits

15

would be appropriate.

16

well.

17

And so the applicant has

And so we need to finalize that as

So I did have some concerns regarding the land-use map,

18

and I know that Ms. VerEecke was saying that we need more

19

and more specificity, and I'm thinking the opposite.

20

concern is that if we list all of these uses that are --

21

that are identified here and then something happens where

22

the applicant or the developer actually determines that,

23

"Well, it's not going to be appropriate to have a school

24

here after all," which is what's identified with this blue

25

little star, somebody could argue, well, then that requires

My
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an amendment to the Level B plan.

2

I just believe that the zone category should identify

3

what uses are allowed in that area, and so there should be

4

an expectation as to what use could -- could occur in that

5

area, and so I'm not in favor of having too many specific

6

uses identified under the land-use map, because I can see

7

that since this is a really new development and the

8

developer is not sure of what is going to develop in these

9

areas, that we should -- we should still be pretty general

10

in terms of what land uses could occur in some of these

11

areas.

12
13

And so I think with that, I -- I don't have anything
else to add, unless you have any specific questions.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MS. JUANITA GARCIA:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17
18
19

Questions of Staff?
Thank you.

Thank you.

Do we have MRCOG here?

And who else do you have,

Staff?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, we do

20

have other Staff here if anyone has questions.

21

we have MRCOG.

22

Otherwise,

Andrew.

MR. GINGRICH:

Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members

23

of the Commission.

My name, again, is Andy Gingrich.

24

here on behalf of the Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning

25

Organization.

I'm
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To -- maybe to start but what might be best is to just

2

kind of chronical kind of much what our initial concerns

3

were in that initial letter that we submitted and then

4

convey kind of the meetings that we've had and what's

5

changed since then and then maybe talk about some remaining

6

comments, concerns.

7

There are kind of two basic areas I could talk about.

8

The first would be zoning.

9

very good job of overviewing, the changes that have happened

10

there.

11

the -- to the end here.

12

I think Ms. VerEecke has done a

And then later, I'll leave the phasing discussion to

In the MPOs major concern with the original phasing,

13

it has to do the activity centers primarily enabling them or

14

ensuring that they do become mixed use, walkable

15

environments, and those are really critical for

16

transportation issues, because they put services accessible

17

to people by different, you know, walkable distances or in

18

closer proximity to where people live.

19

potential gathering points for the future transit service

20

there, and so we wanted to ensure that those environments

21

were able to develop in the zoning, given the zoning, in a

22

way that would foster that.

23

They also provide

And the Level A plan, it did kind of refer to

24

transit-oriented development and mixed-use and form-based

25

kinds of ways of regulating land-use development that could
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1

have a lot of bearing on pedestrian environment and these

2

kind of environments.
So we weren't sure that what was originally submitted

4

would be able to even necessarily achieve those or, more

5

important, wouldn't describe them to the level of detail

6

that we would have liked to see.

7

concerns about the size of the proposed education facilities

8

being in an urban environment.

9

And then also there was

Another concern was that the town center has kind of a

10

lot of different uses, including, like, things that could be

11

associated more with highway development or big box kinds of

12

stores, and you know, it's -- have this many people, we're

13

going to need some of those, but there also was descriptions

14

about a town plaza and a pedestrian mixed-use environment,

15

and we're not sure that those two mix that well.

16

We were part of the meeting, I think it was April 28th,

17

if I remember correct, with the County Staff and the

18

applicant, and we talked about some of these issues.

19

made some changes before that, and they made some changes

20

after that, and those were -- those did reflect a lot of our

21

concerns.

22

the chapter that did articulate better the kinds of

23

environments that should exist in certain areas,

24

relationship of building to the street and so forth.

25

really appreciate that.

They

They put a design guideline section in the -- in

So we

We appreciate being part of that
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1

meeting, and in general things are moving in a good

2

direction.
So some of our kind of remaining requests for some of

4

the zoning, for the zoning chapter, we're -- we would like a

5

minimum pedestrian connectivity standard, which is, you

6

know, almost achieved just by the nature of their grid

7

system and their trail system, but we think that a quarter

8

mile of pedestrian access standard would be -- would be

9

beneficial.

10

In the activity centers themselves, there are a lot of

11

allowable uses, and in order to kind of bolster those areas,

12

they -- they would need a certain amount of density, and I

13

know that this is maybe even in conflict with the overall

14

density concerns of -- in Santolina for the PCC

15

requirements, but ensuring that there aren't low density

16

developments within those centers and making sure those

17

centers do develop in a little bit more high density, urban

18

kinds of characters -- characteristics.

19

the possibility of maybe a minimum density standard in some

20

of those zones, within the village centers and the urban

21

center, the pedestrian part of the town center.

We're interested in

22

And also in the commercial zones, there was some

23

potential to develop high-density residential in the -- in

24

the village centers, and our concern about that, even though

25

we do prefer that there be high -- it would be density in
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1

and around the centers is that we do also want to preserve

2

some of those nonresidential uses in the centers also.

3

we want to make sure that those -- that the commercial areas

4

and the non-residential uses aren't -- don't fill up with

5

residential uses, because that's happened on the West Side

6

in other areas where the commercial hasn't come through, and

7

then little by little, it's kind of zoned -- zoning has been

8

changed to allow residential to move into those areas that

9

are kind of set aside for commercial, for other

11

non-residential uses.
But the applicant's communicated well with us, that

12

they're willing to continue to work on these issues with us

13

in future drafts.

14

because there should -- there -- as indicated, that there

15

would be a future draft, and that also -- you know, that if

16

there weren't diagrams and matrices that would kind of

17

define the guideline section, I think that would help

18

everyone understand the intention of the design guidelines

19

section also.

20

So I don't want to get too into the meat,

So in terms of phasing, I think maybe it's best to go

21

back again and talk about the original concerns and then

22

talk about what's happened since then.

23

Originally, the concern of our MPO was -- had to do

24

really with the size of the Level B area and the phasing

25

strategy, because the Level B submittal comes with -- well,
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1

it's really twofold.

One was because there's a lot of room

2

here.

3

fragmented or incomplete or partially built developments to

4

happen, infrastructure to be put in and the development not

5

coming forward to support that infrastructure, and then that

6

infrastructure being conveyed to the public to take care of.

7

And also, this would leave the residents in the partially

8

built developments kind of without the services they need

9

and needing to travel further to get the services they need,

10

which would be -- you know, the continuing the pattern of

11

West Side development that's lead to a lot of transportation

12

issues already.

13

So we want to -- wanted to ensure that small and

14

complete developments are built, because those are really

15

more resilient to changing circumstances.

16

applicant has their expected timeline for development, which

17

is -- which is different than the trend forecast, and we

18

don't know the future to 20 years.

19

recession or something.

20

You know, the

Maybe there's another

So, and ultimately there's a lot of language in here

21

that the market will determine what's able to be built and

22

what's not.

23

complete phases, sections, would mean that if there was a

24

change in circumstance or a slow down or something, that

25

those communities are complete, and it's not partially built

So ensuring that communities are built in small
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1

here and partially built there.

2

concern with phasing.

3

of our concern around phasing has to do with the evaluation

4

of certain benchmarks in Level B.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. GINGRICH:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Hold on just a minute.
Yes, sir.
We have a Commissioner wants to

ask you a question.

9

MS. NELSON:

Hi.

Sorry to interrupt, but I

10

thought it was better to be timely.

11

"small"?

12

MR. GINGRICH:

13

MS. NELSON:

14

the small complete communities.

You mean, to the scale?

MR. GINGRICH:

16

MS. NELSON:

You're talking about the small -- of

15

17

What do you mean by

Yeah.
Will you talk -- what's your

definition of "small"?

18

MR. GINGRICH:

Well, thank you, Commissioner and

19

Mr. Chair.

The -- so when -- the Planned Communities

20

Criteria is not that -- well, it's not necessarily clear,

21

but the typical size in the Planned Communities Criteria is

22

somewhere between 650 to 1,000 acres for a Level B, and this

23

is something like 4,000 and some acres, and you know, Mesa

24

del Sol also had a large Level B plan that was kind of

25

comparable in size here, but they had kind of identified
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2

smaller phases within their Level B plan.
So one of our remaining concerns about the phasing plan

3

is that phase isn't really that well-defined, and it's used

4

in different ways throughout the document.

5

the size of phase and scale of phases is one of the

6

questions we have also.

7
8
9
10

MS. NELSON:

So talking about

So you didn't answer me.

No

seriously.
MR. GINGRICH:
MS. NELSON:

Yeah.
I mean, if it seems to you that 4,000

11

acres is not going to be a small, self-contained community

12

that will, you know, develop out so that people -- you know,

13

all the bad things you said, then what would be a better

14

size approximately?

15

you to the -- to the -- to the fence, you know, just --

This is not, you know, going to hold

16

MR. GINGRICH:

17

MS. NELSON:

18
19

Right.
Half that size, a quarter, a tenth,

two blocks?
MR. GINGRICH:

The Mesa del Sol plan for reference

20

was divided into four phases, which would get you in that

21

range to 650 to 1,000 acres.

22

MS. NELSON:

23

MR. GINGRICH:

24

MS. NELSON:

25

MR. GINGRICH:

Okay.

So 800?

That would be a smaller community.
Okay.
Yeah.

Thank you.
Yeah, so -- so, sorry.
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Level B also comes with an evaluation of certain benchmarks,

2

and no net cost is one of them in the analysis of that.

3

Another one of the findings -- in part of the findings and

4

conditions in Level A is that Level B would come with a plan

5

to achieve the jobs-to-housing balance at each Level B, and

6

if you have very large Level Bs -- the more -- the larger

7

the Level B plans are for Santolina, the fewer Level B

8

submittals there will be, and so our concern was that by

9

having a large Level B plan, you would only undergo that

10

analysis one time for a very large area.

11

concerned that that -- in the interim, these evaluations

12

wouldn't occur.

13

MS. KELLY:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MS. KELLY:

So we were

Mr. Chairman, can I ask a question?
Yes.

Go ahead.

I wasn't involved in the Level A

16

process, so other people probably understand this better

17

than I, but the jobs-to-housing balance is jobs quantified

18

based on zoning, building permits, actual construction, or

19

is it based on number of people employed?

20

MR. GINGRICH:

For the Level B plan, it's -- it's

21

described in the Development Agreement.

22

answer that.

Are you saying when you analyzed the --

23

MS. KELLY:

24

MR. GINGRICH:

25

I don't know how to

It's by employment.

The balance.
The balance of jobs-to-housing.

Yeah, employees, I think.
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MS. KELLY:

Okay.

2

MR. GINGRICH:

But this -- but I think for the

3

plan, they would have estimate that based on the build of

4

certain developments given the zoning that's there.

5

So to that -- to that point, the applicants responded

6

to our comments that we just -- the last round that was

7

submitted and indicated that that understanding was

8

incorrect, that -- oh, I'm sorry.

9

that these were kind of our initial concerns, and that since

10

that time, the applicant has put in a lot of language about

11

phasing and about those smaller -- about some of the

12

concerns around incomplete and fragmented development, and

13

that's in the phasing section.

14

or something and -- or 8.2, and those -- the language in

15

there is -- is very good.

16

applicant understands our basic concerns about keeping

17

development near infrastructure and not, you know,

18

developing too far out in a -- in a way that's -- the

19

infrastructure is extended too far.

20

I should back up and say

I think it's maybe chapter 8

It's welcomed.

It shows that the

So there's just some remaining concerns about some of

21

the nuts and bolts there about, for example, the definition

22

of a phase, the size of a phase.

23

B as a whole phase.

24

transportation phase, and the 2040 phase, and then there's

25

other points where they're talking about infrastructure

Some places refer to Level

There's mention of a phase from 2025
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1

phases that are, I think, smaller than those.

2

clarifying what a phase is.
And then there's -- there's some question about -- that

4

we have about the beginning of that section 8.2 and then

5

what's written after that, and where it says, "Based on the

6

approval of Level A Development Agreement, the overall

7

Santolina project shall be developed in multiple phases.

8

Timing, location, and size will be determined by market

9

and/or the landowner."

And we're wondering if that

10

conflicts with the language that they wrote below.

11

doesn't, but we're just looking for clarification on that.

12

And that I think is about it.

Maybe it

So, yeah, clarification

13

on how -- what a phase is and also how those benchmarks that

14

were Level B benchmarks could be evaluated in the interim of

15

this Level B, so those kind of concerns, remaining concerns

16

around phasing.

17

can answer those.

18
19

So that's it.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Any questions?

If not.

Thank you very much.

20

MR. GINGRICH:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. KELLY:

23

If I hear any questions, I

Thank you.
Staff, do we have anybody else?

I'm sorry, Mr. Chair.

Andrew, did you didn't talk at all about street

24

cross-sections, and I saw a lot of that discussion in your

25

comments.

Where's -- where's that at?
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MR. GINGRICH:

Yes, Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly,

2

the -- in our last round of comments, we talked about the --

3

we requested looking at a multiway boulevard where the

4

bigger streets get near the urban center or activity

5

centers, and that's basically where there's kind of a side

6

street where there would be slower traffic and parking that

7

would kind of be separated from the through traffic.

8

that was added.

9

in there, and so I think that the intentions were good from

So

And there's also, you know, a lane for VRT

10

the applicant, but since we just kept adding facilities to

11

the road, it's gotten very wide to -- over 200 feet, which

12

would take near a minute to cross, which -- that's just --

13

that's just a conflict that exists between planning for

14

through traffic and planning for pedestrians and pedestrian

15

crossings, and so we just wanted to put that concern out

16

there that this is something that needs balancing.

17

don't want to get too much in the way of that, but we --

18

just naming this conflict.

19

So we

So perhaps maybe a multiway boulevard isn't necessary

20

for the entire length of the urban center.

21

on what kind of development is right up against the street,

22

but the -- but the applicant's been very willing to continue

23

to talk about that.

24

MS. HERTEL:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Kind of depends

Mr. Chair, I have a question.
Go ahead.
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MS. HERTEL:

Could you explain to me your

2

understanding how the phasing works with the installation of

3

the civil facilities such as a fire station or police

4

station or schools?

5

How does the phasing work with that?

MR. GINGRICH:

Mr. Chair and Commissioners, I'm

6

not sure about those aspects of the phasing process.

The

7

MPO's concern with this response for long-range

8

transportation planning and the -- so the integration of

9

land use and transportation is really our focus, but in

10

terms of those other services, I'm not sure I would know how

11

to speak to those kinds of --

12
13

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

MR. GINGRICH:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

I'll ask the

applicant when his turn is up to speak.

14

16

Thank you.

Thank you.
Any questions?

Thank you very

much.
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, just to

18

answer Commissioner's Kelly's question about jobs,

19

jobs-to-housing, this was a very important topic in the

20

Level A discussion, and there is language built into the

21

Development Agreement about how the jobs-to-housing ratio

22

will gradually achieved over time, and then there also is a

23

discussion about -- a definition of what constitutes a job.

24

So you may want to look at that, and I assume that as this

25

discussion continues and if this request is approved, then
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1

there would be a Development Agreement that will expand upon

2

the elements of the Level A Development Agreement.

3

But also to say, too, in answer to your question, the

4

next session that we'll have will be about infrastructure,

5

government, government services, services such as fire and

6

parks and recreation and public safety facilities.

7

those do have a phasing element, and we'll be talking about

8

those in the next session, but we'll keep your question in

9

mind, too, about how that ties into phasing.

10
11
12

So that

I don't know if anybody else on Staff have anything to
add?

If not, we'll -- Mike, would like to add something.
MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner

13

Kelly, just for ease of reference, since Section 4 will be

14

before in the Development Agreement, and it looks like it's

15

around page 287, 288 of the materials we have today in

16

attachment --

17

MS. KELLY:

18

MR. GARCIA:

19

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.
-- 3.
Just one comment.

I did look at the

20

notes of our last meeting, and I thought schools and parks

21

were going to be addressed as part of the land-use

22

discussion.

23

to next meeting.

So I'm just observing that they're being moved
Okay.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. STROZIER:

Okay.

Applicant.

Moment, Mr. Chairman, to get myself
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connected here.

2

Mr. Chairman, I also have hard copies of the matrix and

3

some of the materials, the updated zoning section.

4

of you are like me that I -- sometimes I like to have it in

5

hard copy and piece of paper that I can write notes on.

6

have those available for you if anybody would like them as

7

well.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. STROZIER:

10

Go ahead and pass them out.
All right.

MS. NELSON:

While those are being

Thank you.

Thanks, Jim.

Some of us

are old school.

13

MR. STROZIER:

There you go.

I figured that might

14

be the case.

15

between the technology and -- and the way I like to do

16

things.

17

I

handed out --

11
12

If some

I'm certainly that way, sort of bridge that

So, anyways, Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, my name's Jim

18

Strozier, principal with Consensus Planning.

19

the 302 8th, Northwest, 87102, and it's a pleasure to be

20

here today talking about the land-use component of the Level

21

B Master Plan, and listening to the discussion, I'll try and

22

as I go through my presentation address some of those

23

comments and concerns that have been expressed.

24
25

My address is

But I think first, before I get started, I really want
to thank both the Planning Staff and other agency staff.

We
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1

really spent a lot of time working with them, and it's --

2

and it has been, as I think Ms. VerEecke said, a very

3

iterative process.

4

the zoning section of this document that there was going to

5

be a lot of back and forth.

6

incredible amount of progress to date on those issues, and

7

Andrew as well from MRCOG and the MPO, he's been a part of

8

those meetings and a part of those conversations and a part

9

of that process from the beginning talking about -- and I

10

think we've all been on the same -- the same page in terms

11

of trying to figure out, number one, I think there's been a

12

lot of agreement as to what the vision is for the plan area

13

and what we're trying to achieve in terms of the type of

14

land use, the type of streets, the type of pedestrian,

15

walkable feel of the community and then the details of how

16

you make that happen, and -- and I think it -- on the zoning

17

section especially it's been a challenge, because the County

18

Zoning Code is not really geared towards some of those

19

things.

I think we've made an

It primarily focuses on the lower density end of

21

residential communities and doesn't spend a lot of time

22

talking about mixed use and those types of -- and higher

23

density activities, the urban center, the town center, and

24

so we really collectively had to come up with some of that

25

almost from scratch.
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And Juanita mentioned the challenge sometimes when we

2

take -- when we -- we have a conversation we say, well,

3

there's a good example of how that's done with the City of

4

Albuquerque, for instance.

5

from that and incorporate that into this, and there's always

6

some glitches associated with doing that, and I think we're

7

making good progress, and so I really want to thank

8

everybody for their efforts when it comes to that.

9

Let's try and take and learn

So obviously our team is the same, but certainly

10

Garrett Development Corporation, Bohannon Huston are

11

integral, probably the key players in -- especially where

12

the transportation and land use come together.

13

the last hearing talking about land use.

14

going to focus on -- or transportation.

15

going to focus on land use, but those are intertwined with

16

one another, and so hopefully this will -- this hearing

17

helps to make some of those connections and connect the dots

18

on that.

19

So we spent

This hearing we're
This hearing we're

So with regard to the organization of the matrix that I

20

provided, similar to the last hearing, and we intend to do

21

this with each of the topic areas as we go forward, that

22

matrix focuses on, number one, the Level A conditions of

23

approval.

24

and making sure that we're addressing those conditions as we

25

move forward with each section.

So we want to make sure that we're circling back

Also, looking at the
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1

Planned Communities Criteria and the specific requirements

2

that are identified in the Planned Communities Criteria,

3

because that's really our guide for us and for Staff for

4

what's required at this level, and so we want to make sure

5

that we've addressed those things.

6

And then in addition to that, Staff and agency

7

comments, and that's the bulk of that matrix is identifying

8

what the comment was and how we've addressed it, and I think

9

we've -- we have addressed all the comments.

Are we at 100

10

percent resolution on every one of those issues?

No.

But I

11

think we've made an incredible amount of progress on those

12

issues, and we have addressed those comments.

13

-- once again, very iterative process as we -- as we move

14

forward.

Some of this

15

We have made amendments to the maps, and I'll -- I'll

16

go through those as well, and some of those also are going

17

to be reflected in amendments to the document, itself, the

18

Level B Master plan.

19

So I'll skip that.

I just went through that.

So --

20

so, once again, that matrix that talks about the Level A

21

conditions of approval and jobs-to-housing is one of those

22

elements.

23

thing, because with the master plan, we really deal with

24

that jobs/housing allocation in terms of land use.

25

So just -- let me just pause on that jobs/housing

So, and in terms of I think, Commissioner Kelly, your
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1

question about how do we -- how do we think about jobs in

2

this -- in this context, and so we do make some assumptions,

3

and those are included in the document about what type of

4

activities are going to take place in the industrial

5

business park on the far west side versus the business park

6

versus the town center versus the urban center can and other

7

non-residential components within, and that's typically done

8

using a sort of stepped process, taking it from land use and

9

some assumptions as to what that mix within that land use

10

will be, tying that to acreage.

11

area ratio, and then there are standards for the amount of

12

jobs per square foot.

13

straight forward, sort of logical progression from these

14

large land-use categories and acreages down to how much in

15

the way of jobs is likely to be created out of that land-use

16

scenario.

17

Then you tie it to floor

And so fairly complicated, but

Then the actual implementation of that is really dealt

18

with with the Development Agreement.

So we have the Level A

19

Development Agreement.

20

certain -- the overall context for jobs/housing, and then we

21

will be submitting here shortly the Level B Development

22

Agreement, which takes that to sort of compliment this --

23

this master plan, and that -- and those Development

24

Agreements are really more of a contractual agreement

25

between the County, the County Commission and the developer.

Mr. Garcia mentioned that sets a

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7.A.e

TR- 42
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5334

7.A.e

1

And so that is -- we are working on that as we speak, but

2

that's kind of how those things work together.
So from the land-use side, we really use that to help

4

predict what is likely to occur, just like we do with

5

residential, with densities, and the different residential

6

areas and neighborhoods.

7

likely mix that will occur in those areas, and at the end of

8

the day, how many houses you're going to have in the various

9

land-use categories.

10

We make some assumptions as to the

So I hope that -- that makes sense.

So -- and, once again, there is some crossover between

11

what we talked about last time with transportation, what

12

we're going to talk about that today with land use, and then

13

the next meeting, which is really about government

14

facilities and services, and so we have tried to address

15

schools.

16

know are going to be needed at this stage.

17

Albuquerque Public School, and they had some suggestions,

18

some requests as part of our original land-use plan, which

19

we have -- which we have made and adjusted our plan in

20

response to those.

21

We have tried to address those facilities that we
We have met with

We also met with -- and hopefully will have more

22

information to speak to this, Commissioner Hertel, your

23

comment regarding things like fire facilities, so we've

24

identified those on the plan conceptually.

25

meeting with the fire chief and their office, and we've

We've also had a
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1

provided them with a bunch of information.

2

get information back from them in terms of how they want to

3

see this implemented over time.

4

to get some feedback from them that will help us either

5

refine the land use plan and the community facilities plan

6

and also some information that will help inform the

7

Development Agreement as it moves toward through the County

8

Commission.
So we have initiated that.

And hopefully we're going

It's been quite a while.

10

We will circle back with them to make sure that we get those

11

comments back before our next meeting, but the ball's really

12

in their court at this point.

13

Once again, that matrix goes through each of the

14

land-use requirements in the Planned Communities Criteria

15

and shows how we've addressed it and where we've address it.

16

So real quickly, some of the revisions that have

17

occurred -- and Ms. Garcia, I'll go through this quickly.

18

Stop me if I get going too fast on something, but -- but I

19

think Ms. Garcia addressed some of this, but one was an

20

introduction, sort of how to use this section, because once

21

again, this is a unique situation where we have zoning

22

districts that are really the way the PC zone is set up in

23

the -- in the -- in the code; that we have the framework

24

that was established with Level A, and then we're drilling

25

down in more detail, and what we found is as we started
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1

drilling down into more detail, it -- sort of get going down

2

that rabbit hole, and there's more detail and more detail

3

and more detail.

4

off of.
As Juanita mentions, things like definitions, we've

6

probably got some definition in this that are already

7

covered in the Zoning Code.

8

we're doing that next -- that step final level of check and

9

balance between the existing County Code and what we have

10
11

We need to just make sure that

here to make sure that everything works together.
So one of the things that that section tried to do was

12

clarify the relationship between land use, and you've

13

already heard, I think from Staff, there's an interest in

14

being more specific, and then there's an interest in being

15

less specific.

16

ground in terms of that, and part of that, I think, is

17

trying to explain the relationship between land use, zoning,

18

and then the design standards, and how those all -- those

19

are all part of critical parts to achieve the vision, and I

20

talked about that earlier on that we -- I think we have a

21

lot of agreement on what the vision is.

22

terms of how to get there and that relationship between

23

those two.

24
25

So we're trying to find that happy middle

It's the details in

Mixed use, once again, mixed use is an area that we
really tried to drill down on and provide more definition as
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to how that works.

2

to that and that tied back to the transportation as well as

3

the land-use map and the zoning districts, and we've made

4

changes to all of those to try and reflect that.

5

A number of comments from MRCOG related

I think one of the things -- and I agree with

6

Ms. Garcia that one of the areas that we need to address in

7

more detail is the process and procedures for moving from

8

Level B to future Level C, whether it's a subdivision or a

9

site plan.

10

We will continue to work with Staff to make sure

that we get something that's workable for both sides.

11

The PC zone, that's adopted in the Code really says --

12

it identifies that the level A plan has to go through the

13

BCC.

14

through the CPC onto BCC for adoption, and then the Level C

15

plans are addressed at the CDRA level.

16

says.

17

understand how that happens and that it's clear, and if

18

there's something that needs to be treated differently, we

19

are clear as to what that is and how that -- how that gets

20

done.

21

The Level B plan, which is where we are today, goes

It's one sentence.

But that's all it

So we need to make sure that we

Signage, signage is probably -- if any of you -- maybe

22

-- maybe you don't spend as much as time reading zoning

23

codes as I -- as I do, but one of the most cumbersome parts

24

of most zoning codes, especially as it relates to

25

non-residential uses is the signage component.

It's very
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detailed.

2

And so we're working through trying to make sure that we

3

come up with a format that's workable and clear, and I think

4

that we do need to be -- take -- I think we have a great

5

framework right now.

6

so it's clear which zones those rules apply to and how those

7

different categories are differentiated from one to the

8

other and make sure that we're doing it in a way that is

9

going to be usable in the future.

10

It's cumbersome, and it's often very repetitive.

We need to make sure that we adjust it

So one of the other revisions was in terms of approach

11

and implementation with the -- with the land-use section,

12

we've added additional language in response to agency

13

comments that are -- that are included in the document.

14

-- but one of the areas that -- I think Ms. VerEecke spoke

15

to this -- is specific to the residential village.

16

And

At the Level A plan, we just have these large blocks

17

that are identified as residential villages, and there's not

18

a lot of detail included in those other than some general

19

information about that there will be a range of densities

20

that are developed within those areas and that we do want to

21

have services and schools and parks and those things that

22

are incorporated.

23

And so at this stage, we're starting to break those

24

residential villages up into those different components.

25

Some of that is facilitated by the transportation network,
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1

which is obviously taken to the next level, and we can see

2

that, and the other is through the narrative to address how

3

those checks and balances, and -- and one of the things that

4

has been a challenge is just -- I think, once again, we're

5

all in agreement with the -- with the vision for this, but

6

the details, and that is these residential areas, we want to

7

have a mix of densities.

8

We want to have higher densities.

And Mr. Gingerich mentioned that, that we in those

9

areas where we want more intensity, we want to have higher

10

densities incorporated into those mixed-use areas, but at

11

the same time we have this cap.

So we have a certain number

12

of dwelling units that's a cap.

So how does that work in

13

terms of as projects go along and come along and some are

14

going to be at a lower density.

15

higher density, how do we keep track of that to make sure

16

that at the end of the day that the mix is correct.

17

we've tried to address some of that, how that works.

18

Some are going to be at a

And, once again, the mix is a good thing.

So

That's what

19

we want, but it also presents this challenge that if the mix

20

doesn't happen correctly or if it all happens on the high

21

end of that scale, then you'll -- you'll ultimately end up

22

exceeding the cap and the number of houses that we've

23

anticipated and have programmed into the area.

24

another area that we have dealt with.

25

So that's

We have tried to address, as I think was pointed out,
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1

the development phasing.

2

the document that relates to that and try and drilled down,

3

and I guess, once again, this is an area where I think we're

4

very much in agreement.

5

doesn't want to build extra infrastructure and not put it to

6

use.

7

facilities, that they are building off of those existing

8

trunk roadway and utility corridors that then we take off of

9

that, and we do develop those phases in a way that is

11

It's -- it's -- the developer

So it's also in their interest that as they develop

manageable.
And sort of thinking about how that will come into play

12

in terms of, you know, as different areas or neighborhoods

13

get planned at the Level C area, typically what happens is a

14

larger preliminary plat that sets out the infrastructure and

15

the roadway system for the entire neighborhood, and then

16

final platting occurs in much smaller, manageable phases,

17

because that's where you build the infrastructure associated

18

with that.

19

front, but for the most part you try and develop those final

20

plats in -- in pieces.

So some infrastructure may need to be done up

21

So going back to the tour that we had -- I'll skip over

22

to the Westland Master Plan, because we were just there, and

23

I think five of you were on the tour, the Del Webb and Pulte

24

project.

25

being developed, individual final plat phases are coming

So that entire area was planned, and then as it's
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1

online, and the infrastructure and the houses are being

2

developed along with the parks associated with that and the

3

landscaping.

4

scale.

5

is actually under development today is probably about a

6

hundred acres total, and then the next phases are both in

7

the process, being designed to come online once we get

8

through with the initial phase.

9

works from a practical standpoint as we move forward.

All those things happen on a much smaller

So that's kind of how that

10

Once again, we talked about the approval process.

11

That's definitely an area that we are working with Staff to

12

try and make that clear.

13

And let me just talk a little bit now about the

14

land-use plan and what's on the screen, and I'm going to

15

kind of zoom in on this if I can, and so the various colors

16

obviously were meant -- represent different parts of the

17

land use, and they're -- what we're trying to do -- and if I

18

could toggle back and forth, I probably should have set that

19

up so I could toggle back and forth between this portion of

20

the Level A plan, you get a really good sense of how much

21

additional detail we're getting to at this stage in terms of

22

the various land-use components, roadway network and things

23

like school, and you can start to see how the parks and open

24

space network work together to achieve that -- that vision

25

once again, trying to make sure that those components are
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1

thought about and incorporated up front, and you can see in

2

areas like this kind of central area between the residential

3

and village center area and the urban center across the

4

street, how that level of mix and intensity gets pretty

5

tight right in through there, and then some of the more

6

residential areas out on the outskirts are larger blocks and

7

related to the open space and places where, once again, they

8

have to respond to the roadway network and things like the

9

major public open space.

10

We're not going to have -- so the grid that we've

11

created, which I think we've done a really good job of -- of

12

maintaining that grid, but as you travel to the east into

13

the open space, there's limited roadway corridors that go

14

through there, and so that grid does not continue through

15

the open space and down to the east as we move forward.

16

The other thing that we did that I wanted to show you,

17

just to give you a sense of the context between the area

18

that we are -- that has been master planned previously and

19

is being undated now for the Westland Master Plan and

20

Santolina Level B, so you can see sort of those two plans in

21

relation to one another with this graphic, and the area that

22

I just talked about with Del Webb and Pulte is the orange

23

area that's kind of right up at the top of that screen which

24

is where we were at the Del Webb model complex.

25

So you can start to see how those bigger areas, those
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1

big are blocks get transformed into a plan for that area and

2

then the individual -- in individual phases and final plats

3

that come online and that's where the implementation occurs,

4

but that master plan is what guides that in the first place.

5

So it is important that you see those -- the open space

6

corridors get preserved.

7

and the relationship in that case with the national monument

8

and the Atrisco Terrace open space.

9

the ceja escarpment to the south, which is the green area,

The trial connections get done,

In this case it will be

10

and you do get a sense from looking at these two plans

11

together, that geologic formation that continues from the

12

national monument through the Atrisco Terrace and then in

13

through Santolina is that steep escarpment edge that goes

14

from the mesa top down to the valley below, and so you can

15

see how that has been identified for preservation.

16

Now when we talk about zoning -- so -- so this is --

17

one of the things you see is some of that detail goes away,

18

because as Juanita mentioned, the zoning districts are --

19

they're more comprehensive, and so one of the things that we

20

wanted to do was with the zoning map, this is the area

21

that's going to have to be platted for us to move forward.

22

So I think a recommended condition of the Level -- of Level

23

B approval will be the platting of those zoning districts,

24

so that we actually create blocks of land that are definable

25

through GIS, through AutoCAD, that they are identified as
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1

specific parcels that are then mapped per the zoning

2

districts, and so that's -- we've tried to keep those areas

3

as large as possible at this stage, because future platting

4

will then come in and break off those individual

5

neighborhoods components or commercial or industrial

6

components as they go forward, and that's where you start

7

building infrastructure and the streets, and you don't

8

necessarily want to put all those streets in today, because

9

while we have an idea as to where they're going to be, we

10

don't have all of that information locked down 100 percent

11

at this stage.

12

there.

13

depending on specifics and the type of development that's

14

done.

15

So we have -- we know we want a road through

It might shift a little bit one way or the other

We talked about the frontage road street sections.

So

16

this is what we've done.

17

of the Level A discussion, we -- we had -- originally we had

18

the urban center bisected by some of these major streets,

19

and it was a comment that we -- that we

20

both from Public Works and MRCOG is that they would rather

21

see that in one distinct quadrant, which is what we've done.

22

So we changed that at Level A.

23

So if those of you who were part

got along the way

We identified that.

And I think the challenge that was correctly recognized

24

by MRCOG is that, well, now you have these major streets

25

that are on the edge of that urban center, whether it's
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1

Dennis Chavez on the south, Atrisco Vista, those are

2

designed to be major thoroughfares, and associated with

3

those major thoroughfares are things like transit lanes and

4

bicycle -- protected bicycle lanes, so we need a buffer and

5

the bicycle lanes.

6

putting all those things in, the number of travel lanes, and

7

then the question is, well, how does that relate to the

8

urban center and maybe those -- some of those more

9

pedestrian-oriented land uses.

10

Everything gets wider.

You start

So on the edge of these cross-sections, what we've done

11

-- and those areas where it's adjacent to the urban center

12

is to provide almost like a little more pedestrian-oriented

13

frontage road that is adjacent to the urban center.

14

creates a really nice feel for -- so if somebody wants to go

15

into the urban center, they can get off of the main

16

thoroughfare, and that's where there's parking, and it's

17

slower and more of an intimate feel, but the result, which

18

all sounds great, but correctly pointed out by

19

Mr. Gingerich, is that now that roadway has gotten even

20

wider.

21

and needs to cross over, there are opportunities for safe

22

refuge areas as somebody is crossing the street.

23

to think about how that occurs from a signalization

24

standpoint, but it has gotten much wider.

25

between those two things.

That

So if somebody's on that other side of that street

You need

So it's a balance
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I would point out that this -- that these

2

cross-sections really only are designed to occur in those

3

areas where we have that more intense relationship between

4

that major transportation facility and the urban center.

5

it doesn't happen a lot of places, but it's -- it's a

6

technique, and we've seen it used other places effectively,

7

and we thought it made sense here.

8
9

So

So in conclusion, I think from a -- from a land-use
standpoint, the refinements that have been made to date

10

address some of those concerns relative to really bridging

11

the transportation and the need for the grid and the land

12

uses and also to put some refinements into things like the

13

town center.

14

The town center always was envisioned to have a mix of

15

uses, but what we did with the land-use plan in coordination

16

with MRCOG and the Planning Department Staff was define an

17

area within that town center that we think is going to be --

18

is likely to be the more mixed-use sort of urban section of

19

that, and you can see the perimeter then, the area that's

20

kind of oriented more toward those major streets on the --

21

on the two edges and the Interstate to the north are

22

probably not going to be as urban in character, and so this

23

land-use plan helps to define that in a way that kind of

24

breaks up that.

25

Also, I think looking at -- at the request of
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1

Albuquerque Public Schools, we had originally identified

2

here's a good place for -- using their location criteria and

3

their thought process here's a good place for an elementary

4

school, here's a good place for a middle school.

5

how many.

6

all that yet.

7

future."

8

asterisks and leave them more flexible.

9

that we need to have a school in the middle of those

And they said, "Hey, we don't really know that -We would like to have more flexibility in the

So they asked us to make those specific sites
So we recognize

10

neighborhoods, but is that going to be an elementary school,

11

a middle school, or an elementary/middle school combo, that

12

-- sort of leaving some of that and recognizing that that's

13

their decision, not our decision in the future but starting

14

to incorporate that into the thought process.

15
16

I think with that, I would be happy to answer any
questions at this time.

17

MR. MALRY:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. MALRY:

20
21

Mr. Chairman.
Go ahead.

Jim, do you envision residential first

and then businesses and schools, or how do you look at that?
MR. STROZIER:

So, we are spending a lot of time

22

and effort in the big picture in terms of Garrett

23

development and our clients, collective clients, WAHL, the

24

property owners, in working on economic development aspects,

25

so -- but I think and I've probably spoken to this before,
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1

but one of the concerns that I have with how Mesa del Sol

2

went forward was that it was jobs first and then

3

neighborhood and community facilities coming online after.
I think that ended up hurting them in the long run,

5

because the one thing that we were assured of is that when

6

they -- when they got those jobs to locate there, that no

7

one who had those jobs could live in the community, because

8

they waited to start the residential component.

9

think that those two things need to be complimentary to one

I really

10

another as much as possible.

11

-- our hope is that they do happen simultaneously, and that

12

is -- and there is -- with the Development Agreement there

13

is a requirement that those things do happen to a certain

14

extent complimentary with one another, and that will be

15

refined in the Level B Development Agreement.

16

So we will probably see this

I don't know if that answered your question exactly,

17

but we don't really have a sense that we're going to start

18

with one or the other.

19

together, and obviously that's going to be a challenge to

20

see how that happens, but that's part of our -- that's part

21

of our development philosophy that we want to see that

22

happen in a complimentary fashion.

23

MR. MALRY:

We really want them to happen

Just for your information, Jim,

24

regarding schools, the elementary school would be first.

25

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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MR. STROZIER:

So with regard to the schools, so

2

that is a collaboration with -- with -- obviously with APS

3

and their facility planning group.

4

typically, development precedes the schools to a certain

5

extent.

6

and thinking about them earlier in the process as opposed to

7

later, that we're at least facilitating it to the point that

8

when they are ready with their bonding cycle and they need

9

another school, that we have a location for them to do that

10

They are -- so

We are hopeful that by having those conversations

and build it in a timely manner.

11

I think you can see that happening with the recent

12

activity up at -- in the Westland Master Plan where the APS

13

identified a need for a site.

14

it was acquired by APS, and they are getting ready to --

15

they're in the design phase of the K through 8.

16

similar to Atrisco Vista, was a full campus with a high

17

school, elementary, and middle school.

18

format for them.

19

they -- how they best see that being done.

20

are many more elementary schools in the system.

21

next step is middle schools.

22

then a high school, and right now, they're looking to these

23

kind of larger campus-oriented K through 12 areas.

That site was identified, and

That,

That's kind of a new

Once again, it changes over time as to how

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. STROZIER:

Typically there
Then the

There's a few of those, and

Is that it, Jim?
Thank you very much.
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1

MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chairman.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MS. KELLY:

Go ahead.

4

of respect to people from the community that are here, I'm

5

wondering if it would be better to just reserve mine until

6

closing discussion because --

7
8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I mean, it's up to you.

I

mean --

9

MS. KELLY:

10

Well, I'd prefer to let the public --

MR. STROZIER:

We're happy with that idea.

I'm

11

happy to come back up after the public comment and address

12

those questions, and our -- and our team will be here.

13

MS. KELLY:

Thanks.

14

MR. STROZIER:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.
Okay.

16

to take a five-minute break.

17

(Note:

At this time we're going

So we'll get right back.

Deposition in recess at 10:48 a.m.

18

and reconvened at 11:10 a.m.)

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Get this meeting going

20

again.

21

two minutes, and they'll call you down.

22

like three names at a time, so you can come down and be

23

ready to speak so --

24
25

Now, we're going to have the public, and you have

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

She's going to call

So we're going to start with

Robert Roibal, Roberto Roibal, Catherine Metzal and Rod

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

I have a number of questions, but out

TR- 59
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5351

7.A.e

Mahoney.

2

MR. ROIBAL:

Good morning.

My name's Roberto

3

Roibal.

I live at the 2233 Don Felipe Road, Southwest,

4

Albuquerque, New Mexico.

5

Village Association.

6

South Valley Coalition of Neighborhood Associations.

7

Our neighborhood association's still opposed to

I am the president of the Pajarito

I'm also the vice-president of the

8

Santolina Master Plans, Level A, B, C, all the way down, and

9

we want you to still consider the TIDs issue.

We would hope

10

that the CPC would hold a hearing on TIDs.

11

important.

12

TIDs are going to be used.

13

taxpayers.

14

whether it's the master plan's Level A, B, C, all the way

15

down.

16

the water.

17

It's very, very

We're spending, you know -- almost $3 billion in
That's going to impact our

We're still concerned about the water issues,

At every single mitchell level, it's going to impact

We in the South Valley are extremely, extremely

18

concerned.

My neighborhood association told me to come here

19

and ask you to deny this Level B plan because of the water

20

issues.

21

gardens, our agricultural lands, our livestock, and they're

22

talking about the zoning earlier that the Santolina, that

23

they would have their own zoning ordinances, and who would

24

be running those Zoning Ordinances if not the County?

25

WAHL going to do the zoning ordinances for that?

We want to preserve our cultures, our community

Is

So it's
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1

like the fox guarding the chicken hen -- or I mean, the

2

chicken farm.

3

we're really concerned about that as well.

So

We have many other issues about the land use, the

5

schools.

6

can't afford to build these new schools.

7

be busing all the students?

8

the transportation, but mostly right now we're asking that

9

you do have a hearing on TIDs, a separate hearing.

10

APS is still opposed to the Santolina plans.

please oppose Level B.

12

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. METZAL:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

Thank you.

Any questions?

Catherine.

May I have the overhead, please.
Yes.

Staff, can you give her a

Enrico, can you give her a hand there?

MS. METZAL:

Thank you.

Okay.

Good morning,

17

Commissioners.

18

Wells Park neighborhood, just north of downtown.

19

income, gross receipts, and property taxpayer.

20

And to

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

hand there.

Are they going to

That's going to be adding to

11

15

APS

My name is Catherine Metzal.

I live in the
I am an

The information I have displayed here is from the slide

21

that was published by Streets Blog Network in 2015 based on

22

research done by Angie Schmitt, and it shows the maintenance

23

costs per household in the suburbs are more than twice what

24

urban maintenance costs are.

25

slide, the figures got a bit blurry so I retyped them, and I

Because -- when I blew up the
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1

hope that's a little bit more visible.

2

Thank you.
In the case of fire departments, it cost more than

4

twice as much to support suburban fire services.

5

case of road maintenance it's over ten times more expensive.

6

School busing is more than six times more expensive.

7

and wastewater is four times more expensive.

8

police costs are slightly, very slightly less than two times

9

more.

10

In the

Storm

Governance and

While the exact figures that Angie Schmitt produced may

11

not be produced appropriate for Albuquerque, I think the

12

ratios are still relevant.

13

expense of suburban services is significant.

14

Barclays Bank want to be reimbursed by TIDs for the

15

infrastructure costs of building Santolina out on the west

16

mesa.

17

will receive a meager portion of any gross receipts taxes

18

and property taxes generated by Santolina.

19

normally used to offset the costs of services like schools,

20

police, fire protection, and so on.

21

taxes will go for the coffers of WAHL and Barclays Bank.

22

That means that we existing taxpayers will be carrying the

23

cost burden of those services for decades.

24

Santolina cannot be self-sustaining for decades since the

25

bulk of tax funding that might normally do that is being

Here's the reason why the extra
WAHL and

That means for decades, the City, County, and State

Those taxes are

The majority of those

That means
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diverted to WAHL and Barclays Bank.

2

consideration.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Thank you for your

And if you want to

4

leave those things for the record, you can submit them to

5

Staff there.

6

MS. METZAL:

Thank you.

7

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Rod Mahoney followed by Sarah

8

Newton Juarez and Juan Reynosa.

9

MR. MAHONEY:

I'm also going to use the overhead

10

if you don't mind here.

11

there.

12

enough, folks.

13

I'll ultimately give it to the Staff with notes and so forth

14

attached to it.

15

Need to -- I guess we can do right

Two and a half minutes is not going to be near long
I've got a packet here, about 23 pages, so

Must apologize here.

I'm having trouble keeping up

16

with the dynamism that's actually happening with the

17

documentation here.

18

-- this is actually -- things are happening really fast here

19

in the context of actually this very important piece.

20

I reviewed the other document.

So this

One of the first things that I looked at was this town

21

center business.

There was really no information in the

22

town center part about the fact that we're having a number

23

of folks living there, and there's actually no parks or

24

anything associated with ultimately what would happen with

25

those folks that live there.
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In one of the documents here they had a listing here on

2

Table 3 on the original document that there's -- actually

3

it's not applicability to the population.

4

the town center.

5

acre were as a result of this.

6

a number of things.

7

It's actually in

I was unable to calculate what the DUs per
So I've got questions about

The zoning piece is very confusing.

There are pieces

8

in here about permissible uses associated with liquor.

9

That's a very important aspect in the County.

As you know,

10

you need to be conditional instead of permissive.

There's

11

also issues associated with the manufacturing part of this.

12

The level of the characteristics of those I think need to be

13

looked at from a standpoint of whether they're conditional

14

or permissive.

15

here essentially about the public process.

16

out of the loop actually in sort of this dynamic process

17

that's been changing with all of this.

18

had a chance to review the most recent documents.

19

There was handouts today that I've not seen.

And also then I've got a couple of questions
Community's been

I certainly have not

Those are

20

all very important, and one other piece that I'd like to

21

have clarified before my time is up here is that I need a

22

clarification on what the Level C process is about, actually

23

the review and ultimately the appeal that might occur at

24

Level C.

25

Thank you very much.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

As far as the
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1

clarification hope, Staff, you -- so when it's we get you

2

back up here, you can answer some of those things, and the

3

other thing is that if you have questions of what's -- I

4

don't know who you want clarification from.

5

developer or, you know -MR. MAHONEY:

I think the Staff actually about

7

what the process for the Level C is.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9
10

And I think at -- you know, at

any time you can just call them up, and -MR. MAHONEY:

Well, I think -- ultimately I think

11

it would be all -- it would be interesting for all of us to

12

understand what that is, because certainly I don't know --

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

What is it that you wanted to

14

clarify there?

15

and things like that you were asking?

16

What did you want to clarify about appeals

MR. MAHONEY:

This is very complicated, and

17

there's lots of layering associated with the zoning, what's

18

allowed, what isn't, that sort of thing in all of these

19

various subcomponents that there are.

20

the most recent documentation.

21

each one of these pieces here that questions whether it is

22

permissible or not, that sort of thing.

23

a conversation with the Staff would be the appropriate way

24

to do this, because you know, as we talked about before, you

25

know, this seems to be quite aggressive associated with the

I don't think I have

I have notations actually in

So perhaps actually
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1

nuances and the detail associated with this, and I'm

2

wondering whether or not also we're going to have this as

3

another discussion because of just the clarification that

4

needs to happen.

5

The applicant and the Staff don't seem to be ultimately

6

complete in sort of their description and analysis of this,

7

and also, then, none of us in the community have had a

8

chance to actually review any of this and make comments on

9

it.

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I'm thinking, as Chairman, I

11

decide the hearings and things like this.

12

to this thing here, and if we do have to have some added

13

discussions -- for instance, normally these hearings we're

14

having them from 9:00 to 12:00.

15

have them from 9:00 to 3:00 o'clock in the afternoon and

16

bring some -- uh?

17

MR. MAHONEY:

18

MS. SERNA:

19

MR. MAHONEY:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So I am listening

The next hearings, we might

Lunch will be provided?
Yeah.

You bring it.

I'm buying?
But, you know, that's a concern

21

that I have, too.

22

but at any time anybody that wants to talk to Staff, they're

23

free to do that if they want clarification from them, from

24

Staff.

25

I mean, the information is moving and --

MR. MAHONEY:

So I really apologize for not
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1

actually going to the website again.

2

started reviewing this at like 8:30 and didn't bring up the

3

most recent documentation.

4

documentation that was submitted, and all this is very

5

lengthy and then starting to pick this apart, and first of

6

all the, map was not correct, and I couldn't tell which was

7

what, that sort of thing.

8

something I think ultimately that, you know, we need to be

9

part of and ultimately, you know, have some more detail

11

analysis of it.

I was working off the previous

So, I mean, this is -- this is

So thank you very much.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I appreciate that.

And I agree with you, and that's

12

one of the reasons that we spreaded it out into months of

13

hearings because we weren't going to -- when it was

14

submitted -- normally a case is submitted to us, and we act

15

on it, you know.

16

a lot of cases for the thing, and so I know it's an evolving

17

thing, so -- and I'm listening to all the suggestions and

18

everything about hearing, and you know, if we need more

19

hearings -- because I think the final one we have scheduled

20

for -- for July, that's not set in concrete.

21

just a schedule that I kind of set so that we could have

22

some orderly presentations in a lot of these things.

23

this Commission feels that we need more hearings or

24

follow-up hearings on this information at our next hearing

25

to start off with, we're going to have those, but I

This thing is probably more important than

You know, it's

So if
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1

guarantee you one thing, the public is going to be involved,

2

and when we make our final decision, we, as Commissioners,

3

want to have all the information in front of us, too, so -MR. MAHONEY:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. MAHONEY:

7

Okay.

Thank you.

Thank you very much.

One thing I did not state was my

name, address --

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. MAHONEY:

Yeah, please, for the record.

Pardon?

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MR. MAHONEY:

Please, for the record.

Okay.

Rod Mahoney, 1838 Sadora

12

Road, Southwest.

13

Coalition of Neighborhood Associations.

14

much.

15
16

I'm president of the South Valley

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
of Mahoney.

17

Okay.

Thank you very

Thank you.

Any questions

If not, thank you.

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

18

Reynosa and Don Hyde.

19

MS. JUAREZ:

Ms. Juarez followed by Juan

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and

20

Commissioners.

21

are some facts involved, but I think Catherine gave lots of

22

specifics.

23

Mine's a little more emotional, and there

This may sound like a broken record.

To build on

24

moving dunes seems foolhardy for anyone, let alone

25

developers.

Rio Rancho buildings and roads are cracking
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1

because they were built on sand.

2

the land, not destroyers.
Years of drought and a water scarcity in New Mexico and

4

the southwest, experts on the land and water have expressed

5

with specific numbers why this sprawl development is not

6

appropriate for Bernalillo County or anywhere in New Mexico.

7

It will be a zombie development like Mesa del Sol.

8

No net expense, and I have this in caps, exactly one

9

year ago this week, John Salazar said, "We are not asking

10

for TIDs," and then a couple of weeks ago, they asked for

11

TIDs, and they want 40 TIDs.

12

into districts, the Santolina, into 40 districts.

13

estimated cost of the infrastructure, I think Catherine went

14

into it, was over $3 billion.

15

$1 billion.

16

excuse me, a billion-and-a-half, and then off-site

17

facilities is almost 2 million -- 2 million, excuse me.

18

my question is are the taxpayers requesting to have to foot

19

that bill?

20

The area has been broken up
The

Local facilities, it's about

Trunk facilities, about another billion, 15 --

So

The other thing about land use, and I brought this up a

21

couple years ago, there are munitions on that west mesa

22

property.

23

range, 15,000 acres.

Franklin Roosevelt in 1941 asked for a bombing
Okay.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. JUAREZ:

Go ahead and finish up.

Anyway, to this day, metal fragments
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1

and live ordinances are being picked up out on the west mesa

2

with a haz/mat business.

3

children and grandchildren, that you had a part in passing

4

this development that will denude the Valley in albuquerque

5

of food production and anything, any growing plant, and in

6

turn, the Heights will suffer, also.

7

water shortage created by this sprawl development.

There will be a major

When you mess with any part of the echo seem --

9

ecosystem, it has impact on the whole ecosystem.

You have a

10

chance to put the brakes on to stop this sprawl.

Thank you.

11
12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions?

Let

me ask a --

13

MS. JUAREZ:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MS. JUAREZ:

16

Thank you.

Sorry.
Go ahead.

I didn't give my -- Sarah Newton

Juarez, 933 Nashville, Southwest.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Thank you.

I need a

18

question for the attorney.

19

this Commission doesn't -- we don't hear those.

20

MR. GARCIA:

In regards to TIDs, what -- now

Chairman Chavez, yes.

That would be before the TID board.

That's

21

correct.

Those would

22

be the places to address those questions and comments

23

insofar as the individuals have concerns about those, but

24

the CPC really can't do anything one way or the other about

25

TIDs.
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1

That is something that the County

Commission takes on.

3

MR. GARCIA:

Yes.

4

MS. JUAREZ:

So there's a separate entity that

5

deals with TIDs?

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

The County Commission is the only

7

one.

Just like Development Agreements, when it comes to

8

agreements that the developer or -- those are done strictly

9

between the Commission and the -- and the developers.

10

the County Commission, I guess -- I don't know what the

11

process for that hearing -- I don't know if they have

12

hearings for those or what.

So at

13

MR. GARCIA:

They do have hearings, but it's

14

before the County Commission, but the County Commission is

15

the body that decides that.

16

MS. KELLY:

17

MR. GARCIA:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. KELLY:

20
21

Mr. Chair.
And there is a TID board.
Go ahead.

But we are supposed to discuss funding

strategies as part Level B.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

been no net expense.

23

is the Commission.

24

MS. KELLY:

25

the details of TIDs.

Well, we do, and our position has

Now, the only one that can change that

Well, I'm not saying that we get into
Apparently there's another board for
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1

that, but I think that we, as a Commission, it even says in

2

the Level A plan that we will be discussing funding

3

strategies at Level B, and it's part of our list of hearing

4

items.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

we've gone with is no net expense.

7

into that, yes, we want the County to fund this or that you

8

know.

9

I mean, we haven't gone

I mean, if you want to discuss it, that's fine.
MS. KELLY:

10

Well, that's -- I think that what

No, I don't want to discuss --

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It's just something that we don't

11

-- that when it comes to financial things, that's the County

12

Commission that takes care of all that.

13
14

MS. KELLY:

Right.

I just -- I think that it's

part of what was listed for our next hearing.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. KELLY:

Yeah.

So I -- you know, I'm hoping we

17

discuss it.

18

But, Catherine, were you going to say something?

19

I don't know about the details of the TIDs.

MR. GARCIA:

Well, there -- I think that some of

20

those items, those topics are going to be on the next

21

meeting agenda for discussing funding strategies, but

22

insofar as there's a question about approving or

23

disapproving TIDs, the CPC really can't do anything about

24

that.

25

MS. KELLY:

I agree.
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

So Juan, followed by Don Hyde

and Jaime Chavez.

4

MR. REYNOSA:

5

Tenth Street, Southwest, 87102.

6

Thank you very much.

Good afternoon.

Juan Reynosa, 211

Thank you, Commissioner Kelly, for ceding some of your

7

time so we could get up here a little bit earlier and speak.

8

I think that was probably my first request when I came up

9

here earlier, last hearing, after waiting three house to

10
11

speak.

So I appreciate you on that.

Since that was just a topic of discussion, I'm going to

12

comment on the TIDs.

13

to make a decision on TIDs, but since it is a condition of

14

no net expense, we would like a discussion about it.

15

think that is definitely something within your guy's

16

purview, and I'm pretty sure there's a lot of disagreement

17

if this project's going to be no net expense.

18

actually this conversation's going to end up going to the

19

state legislature, because the County does not have $2.6

20

billion to fund this project.

21

Smith, getting that approval from him.

22

I don't think anyone's asking you guys

I

I think

So good luck with John Arthur

I appreciate the COG consistently commenting on

23

phasing.

I've heard that since last year during the County

24

Commission hearings, and so I appreciate you staying on that

25

line, because it hasn't been resolved.

What I'm reading
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1

into that is we don't want this to turn into Mesa del Sol,

2

conversations around not letting the infrastructure spread

3

out too far, phasing it in small pieces.

4

stay together.

5

those folks.

6

and they built houses distributed everywhere and

7

infrastructure's not built within.

8

part of that conversation, and I definitely don't feel

9

that's been resolved.

That ways they
Ask

They were promised parks and swimming pools

To me that's the pointed

It's not been resolved with Mesa del

10

Sol, and so I don't feel confident that it's not going to be

11

happening here as well.

12

And so just wanted to say that I agree with Rod and

13

other folk's points around zoning.

14

conversation.

15

around a special use permit change.

16

long, and we're doing one -- one hearing here right now that

17

discussed the biggest development in Albuquerque's history.

18

That's crazy to me.

19

know, have a job to do, but like this is not the level of

20

discussion that needs to be happening with this big piece of

21

this.

22

This is a huge

I was in front of the Zoning Administrator

I'm sorry.

That was three hearings

I know you guys are -- you

If we are trying to present -- prevent Mesa del Sol to

23

happen, we need to have more of that conversation here and

24

at the County Commission, but it definitely still needs to

25

happen here as well, because I don't feel comfortable
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letting it sit where it is.

2

was a lot of concerns brought by that the New Mexico

3

Department of Transportation, and I'm just going to keep

4

asking when these agencies keep bringing up these issues,

5

where does it go?

6

hearing, extra hearings around no net expense, not

7

necessarily TIDs, but no net expense, since that's a

8

conditional use.

9

As I mentioned last time, there

That's why we keep asking for follow-up

What about follow-ups for all these concerns that

10

agencies, not community members, are bringing up.

11

things I would assume you all probably take a little bit

12

more seriously, while I hope that you all still take the

13

community voices just as seriously.

14
15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Those are

Thank you.

Don Hyde, Jaime Chavez, and

Jay Phelan.

16

MR. HYDE:

Mr. Chair and Commissioners, I'm Don

17

Hyde.

18

first of all, I think we need more hearings.

19

trying to read the various plans online.

20

and hundreds of pages to read.

21

public understand all of this in a fairly short bit of time?

22

So I share the concerns of the previous speakers.

23

I live at 4326 Pan American Freeway, Northeast, and
I've been

There are hundreds

How can we -- how can the

Specifically I have a few little specifics.

As far as

24

runoff, you know zoning, most codes require runoff into the

25

street, runoff of water into the streets, and for
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1

conservation water, you know, to catch the rain, it's better

2

to have run on into the trees and green areas.

3

buildings, there needs to be run away from buildings, but

4

you can still have run on to the property and runaway from

5

the buildings.

6

consideration.

I would suggest you take that into

Recycling, I read that the foodcarts need to have trash

8

receptacles.

9

too, and every other -- in every zone, in every use there

10
11

Well, they need to have recycling receptacles,

should be recycling receptacles.
That stated, the concept of a contained community is

12

understandable and pretty and very idealistic.

One of my

13

concerns is about the homeless.

14

will be coming around.

15

homeless that will be on the islands and the intersections,

16

at the on ramps, and some will try to find places to sleep,

17

which is understandable, and so I think the development

18

needs to consider the homeless, also.

There will be homeless that

How will this development handle the

Thank you very much.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Jaime Chavez followed by Jay

MR. JAIME CHAVEZ:

Good morning, Members of CPC.

21
22

Thank you.

Phelan.

23

My name is Jaime Chavez.

I reside at 28 Bartolo Baca,

24

Tijeras, New Mexico, 87059.

25

a trustee of the Atrisco Land Grant.

I live in the County.

I'm also

That is the community
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1

that we're talking about today.

2

addressing are the common lands of the Atrisco Land Grant.
If you're concerned with historical communities, you

4

probably should have stated that in any documents that you

5

have of -- the Atrisco Land Grant still exists today, and

6

I'm a trustee of that land grant.

7

blessing of our waters the other day on May 15th, which is

8

San Isidro day in the Atrisco township, and that is down in

9

Atrisco, and basically you're talking about new town

We just celebrated the

10

centers, yeah, new town centers, artificial town centers,

11

non-existent town center.

12

your -- in the Valley and basically are not being attended

13

to by the County and need to be attended to by the County as

14

my roads need to be attended to in the East Mountain area.

15

Can't seem to do that.

16

The real town centers are down in

Don't know why.

However, what's important here is that the -- I'm very

17

concerned about the issue of conversion since we come down

18

to land-use plan.

19

something from agricultural use or from a certain type of

20

use to another type of use.

21

subdivision, and this land historically, being the common

22

lands of the grant, are also farm lands.

23

or have been designated rural agriculture.

24
25

"Conversion" you all means converting

In this case, suburbanization,

They're designated

And our concern in Atrisco is, of course, that we have
ongoing agricultural lands.

Submitted to the -- to the
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1

County Commission recently, our position on conversion,

2

which is also being supported by two national organizations

3

as well; one, the rural coalition out of Washington, D.C.,

4

the largest ethnic organization of farmers and ranchers in

5

the country, and definitely we plan to continue opposing

6

this type of development, and that any type of development

7

were to take place here, there's a need for an EIS before

8

you doing anything, okay, environmental impact statement,

9

because there are kivas up on this west mesa as were shown

10

by Hopi elder and spiritual leader, Thomas Banyacya, many

11

years ago, and the fact that it's adjacent to Petroglyph

12

National Monument where I served as -- on the Commission as

13

well for the planning of that.

14

Just because Petroglyph National Monument and National

15

Park Service drew a line in the sand does not define the

16

space.

17

a traditional herb-picking area, and this has all been

18

brought before testimony of the United States government.

19

That space bleeds out on to the west mesa, and it is

I need to also let you know, and I'm just putting you

20

on notice that, in fact, we have every intention to have the

21

state look at this matter through Mr. Hector Balderas, your

22

Attorney General at this point.

23

request has already been made, because you are dealing with

24

treaty communities here, treaty of Guadalupe Hildalgo, and

25

you're also dealing with a 1905 patent.

So that's ongoing.

Okay?

That

And you all
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know this, because the County sits in Atrisco.

2

were there a long time before there was ever a county, and

3

it needs to be -- you have no notation of anything

4

historical here.

5

Okay?

We

All the wells that are up there are to feed -- are to

6

water cattle that are still being used up in that area, and

7

we definitely want to preserve this and conserve this area

8

as our food basket in the future, okay, by running ungulates

9

up in that area and bringing the land, the grass lands back

10

as well.

11
12

Sound impossible?
Thank you very much.

13
14

It's being done all over the world.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Any questions?

you.

15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. PHELAN:

Hi.

Jay Phelan.
Good morning.

My name is Jay

17

Phelan.

18

coming from day one when we started on Level A.

19

Thank

I live at 545 Shirk Lane, Southwest.

I have been

I'm lost, and you can look at the audience.

There's

20

nobody here, because I don't think us, general public, other

21

than if you live on a computer or you can print out all the

22

things -- I don't even know what to say.

23

going way too fast.

24

can begin to do this in the timeframe that was set up.

25

I'm saying it's

As the planners, I don't know how they

And the last meeting I missed, and then someone went
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1

and said they don't even know what happened.

2

this is too massive, and I remember being told that, no,

3

plan A is -- Level A is the concept, whatever.

4

nuts and bolts come in plan B.

5

what's going on.

6

with proponents saying, "Here's what I'd like to do," and

7

don't want to be shouting match, but sit down and talk to

8

us.

9

is as big as the Level A, the B, why aren't being told?

11

Now, the

You're really going to know

And why aren't there public meetings

Why are there no hearings?

I don't understand.

This
And

look, there's nobody here.
These gentlemen, they have -- these things they're

12

great, but where do we ever see the answers to them?

13

lost, guys, and I was in planning with the federal

14

government, and I don't even know how to respond.

15

even know what to tell the neighbors.

16

rushed for the planners.

17

they're doing I think is remarkable.

18

care who got paid for political.

19

by election bond.

20

years.

21

done by (inaudible).

22

think -- if I don't understand it and the public doesn't and

23

we're relying on these planners which we have to do, I don't

24

think the public knows what's going on.

25

I'm

I don't

I think it's way to

How they're even doing what
And political, I don't

I don't care if it's done

That things going to be for years and

Let's be careful what we do.

I don't care if it's

Let's just do it proper, and I don't

I'd love to comment on water, but after hearing this
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1

today, I don't even know how to comment.

2

why there's not a care of even a barking group to bring up

3

and -- what happened to the good 'ole let's just sit down

4

and talk about it, not fight, learn.

5

some real concerns.

6

it go to the proponent?

7

planners?

8

thank you very much.

9

this is way massive, more than Level A.

Does everything fall on the

11

for doing a good job.

12

is doing also.

You're doing a good job, but I think
Plus, I think this

I know it's a big deal, but thank you
I appreciate what the planning office

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

We have somebody else?

15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. GONZALES:

We have Theresa Gonzales.

Greetings, Mr. Chair and County

17

Planning Commission Board.

18

address is 8628 Ellington Court, Northwest.

19

just going to reiterate previous statement that is on record

20

that was submitted on August the 5th, 2014, that was

21

directed to the Bernalillo County Commissioners and County

22

Planning Commission.

23

to remind you all that, number one, the Town of Atrisco Land

24

Grant is of historical current and future significance.

25

My name is Theresa Gonzales.

My

I am actually

And a few -- it's just a reiteration

To date, I, too, am a trustee of the land grant.

I
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1

serve as education chair as well as secretary.

2

political subdivision and community through the Treaty of

3

Guadalupe Hidalgo.

4

recognized unit of government in the State of New Mexico.

5

Through our governmental powers the trustee takes the

6

position that the proposed Santolina project should be

7

decided by and approved by the community, itself, and as a

8

whole.

US patent enacts -- as officially

It is through community input and feedback that and

10

clear representation of community voice will be expressed.

11

Decisions made regarding Santolina should be made in the

12

best interest of the heirs and current residents of Atrisco.

13

The questions surrounding the water resources and economic

14

viability for such a development should be addressed and

15

answered by developers, which has been completely inadequate

16

and -- and not sufficient enough in terms of accurate

17

information.

18

Town of Atrisco Grant nor requested approval to build such a

19

large project within the boundaries of the grant.

20

time during this process have they -- have they tried or

21

made an effort to respond or engage in a suitable manner

22

with the Grant and the trustees and the heirs.

23

development been submitted for review and approval in our

24

grants or has it been submitted as a part or a review -- as

25

a part of suggestions toward our Comprehensive Plan, which

The developer has not communicated with the

At any

Nor has the
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1

has been filed currently with the Department of Financial

2

and Administration.
Risk of building such a large development within the

4

boundaries of a congressional repatent -- patented land

5

grant continues to raise questions of being able to quiet

6

title as evidenced by the land patent disclaimer placed on

7

real estate seal documents within the land grant.

8

operate as a bipolitic and municipal corporation since the

9

last century as referenced by numerous court cases.

We

We have

10

a fiduciary responsibility to protect the rights and

11

privileges of the heirs, and therefore, Bernalillo County

12

doesn't have sole jurisdiction, but we do ask that we can

13

come together and practice good government and stewardship

14

of the land together.

15

We are interested in conservation of our historic lands

16

that to this date remain classified as agricultural and

17

under green-belt status, and we ask that it remain so until

18

we have an authentic community-driven process where

19

everybody, including the heirs and the current residents, as

20

well as the community as a whole, is able to participate in

21

meaningful manner.

Thank you.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

else in the audience wants to speak?

24
25

Is that it?

Is that it?

Anybody

You wanted the -MS. KELLY:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. KELLY:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. KELLY:

6

Yeah.
To ask some questions.

So just back on the zoning and land

use questions.
So thank you, Jim.

I was also just overwhelmed with

7

all the zoning information, but I did see some things that

8

caught my eye.

9

infrastructure and that it would be used where practicable,

There was a discussion of green

10

and I just would like to know if that's defined enough so

11

that at platting, we could do major water harvesting?

12

MR. STROZIER:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly,

13

that's probably a better question for -- for Staff.

14

Certainly, I think what we've tried to indicate within the

15

Level B plan is a commitment to do those things, and I think

16

the County, in terms of their regulations and standards, is

17

also committed to do those things, and there are specific

18

regulations that are in place and will most likely be

19

evolving over time as we moved forward with that, that will

20

come into play on specific -- when we get to the subdivision

21

and roadway and infrastructure design.

22

So in terms of the specifics of how that is done

23

specifically I think is more of a relationship with the

24

County and their process and procedures as we get to the

25

implementation of these things.

I think from our standpoint
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1

at this stage what we've tried to do is make sure that --

2

that those concepts are in place and that specifically

3

related to the road infrastructures and the road

4

cross-sections, that those landscape areas, those green

5

areas are incorporated into each of those cross-sections so

6

that we have places within those roadways to do those

7

things.

8
9

So exactly how -- what the design is and the details as
to how to do that -- and we saw some of that at -- if you

10

haven't been there, there's certainly examples of it around

11

town, but one that Mr. McGregor pointed out on the tour of

12

the stadium was specifically how that was incorporated into

13

the parking lot design of that, and those are the types of

14

things that we want to make sure are included in -- in this.

15

So I think from a design standards standpoint, we don't

16

have the details at this point.

17

would be develop in concert with Staff at the time of actual

18

project implementation.

19

that those be considered and incorporated into those designs

20

as they move forward.

21

MS. KELLY:

We anticipate that those

What we do have is a requirement

Thank you.

And I guess I have the

22

same question about just terrain management, and I know that

23

that's on our next meetings topic, but just -- I'm just

24

letting you know that as we look at the zoning, that's

25

something I'm really interested in seeing that when it goes
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1

to platting, the folks who are reviewing plats have enough

2

detail to where they can require those aspects be addressed.
MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

I agree, and we will -- we

4

will be prepared to address that more fully at the next

5

meeting.

6

sure we are on the same page with Staff in terms of how some

7

of those things will be implemented when it gets to the

8

subdivision and development stage.

9

We will get with Mr. Briggs and coordinate, make

MS. KELLY:

Then I was interested in MRCOG's

10

comments about the quarter mile spacing for pedestrian

11

access.

12

required at subdivision?

13
14
15

Is that defined in zoning to where that can be

MR. STROZIER:

So the quarter mile -- I want to

make sure I understand your question.
MS. KELLY:

As I understood the comment that I

16

read, it was that there should be a standard that at least

17

every quarter mile there's pedestrian access to the open

18

space network and the recreational trails network.

19

MR. STROZIER:

20

MS. KELLY:

Yes.

And maybe I'm misunderstanding the

21

comment, but I want to be sure that neighborhoods have

22

access to those facilities as they're platted.

23

MR. STROZIER:

So we will take a look at that.

24

it's not clear, the intent is -- and I think we tried to

25

address in the design standards the general concept of

If
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1

connectivity, and that's -- that's something that has been

2

evolving from the initial Level A submittal and getting to

3

where we are now.
So -- so the grid that we've put in place, it's

5

anticipated that that -- that's the -- that's the first step

6

towards making sure that connectivity occurs, and then

7

within the individual neighborhoods and subdivisions that

8

occur, that connectivity needs to carry on, and it actually

9

should be more than a quarter -- quarter mile.

I think the

10

quarter mile is probably what we've shown already in terms

11

of that connectivity, and then within those blocks, we need

12

to make sure that that connectivity occurs as it relates,

13

not only to neighborhood parks, the schools, the open space.

14

So I think I talked about this a little bit with the

15

transportation, but the idea of the complete streets -- so

16

that's one aspect is to make sure that the streets all have

17

facilities that are related to the pedestrian, bicycles,

18

cars and trucks, and transit, and so that's this -- this

19

notion that every one of those streets at those levels

20

provides for the complete package.

21

different way.

22

Some of them in a

And then, in addition to that, we have this kind of

23

overall open space network that is anticipated to be an

24

off-road trail corridor that then gets connected to the

25

individual projects and site plans, and we can certainly see
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1

-- so I think the standards that we've tried to put in place

2

relate to -- it's not necessarily a zoning standpoint, but

3

the design standards section where we ensure that those

4

connections are made, and so it's not to say that you will

5

never have a cul-de-sac in Santolina, but if you do have a

6

cul-de-sac and it butts up either against one of those

7

complete streets or the open space corridor, that there is a

8

connection --

9
10

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

MR. STROZIER:

-- To that.

So one of the things

11

-- you know, this is one of those balances again between --

12

within the neighborhoods having areas that are -- we always

13

try and manage the level of road -- of vehicle traffic, and

14

one of the ways you do that is through connectivity and

15

making sure you're spreading it out.

16

make sure that you're -- you really think through where the

17

pedestrian -- making sure that if you don't have a direct

18

vehicle connection, that you have a pedestrian and bicycle

19

connection in that location, because sometimes it may not be

20

appropriate to have a vehicle connection at every -- at

21

every spot.

22

The other way is to

For instance, along the escarpment edge, or if you

23

think about the Atrisco Terrace or the monument, there are

24

set access points that are going to be determined by

25

somebody other than us, and so we need to make sure that we
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1

figure out a way to get people to those access points as

2

pedestrians and on trails, and that's what is anticipated to

3

be dealt with, and I'll -- we'll take a look at that to make

4

sure that it's clear that those requirements are to be

5

implemented at the subdivision level, because that's where

6

it -- we can't get to that level of detail here, but I think

7

we're exactly on the same page in terms of making sure that

8

that happens.

9
10

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

I think that's all I have.

Thank you.

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MS. HERTEL:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. HERTEL:

Any other questions?

I have a question.
Go ahead, Commissioner.

Okay.

This goes back to the phasing

15

that I was discussing earlier, and I'm going to read a

16

estimate that's in the -- in the highlighted area.

17

"Ensuring the financial tools are available will allow the

18

developer to provide adequate public facility infrastructure

19

so that it is in place prior to new development."

20

like to understand what the financial tools that you're

21

talking about that would become available and then who is

22

responsible for ensuring those tools are in place?

23

MR. STROZIER:

Okay.

So I'd

So that is a -- there are a

24

number of tools that are available.

I think for the most

25

part, the most basic of those tools is the subdivision
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1

improvements agreement, and that -- when a project comes

2

through and a subdivision is platted, there is what we

3

called subdivision improvements agreement that guarantees

4

that the infrastructure list that is associated with that

5

project is financially guaranteed.

6

the list that needs to be done, and that is on the burden of

7

the developer to build that -- to build that infrastructure.

8

MS. HERTEL:

9

MR. STROZIER:

It's -- everything is on

To provide the financing?

10

MS. HERTEL:

11

MR. STROZIER:

To build it.
To build it.
To build it.

So the financial

12

guarantee of the subdivision improvements agreement, there's

13

different ways that this is accomplished.

14

detail than this conversation, but the financial guarantee

15

is a tool that the County has at its disposal if that

16

infrastructure doesn't get built, doesn't get built to the

17

proper standards, then the County has that money available

18

to go in and either do it themselves or fix it.

19

so that's one financial tool that is already in the County's

20

-- in the County's process.

21

Probably more

It's a --

The other financial tools are PIDs and TIDs, which are

22

bigger picture financial mechanisms that help finance that

23

infrastructure, and I think those are important, because

24

they are tools that allow infrastructure to be constructed

25

on a longer scale by the developer.
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Once again, this infrastructure is constructed by the

2

developer, not by the County or someone else.

This

3

infrastructure is put in place up front at a larger scale

4

with the contingency that it is paid back or funded over

5

time.

6

that is placed on the property covered by the district.

7

it's not anything that impacts anyone outside of the

8

district.

9

and the properties within that district.

A public improvement district is an additional tax
So

It is a tax that is placed on the district itself
A tax increment

10

development district is a tool by which that infrastructure

11

is put in up front by the developer at their expense, and

12

then the increments -- so if that area is taxed at a certain

13

level today, it is anticipated that as development occurs in

14

the future, that that tax -- taxable amount goes up.

15

portion of that amount, an increment of that additional tax

16

is then applied to pay back the up-front cost for the

17

infrastructure, and so those -- the PID and TID are tools

18

that are really effective at getting infrastructure done in

19

a more comprehensive way than -- we typically see it where

20

it's done a project at time, and we can go all around our

21

community and see areas where you've got a full section of

22

the street and then it goes to a half section of the street

23

and then it goes to the other half of the street.

24
25

A

Just talking to neighborhood group in North Albuquerque
Acres where if you've been in some of those areas, you see
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that exactly.

A project builds their half of the street.

2

The next project builds the other half of the street, and it

3

gets done in a piecemeal manner over time, and that's the

4

way we've done it -- we've done it a lot over -- over the

5

course of time, but PIDs and TIDs allow that to be done more

6

comprehensively and more up front, because the developer has

7

the assurance that they will be paid back, and the only way

8

they get paid back is if their project is successful.

9

the project isn't successful, then there's additional

10

increment of tax that gets generated.

11

paid back.

12

are -- those are kind of some of the keys ones.

13

So if

Then they don't get

There's nothing to pay them back with.

So those

Then when you get into economic development projects,

14

there's a whole other list of -- list of tools that come

15

into play in the toolbox including industrial revenue bonds,

16

lead-up bonds.

There are state and local tools that effect

17

those as well.

And so all of those tools are important in

18

the long run in terms of the development of the

19

infrastructure for a project like this over time.

20

answer your question?

21

MS. HERTEL:

22

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

Does that

Thank you.

Okay.

And I'll say, I'm not expert

23

on that stuff.

So if we need to drill down more on that,

24

I'm sure we can find -- have somebody that could address

25

that in more detail than I can, but I think that gives you
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the context.

2
3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any other questions?

thank you very much.

4

MR. STROZIER:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

If not,

Thank you.
Staff, do you have any closing

comments.

7

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I had a

8

few comments in response to some of the statements by the

9

public, and as always, we really appreciate the public

10

continuing to be involved in this and coming down and

11

providing their comments, and definitely do take them very

12

seriously.

13

And I just wanted to give a few points of

14

clarification, and some people may not have been -- some of

15

you are attending all the hearings.

16

have been attending, but back in January, we did -- this

17

request was first submitted in January.

18

reviewing it since then.

19

and -- where it was decided by this Commission to follow a

20

schedule of having hearings every month and where the main

21

topics that are considered in this type of a plan will be

22

taken one by one and then to work -- to work through any of

23

the issues and to try and get through each one, so -- and

24

then to come back after having a series of hearings.

25

Some of you may not

We've been

We had a hearing in March where --

So there are three specialized hearings.

We're on the
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1

second one.

2

that will focus more on natural resources and the

3

environment and services, and water will be one of the

4

topics in that discussion.

5

another date in July to come back and see where we are with

6

everything, and realizing that this a big -- a big task and

7

trying to work through things as best we can, but like

8

Commissioner -- Mr. Chair said that we'll see where we are

9

at that time, and if there need to be more discussions, then

10

the Commission can decide if that's what -- what they need.

And then we have reserved

But we were hoping to proceed through topic by topic,

12

so that the next one will be June 23rd, covering environment

13

and open space and government and public service.

14

of the issues that were brought up related to funding will

15

be looking -- looking at those in greater detail, and then

16

the applicant will also be addressing those issues as well.

17

So some

So just to say that, but it is up to the Commission,

18

too, if they have other -- other ways of proceeding with

19

this, that that would be up to you, but we're planning to

20

continue working on things as they're coming up in the

21

discussion and to be ready to come back in July with an

22

update of where -- where we all are with everything.

23

that was one of my comments.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. VEREECKE:

So

Thank you.
Okay.
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And, again, I just want to, you

2

know, clarify that the agendas are made by me, the Chairman.

3

That's part of my job, and what I did with this and this

4

case -- and, of course, you know, I talked to all the

5

Commissioners is we're -- we felt at that time that by July

6

we would have all the information.

7

and I feel -- I don't feel comfortable that we're ready to

8

act on it, well, I'll change it, you know, but right now,

9

we'll keep with the schedule until that time comes.

10

Now, if we don't have it

And you know, I mean, as far as delaying something, if

11

we have a reason to delay it, we will delay it, you know,

12

but it's got to get a time where we've got to act on it and

13

send it to the Commission, because we are just recommending

14

to the Commission.

15

they're the ones that do the final approval on this thing.

16

We're not approving or disapproving, and

Commissioner.

17

MS. VEREECKE:

18

MS. KELLY:

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Chairman, Catherine, I guess I

19

just want to express I really am concerned about our next

20

hearing, because what I've got down that we're going to talk

21

about is water, wastewater, storm water, terrain management,

22

schools, parks, open space, and no net expense provisions.

23

It's -- it's an awful lot, and then my question for the

24

final meeting, whenever that occurs, will everything be

25

recompiled so that we're seeing a cohesive plan that
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2

includes the changes that have been made?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, yes.

3

That's the intention, and you're right, the next -- the next

4

hearing potentially could cover a lot of information.

5

know that the -- the agent is already -- like Mr. Strozier

6

said, they are already working towards that hearing and

7

trying to be as far along as they can with working with

8

Staff and agencies that they feel that they can come up with

9

an acceptable plan.

10

I

But what we would be -- potentially, and this is what

11

happened with Level A is working towards the possibility of

12

a new updated plan, so it would be a complete redlined

13

version of the plan where all of the corrections and

14

additions that have been discussed at the hearing or worked

15

out with Staff would be included in -- in that version, and

16

at that point, Staff could make a recommendation to the

17

Commission.

18

that it's ready.

19

addressing Staff's concerns, then we would have findings and

20

conditions for approval that the Commission could consider

21

at that last hearing.

They could.

They may not if they don't feel

If they do feel that it's ready, as far as

22

But what I'm hoping is that we will have a very clear

23

indication from the various Staff and agencies as to where

24

they are and what -- what the outstanding issues are, if

25

those could be addressed through some kind of conditions of

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

1

TR- 96
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5388

7.A.e

1

approval or if this needs to be delayed to have more

2

discussions.
And, you know, right now, we're still working through

4

topic by topic on this.

5

for the July hearing to have a complete revised plan and

6

then an accounting of where we are with everything.

7

MS. KELLY:

So -- but that -- the goal would be

And I would just ask at whatever point

8

that complete revised plan is available, that -- I know the

9

timeline right now is that items get posted a week before

10

this hearing, and then the public is supposed to make

11

written comments by eight days before this hearing.

12

really think we need to be careful, and for that -- whenever

13

that final hearing occurs, be sure that they have time to

14

make written comments.

15

our attorney said last time, you know -- and I'm not

16

proposing that we do this right now, but just for

17

consideration for that hearing, be sure that we have enough

18

time to get their written comments as part of the package

19

that we receive a week before the hearing.

20

MS. VEREECKE:

I

So maybe -- maybe we actually, as

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, just

21

to point out, too, that as the document -- we have asked for

22

these sessions.

23

documents a little bit earlier, and we have been putting

24

them on the website as they've been coming in, and this

25

also, to address the comment from Rod Mahoney, too, that he

The agent is actually submitting their
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1

didn't see things, as the submittals have been made, we've

2

been getting our IT department to upload them.

3

as an example -- and maybe I should have made that clearer

4

to you as well that this -- this set of documents that we

5

showed you earlier were submitted on May 6th, and we had

6

them up on the bernco.gov/santolina website following

7

Monday.

8

website the following Monday.

They were on the

You know, another thing that we could do in addition is

10

to forward them to you when they come in.

11

month, we can do that when they come in.

12

plans, we try to get them out in advance, but I apologize

13

for not making it clearer, but we have been posting the

14

submittals as they've come in, and they've been about three

15

-- three to four weeks before the actual hearing.

16

Reports get posted seven to eight days before the hearing on

17

the Agenda website.

18

MS. KELLY:

So for next
I know, like, for

The Staff

Well, you don't need to forward me

19

stuff as it comes in, but maybe an email that there's been

20

stuff posted.

21

MS. VEREECKE:

Just to let you know that we posted

22

it.

Well, and that's the other thing, too, is just trying

23

to keep this so that it doesn't become even more

24

overwhelming with -- as documents come in that where

25

forwarding them -- I'm trying to keep a structure to all of
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1

this, but just to say, too, that we understand there really

2

is a lot of information to go through, and we are trying to

3

work through it as best we can, and we'll keep you posted on

4

where we are with everything as well.

5

And if anybody has comments or suggestions for us,

6

please forward them to us when you have them so that we can

7

be prepared or try to address them as best we can in the

8

best way possible.

9

MS. KELLY:

I have one more quick thing --

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

Go ahead.

-- and then I'll stop.

I -- I would

12

like to go out and look at the site, and I kind of tested

13

the water with some of the Commissioners, and I don't think

14

-- I don't think people are interested in doing a study

15

session like we did for the Westland plan last week, but I

16

just wanted to say that I've talked to our attorney, and he

17

said it's acceptable for me to just go out there on my own.

18

So I'm going to do that, and I just wanted to put that on

19

the record, and I'll have a good vehicle with good tires,

20

and I'll just try to see what I can see.

21
22
23
24
25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

You know what?

I recommend that

you -- Staff, one of the Staff goes with you.
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner, and we can

assist you with that, too.
MR. STROZIER:

We'll be in touch.

I was -- I was just going to
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1

mention, Mr. Chairman and Commissioner Kelly, I agree that

2

it probably would be good to Staff, but -- but just let us

3

know.

4

gentleman who met us at the gate.

5

are gates and locks, and so while it's a constant challenge

6

to keep those fences up and secured, we do try and do that.

7

So just let us know, and we'll make sure that there's

8

someone out there to meet you and Staff to make sure you

9

have access where you need to go.

We can make arrangements to have R. P., who is the

MS. KELLY:

11

MR. STROZIER:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

Appreciate it.
Okay.
Is that it?

Do I have a motion to adjourned?

14

MS. SERNA:

15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

So moved, Mr. Chair.
Second.

Second.

All those in favor

signify by saying aye.

18

COMMISSION:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

Any more questions?

(Note:

Aye.
Okay.

Thank you.

Hearing in recess at 12:13 p.m.)

21
22
23
24
25
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2
3

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

)
)
)

ss

I, B. JULIAN SERNA, Certified Court Reporter in the

4

State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I reported, to the

5

best of my ability, the above Bernalillo County Planning

6

Commission hearing; that the pages numbered 3 through 100,

7

inclusive, are a true and correct transcript of my

8

stenographic notes, and were reduced to typewritten

9

transcript through Computer-Aided Transcription; and that on

10

the date I reported these proceedings, I was a New Mexico

11

Certified Court Reporter.

12
13

Dated at Albuquerque, New Mexico, this 14th day of
June, 2016.

14
15
16
17
18

B. JULIAN SERNA
New Mexico CCR No. 206
Expires: December 31, 2016

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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1

BERNALILLO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

2
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(Note:

Hearing in session at 9:12 a.m.)

2
3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Going to call this meeting

to order.

4

MR. GRADI:

Good morning, Chairman Chavez, Members

5

of the Planning Commission.

6

in the hearing for the Santolina Level B Master Plan.

7

we have both the SPR2016-0001 on the Agenda.

8

prepared -- Catherine has prepared for the Commission, and

9

we have copies available, a format for today's hearing that

Today is a number in sequence
Today

Staff has

10

provides for comments from agencies, public comment, and

11

closing remarks and follow up.

12

Having said that, I have no further changes to the

13

Agenda and stand for any questions.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions of Staff?

If not,

15

next order of business is going to be approval of the

16

Minutes for May the 26th.

17

MR. MALRY:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. KELLY:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

So moved.

Second.

All those in favor

signify by saying aye.
COMMISSION:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

Been moved.

Second.

22

24
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1

of -- we have a little schedule here, and we're going to try

2

to keep to it as much as we can.

3

of here before 12 o'clock.

4

the Planning Department.
MS. VEREECKE:

So introduction and overview of

Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members

6

of the Commission.

7

approval of the Santolina Level B Master Plan, and my name

8

is Catherine VerEecke.

9

and Development Services.

10

This is SPR2016-0001, a request for

I'm the Case Planner with Planning

This is the third of a -- of three special hearings for

11

the Santolina Level B plan.

12

concluding hearing on July 21st.

13

been transportation and then land use and zoning.

14

hearing took place, the applicant and the agent have

15

continued to work with Staff to refine the plan and address

16

issues raised by Staff and agencies and also to ensure that

17

the Planned Communities Criteria, which really provide the

18

basis for these master planned communities, are being

19

adequately addressed.

20
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The previous topics have
As these

So this June 23rd -- and also to say, too, again, that

21

the Level A plan for the entire Santolina property was

22

considered and approved and adopted by the County Commission

23

in 2014, about -- no, 2015, about a year ago.

24
25

So under this process where we're now at a higher level
of detail and focusing on specific -- specific portion of
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1

the area of Santolina, and then we're -- because it is such

2

a complex request, we are going topic by topic.

3

So in this hearing, we will focus on two main topics
that are within the Planned Communities Criteria, and these

5

topics are environment and open space and government and

6

public service.

7

at slope, drainage, and important site characteristics along

8

with air quality, energy efficiency, conceptual drainage

9

plan, updated archeological survey, siting of industrial

10
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So under these topics, we would be looking

uses to avoid negative impacts.

11

Under government and public service, we have the

12

strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities,

13

including open space facilities plan, phasing of water,

14

sewer, drainage, and mobility, that would be transportation,

15

and also statements of water availability and availability

16

of public services, such as liquid and solid waste, cultural

17

and human services, fire, police, and schools.

18

So those are all the topics.

I think they're very much

19

related to each other.

20

then -- and then the built environment and the management of

21

the environment.

22

We have the natural environment and

So that's what we're talking about today.

The Santolina plan, just to give you a quick overview,

23

and I know the agent will also be discussing this, but seeks

24

to address these requirements in three chapters, environment

25

and open space, utility infrastructure -- utility
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1

infrastructure and services, and then government and public

2

services.

3

with them.

4

past few months and has provided comments.

5

of comments appeared in the March 2nd Staff Report.

6

Comments were from Natural Resources, Parks and Open Space,

7

Drainage, Fire, the Water Utility Authority, and APS.

8

In response to the comments, the agent submitted

Staff has been analyzing the documents for the

revisions to the plan.

The first series

These have been posted on the

10

website and also made available to you, and they were also

11

in the Staff Report.

12

open space in both the land-use chapters to show the number

13

-- to show the number of facilities and the level of

14

service, including approximately 945 acres in the Level B

15

area that will be dedicated for large scale parks and open

16

space, and you can see that open space area in green on the

17

map.

18

chapter and is shown on the maps in the plan.

19
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There are also technical appendices that go along

These included additional language for

An open space zone has also been added in the zoning

In addition, an air quality analysis has been adopted,

20

and a report has been provided.

21

phasing about the concepts and principles for development

22

that will be followed as the Santolina Level B area -- this

23

Level B area develops has also been added as there have been

24

some discussion about phasing.

25

The intent -- let's see.

Additional language for

The intent to provide a Level
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1

B archeological study has been stated, although I'm not

2

aware that one has been provided.

3

provided another matrix, while you've already seen two

4

matrices, for this hearing's topics that lists Staff and

5

agency comments and how the agents have been working to

6

address them.

7

conservation, terrain and storm water management,

8

reclamation and sewage treatment, and ABCWUA requirements

9

for a Development Agreement and serviceability letter, and

Topics include the drainage plan, water

10

then Parks and Open Space concerns and then outstanding

11

conditions of approval for Level A.

12

The submittal of documents have been -- have been

13

reviewed and responded to by Staff and agency -- I'm sorry,

14

the submittal have been forwarded to staff and agencies and

15

have been available for review.

16

responded to the agent's response, including Parks and Open

17

Space, Fire, APS, and ABCWUA.

18

in the Staff Report.

19
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Several Staff in turn have

The comments are summarized

It appears from the review of the documents that

20

discussions between Staff or agencies and the applicant have

21

continued with the applicant's goal of meeting the necessary

22

requirements prior to the next hearing in July.

23

continues to -- and Staff is here to talk about their

24

response to that, to the recent submittal.

25

to be concerns from the community about this request,

There

There continues
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particularly about water.

2

comments from the local historian about historic remains on

3

the property, particularly a directional arrow that does

4

fall within -- an aviation directional arrow that falls

5

within the Level B property.

6

We also recently got some
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1

Staff and agency representatives are here to give an

7

overview of their areas.

If you remember, the first

8

hearing, there was no presentation by Staff in the different

9

areas.

So Staff is going to give a little introduction on

10

what is proposed in the plan and then their response and

11

where they are in the discussions with the applicant and the

12

agent.

13

So I'm not sure if everyone is here yet, but just to go

14

over who is here, we have Dan McGregor.

15

Don Briggs.

16

questions about transportation and air quality.

17

also have Chris Gober from Fire.

18

APS.

19

may be here.

20

their -- what their concerns are, or if not, if they haven't

21

been brought up, I'll read their comments into the record

22

later.

23

also expected.

24

here later.

25

From Public Works,

Richard Meadows is available to answer any
From -- we

We have Elvira Lopez from

Do we have anybody from the Utility Authority?

They

If not, then Dan McGregor is aware of what

John Barney from Parks and Open Space is also -- is
He has another meeting, but he should be

So those are the Staff and agencies, and then after
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that, we'll have the applicant, and then the public.

2

With that I stand for questions.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

Let's get started.

5

Works first?

6

Any questions of Staff.

Okay.

Go ahead and call whoever -- Public

MR. McGREGOR:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, Dan

7

McGregor, Bernalillo County Public Works, director of -- or

8

interim director for infrastructure planning and

9

georesources.

Before I get started, first if myself,

10

Mr. Briggs or Mr. Gober seem a little out of it, we've been

11

a little busy this week.

12

to Chris for coming.

13

week.

14
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1

So I really want to say thank you

He's already pushing 128 hours for the

So hats off to Chris.

Thank you for that.

So with regard to water supplies for Santolina, the

15

County is in a unique position that once the Water Utility

16

states in some form or fashion that they are going to be the

17

supplier, then they start their own process with regard to

18

Development Agreements, serviceability letters and the like.

19

At the Level A, the Utility did provide a letter saying

20

that they would be providing water, given -- if certain

21

conditions were met.

22

into a Development Agreement.

23

was prior to Level B approval, we had to have that

24

Development Agreement from the Water Utility Authority.

25

County does not enter into those negotiations.

One of those conditions was entering
The condition that we stated

The

The Utility
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works independently with the developer.

2

review the Development Agreement with regards to making sure

3

that there was no conflict with County Ordinance, but we

4

wouldn't tried to influence the decision between the

5

developer and the Utility in terms of what was required,

6

phasing and those sort of things.

7

We would only

To date, that Development Agreement has not been put

8

into place.

9

and with the developer that those discussions are ongoing.

10

That ultimately effects the master plan for the water and

11

sewer.

12

that would work, but there's no guarantee that there's

13

buy-in or acceptance of that by the Water Utility at this

14

time.

15

I do know no from discussion with the Utility

So what you have before you right now is a concept

The other question that then comes up, given that we

16

have a condition of approval, when is that development

17

required?

18

at the BCC level?

19

Commission to make as to how they want to interpret that.

20

The developer obviously will take the position that it's

21

before it goes to BCC for approval.

22

Is it required for approval at the CPC level or
And that's really a question for this

So -- and as Staff --

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Before you move on that, so we

24

don't get away from that, we -- when we passed this Level

25

A --
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1

MR. McGREGOR:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

What was the wording that we put

on there before it went to --

4

MR. McGREGOR:

That we had to have a Development

5

Agreement before Level B approval, and I don't know that

6

that's exact, but that is the intent, and we did not specify

7

which board approval we were referring to in that condition.

8
9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, if we passed it, it meant

us.

10

MR. McGREGOR:

Okay.

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MR. McGREGOR:

Thank you.
And so particularly given that

13

response, Staff, I can't recommend approval until that

14

agreement is in place, and that would be my best

15

recommendation to you.

16

Okay.

There were also several over comments that we

17

had with regard.

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. McGREGOR:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. HERTEL:

Yeah.

Hold on.

Yes, please.
We got a question.

Typically, okay, in your response how

22

long does it take to do that negotiation, to get a

23

Development Agreement in place with the Water Utility?

24

that a month process, often two months?

25

you have your own personal opinion on that?

Is

What do you -- do

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

3

Yes.

TR- 11
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5404

7.A.e

MR. McGREGOR:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel,

2

these come through so infrequently it's really hard to make

3

that judgment.

4

of a minimum.

5

depending on the scale of the project, complexities.

6

one is going to be somewhat complex, given the location up

7

on the mesa.

8

existing water supply areas where the Utility wants to

9

actually pull supply from versus where the developer may be

10

going, the requirement for reuse and how you phase that into

11

the project, then what do you do with wastewater, because

12

that's where the reuse piece comes from.

13

very complex question.

14

about the best answer I can give you at this point.

15

You know, two or three months would be kind
Sometimes these can go on for a year or two
This

The direction to work the development from

So it's -- it's a

MS. HERTEL:

So longer rather than shorter is

Okay.

That's good do know, because

16

that means as we -- it's a concurrent process with the rest

17

of the review that we're doing on the other topics.

18

MR. McGREGOR:

19

MS. HERTEL:

20

time on the rest of the topics.

21
22

That would be correct.

MR. McGREGOR:

It allows some additional, you know,
So thank you.

Thank you.

And on the other side of that, you know, this is a

23

question that I've raised with the developer pretty much

24

from day one even at the Level A, that that Development

25

Agreement would be expected.
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So -- so with regard -- yes.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Hold on.

3

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Yeah.

I have another

4

question.

5

been done before that Development Agreement can be

6

generated; is that true?

7

So just to be clear, serviceability agreement has

MR. McGREGOR:

8

documents.

9

basically says, "Yeah, we're talking to them," which is

10
11

Okay.

We're talking three different

There's a serviceability letter, which

basically what you have in front of you.
There's a Development Agreement, which becomes a

12

binding contract in essence.

13

the wrong terminology.

14

what the Utility is going to do, developer phasing,

15

expectations, timings, funding, basically the skeleton which

16

everything else hangs on, and then once that is issued, then

17

when we get to particular Level C development.

18

be availability statements for that particular project to be

19

provided.

20

Mike, correct me if I'm using

And in that they basically spell out

There will

So we have that first letter, which says basically if

21

they can meet all of their later conditions, yeah, we'll go

22

ahead and provide service.

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MR. MALRY:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So --

Mr. Chairman -Go ahead.
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1

3

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The bottom line is that you can't make a recommendation
until you have the report from the Water; is that correct?

4

MR. McGREGOR:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, the

5

recommendation I would have is that we -- that you would not

6

approve until that Development Agreement is in place, and

7

the basis for that is twofold.

8

stated that the Water Utility is the intended provider,

9

until such time as that Development Agreement is in place

10

there's no guarantee that that is in fact going to happen.

11

I think that's everyone's intention.

12

One is, although it has been

Yes, Mike.

13

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Malry,

14

as I recall, the requirement for a Development Agreement

15

with the Water Authority was in the findings and conditions

16

that BCC approved.

17

has to meet before they can get a Level B approval, but it

18

was part of the findings and conditions that the BCC entered

19

on the Level A, and -- but I agree with everything that Dan

20

stated.

So it's a condition that the developer

He stated it accurately.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MR. MALRY:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

25

So let me --

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Commissioner Chavez.
No.

Go ahead.

Thank you.

He

answered my question.
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

My question is there's two

2

Development Agreements that have to be done.

3

Water Authority.

4

County Commission.

5

that have been to be done?

6

The other one is with the Bernalillo
Are those the two Development Agreements

MR. McGREGOR:

7

my understanding.

8

but --

9

Ones by the

Mr. Chair, from where I sit, that's

There may be others with other utilities

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Now, the one that the County

10

does, we have no control over here, because that's something

11

that they negotiate.

12

different entity from the County.

13

Development Agreement, I guess, and I think when we passed

14

Level A, that was the intent.

15

Development Agreement with the Water Authority so that we

16

can move it onto the County, so they can do their

17

Development Agreement over there.

18

MR. McGREGOR:

Now, the Water Authority is a
They do their own

It was that they have a

So I just --

And, Mr. Chair, if I may, in the

19

Development Agreement for Level A that was entered into with

20

the County, there is a section that deals with the Water

21

Utility, which basically says, "Yes, you're entering into

22

your own separate agreement.

23

you and the Utility, and we're not going to interfere in

24

that process."

25

agreements.

What is done there is between

So, yes, there they are two separate

We obviously control or develop the agreement
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1

with the County, but the process with the Utility is a

2

separate process between the Utility and the Level A.

3

That's correct.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Thank you.

Go ahead.

6

MS. KELLY:

Dan, I was looking at the plan

7

yesterday, because I was overwhelmed with all the materials.

8

So I went back to the plan, and it says that water master

9

planning may produce changes on the finding, the funding,

10

the design, the maintenance, and operations, et cetera, of

11

the Water Utility, and I thought I read at some point that

12

the Water Utility Staff comments said that water master

13

planning was required before entering into a water

14

Development Agreement.

15

clarification on did I read all that right?

16

MR. McGREGOR:

So I just am getting -- asking for

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Kelly, in

17

essence I think that's correct, and from conversations with

18

the developer -- and I don't want to speak for them and the

19

Utility, I want to make that clear, my understanding is that

20

that is part of the discussions and part of the -- I don't

21

want to say delay, but I'm struggling for the right word.

22

That's part of the issue that's ongoing with the Water

23

Utility.

24

to the developer.

25

appropriate detail.

Perhaps those are questions that you could address
They may be able to give you more
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. McGREGOR:

4

Go ahead.

So with regard to that basic

supply, that's why we're standing where we are right now.
We also several other comments with regard to water

5

conservation.

We've had those discussion with the

6

developer.

7

correct.

8

changes at a conference we had earlier.

9

in brief.

The matrix that they've provided I believe is
We received a submittal with suggested text
Those we went over

We had no particular observations to.

We also

10

got another submittal last night with further proposed

11

changes.

12

morning to look through those.

13

stood out as being a problem.

14

far as water conservation goes, we're well on path to

15

getting an appropriate revised master plan.

16

I'd stand for any other questions.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

To be honest with you, I had three minutes this
I didn't see anything that
I believe that at least as

Any questions?

And with that,

If not, thank you

very much.

19

MR. McGREGOR:

Thank you.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. BRIGGS:

Who's -- Catherine, who's next?

Good morning, Chairman Chavez,

22

Commissioners.

My name is Don Briggs.

I'm the drainage

23

engineer for Bernalillo County, and I reviewed the Level B

24

master drainage plan.

25

consistency with the Level A conceptual plan.

Essentially I looked at it for
Our
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1

ordinances, the MS4 permit requirements, and it -- it

2

essentially complies with all of those.
The concept of the plan is -- is essentially consistent

4

with what we've done in the past.

5

private infrastructure that has to be built like storm

6

drains and public streets, open channels, retention ponds,

7

detention ponds, things of those nature.

8

anything out of the ordinary.

9

It has both public and

It's not really

There is one thing in that this area consists of some

10

natural playa areas, which are going to be used for storm

11

water retention, and that's kind of a natural process of,

12

you know, water flows down hill, goes to the pond.

13

going to continue to use those areas for ponding.

14

They're

As far as the MS4 permit goes, there was one caveat.

15

This area is outside of our current urban area, which is

16

essentially the jurisdictional limits of the MS4 permit, and

17

ultimately, this will be pulled into that urban area.

18

are technical documents that specify what the -- essentially

19

the water treatment requirements are for our MS4 permit, and

20

that has to do with what's called the 90th percentile storm.

21

There

This area being outside of our current urban limits,

22

I've asked the applicant to provide us with a predevelopment

23

hydrology analysis to determine what these -- what the MS4

24

permit requirements are going to be for this area.

25

site specific, essentially 90th percentile storm that

It's a
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1

they're going to determine.

2

different than our current urban area, not too much, but it

3

-- but it is something that I have asked for.
The applicant has agreed to do that.

I understand that

5

is finished.

6

some other minor comments on the master plan, which they

7

have agreed to rectify, and with that, I'll stand for

8

comment or questions.

9

I haven't seen that analysis yet.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions?

I did have

Thank you.

10

MR. BRIGGS:

Thank you.

11

MR. GOBER:

12

Bernalillo County Fire Marshal.

13

by giving out a great thanks to the fire fighters on the

14

east side of the mountain.

15

extinguished, catastrophic fire we've had for the past week.

16

Our only concerns for the fire safety side, public

17

safety side is that we have the property and the facilities

18

present for -- to provide EMS services, fire services and

19

law enforcement services up there, that new development, and

20

it can be in a phased-type of fashion along with the

21

development, but we need to have those facilities there so

22

we're not overwhelming the other resources down further in

23

the Valley along with the fire hydrants.

24

sure those are in place, so we have water protection, water

25

for the buildings, the homes, and the undeveloped land

Morning, Commissioners.

Chris Gober,

First off, let me start out

It's controlled and

We need to make
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that's up in that area.

2

questions.

3

Other than that, I'll stand for any

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions?

I, too, want to

4

thank you for all the work you've done out there in the

5

mountain.

6

lot of sacrifice for a lot of people, not only you people

7

but the homeowners have lost some of the things.

8

really appreciate the work you do.

9

I know it's been, you know, a lot of work and a

MR. GOBER:

10

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

So we

Thank you.

Catherine, do we have somebody else?

12

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, that's all the Staff for

13

now.

We'll come back to parks and open space later.

14

now, we'll have the representative from APS.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. LOPEZ:

So

Okay.

Good morning, Mr. Chair,

17

Commissioners.

18

planner manager with Albuquerque Public Schools capital

19

master plan, and I'll be speaking about the proposed plan

20

with respect to impacts on current schools and what we

21

anticipate what the need will be in the future and to answer

22

any questions you may have.

23

My name is Elvira Lopez.

I'm a senior

Our understanding of phase one Level B Master Plan

24

community with Santolina Master Plan, at this level would

25

generate a need -- a proposal for 9,440 dwelling units.

So
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2

our impacts are based on that assumption.
The proposal on the West Side impacts a number of

3

schools that are currently overcrowded, and I believe you

4

received comment on these.

5

one of the most crowded right now with an enrollment of over

6

a thousand students and a capacity of 660.

7

students are served in portables right now.

8
9

Painted Sky Elementary School is

The majority of

Jimmy Carter Middle School, we (inaudible) need to
alleviate overcrowding.

They're at an enrollment of 1,224

10

students with a capacity of 1,200.

11

School, one our newest schools, has an enrollment -- recent

12

enrollment in 2015-2016 school year of 2,500 students with a

13

capacity of 2,300.

14

Atrisco Heritage High

We have recently opened a new school on the southwest

15

G.I. Sanchez.

It's K through 8 to alleviate this

16

overcrowding.

In 2015-2016 we opened with 970 students.

17

However, the capacity is for 1,400 students.

18

opened in the first year to serve K through 6th grade, and

19

we will be introducing a 7th grade in the coming '16, '17

20

school year, so that excess capacity is to serve the

21

upcoming 7th grades, and in the subsequent years, '17, '18,

22

we will be serving our K through 8th, and we will be

23

reaching capacity at approximately 1,400 students.

24
25

This school

Albuquerque Public Schools, to address over crowding
has a number of strategies, including providing new
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1

capacity, and there's various strategies we can employ, such

2

as provision of portable structures, to provide additional

3

classrooms, accommodating growth.

4

facilities efficiencies through various strategies such as

5

looking at master schedules, exchanging scheduling, and we

6

can also consider shifting students to schools with

7

capacity.

8

address overcrowding.

We can avoid all of the above-strategies to

With regards to the Level B phase 1 master plan, going

10

back to that, quantity of the proposed housing units, 9,444,

11

we understand that's approximately a third of the entire

12

Level A Santolina plan.

13

seeking to find a collaboration process that will facilitate

14

the smooth provision of school sites and to possibly obtain

15

assistance from WALH for the building of schools in the

16

area.

17

APS has contacted WALH and is

According to the phase I, Level B Master Plan, the plan

18

proposes three residential villages, and within these three

19

residential villages we understand that at least three

20

schools will be proposed.

21

Albuquerque Public Schools has engaged in ongoing

22

discussions with Western Albuquerque Land Holdings.

Timely

23

-- timely identification and acquisition of land for future

24

school facilities is being requested of the applicant by

25

APS, and the APS School District will be looking to finalize
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1

such land acquisition as the plan is being approved, and my

2

understanding that those agreements haven't been finalized,

3

but they're ongoing.
APS land acquisition will be at least proportional to

5

the quantity of schools presented in the Level B land-use

6

plan, which I stated and to understand that will be three

7

schools or three villages at least as presented in the plan.

8

Land needs are determined by APS educational curriculum,

9

enrollment, and construction standards.

According to APS

10

standards, to meet the school needs of the proposed 9,444

11

housing units, we do have a recommendation of how many

12

schools are needed.

13

but we also have our own standards, and so I wanted to share

14

that with you.

15

So the plan proposes a certain number,

By our standards for that number of housing units, we

16

would need four elementary schools, and again, that would be

17

our traditional model of K through 5.

18

elementary schools, one middle school and half of a high

19

school.

20

comprehensive high school.

21

school comes in.

22

That would be four

There's not enough housing for an entire
So that's where that .5 high

We can explore other models of instruction as we had

23

with the G.I. Sanchez K through 8.

So if we were to provide

24

a K through 8 model with instruction, this would call for

25

two K through 8 schools, and again, half of a high school.
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1

There's varies ways that instruction can be delivered, and

2

Albuquerque Public Schools is responding to community needs.

3

So these quantities of schools are all driven by the

4

enrollment, which, again, is driven by the housing.

5

can't be -- it's not an inflexible quantity.

6

need to look at the number of students.

It's really we

7

And so to explain a little bit further, the 9,444

8

dwelling units we anticipate to generate a quantity of about

9

4,400 students from K to 12th grade, and so we use some of

10

our development standards to provide these recommendations,

11

and I believe those tables have been provided.

12

any questions about that if you should choose to.

13

I can answer

The cost of these schools we estimate based on current

14

construction costs to be in the realm of $160 million, and

15

that doesn't include the land cost, and with that, I stand

16

for questions.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MS. KELLY:

Any questions?

Thank you.

Commissioner.

This might be a question

19

for Staff, but maybe you can answer it.

20

approval or conditions of approval, is there anything that

21

requires that an agreement be reached between WALH and APS

22

about the schools for phase B funding, location, et cetera,

23

prior to Level B approval?

24
25

MS. LOPEZ:

In the Level A

I'm not aware of a condition that

provided that kind of timing, but perhaps Staff or others
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can answer that.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Staff, do you to -- Staff, you

3

want to answer that, because it's probably something they

4

wouldn't know.

5

agreement between APS?

6

Is there a condition that requires an

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, there was

7

a condition, and it reads, "The developer will work

8

collaboratively with APS to locate school sites within

9

Santolina, which will be made available to APS on mutually

10

agreeable terms and conditions."

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MS. KELLY:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

And -Go ahead.

This is probably premature, but is it

15

within our purview to develop such a condition as part of

16

our process?

17

So just something I'm rolling over in my mind.

And I guess one more question.

In the -- in the plan,

18

the developer talks about using Carlos Ray on an interim

19

basis, and you didn't mention Carlos Ray Elementary School.

20

MS. LOPEZ:

I wasn't aware of that possibility.

21

MS. KELLY:

It's in the January plan.

22

MS. LOPEZ:

Okay.

That's something we can look

23

at.

Carlos Ray, in terms of their capacity right now, how

24

we might accommodate that, but I would need some time to

25

look at that possibility.

And I will say, I mentioned
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1

anticipated cost of the number of schools needed for that

2

housing, dwelling.

3

again, I want to remind you are contingent on taxpayer

4

approval.

6
7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Any other questions.

Commissioner, go ahead.
MS. HERTEL:

On this .5 of a high school, what

8

happens to those high school students then until the next

9

phase comes in after Level B when the other half a high

10

school is out there?

11

MS. LOPEZ:

What happens to those students.
Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, that's

12

a great question.

13

can place to phase projects.

14

schools calls for high levels of coordination between

15

Albuquerque Public Schools and the developer.

16

of providing for a full-sized high school, you know, again,

17

the timing of that would be determined by, you know,

18

coordination and the presence of the student need, and

19

phasing can be employed to accommodate --

20
21
22

There's various strategies the district

MS. HERTEL:

Again, provision of these

And in terms

Like phasing and construction of a

high school?
MS. LOPEZ:

We're currently employing phasing

23

strategies to address the multitude of needs and the

24

significant needs at our current -- at our current --

25

throughout the district.

So we can look at a phasing
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strategy to address the immediate needs and future needs.

2

MS. HERTEL:

3

MS. LOPEZ:

4

I'm not sure.

5

Okay.

Okay.

Thank you.

I --

I hope I'm answering your question.

Maybe I don't understand it.

MS. HERTEL:

Yes, you are.

I saw that same issue

6

with the aquatics facility where there was one-and-a-half

7

and community centers was one-and-a-half based on the

8

population, and none of that seems to make sense to me,

9

because the phasing that I can find from the applicant, and

10

this may not be accurate, and there may be more discussion

11

on that was, you know, a phase by 2025 and then not

12

something for another 15 years.

13

MS. LOPEZ:

14

MS. HERTEL:

15

So 15 years --

All of it is contingent --- is a long time to wait for the

other half of a high school.

16

MS. LOPEZ:

And all of it is contingent on

17

taxpayer approval.

18

happen before we get to the point of concretely planning for

19

these schools beginning with funding.

20

There's a lot of things that have to

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

That's an interesting point

21

that -- and I'm going to ask the same question as the

22

previous speaker, and that is how long does that take of

23

discussion and approvals, typically take a couple years

24

or --

25

MS. LOPEZ:

The district currently has a five-year
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1

master plan.

We've recently updated it, and it's to plan

2

for 2017 through 2022.

3

an extensive process beginning with assessments of our

4

school facilities and their conditions as well curriculum

5

needs, and so we, in this master planning process, also go

6

through a prioritization of needs, and so thinking about

7

something that doesn't exist, you know, is -- needs to be

8

considered as part of our master plan and considering all of

9

our existing -- it needs to be considered along with our

10

existing district needs throughout.

11

it would take, again, we do master planing updates every

12

five years.

13

would become part of that process.

14

So in terms of how long

So with the presence of community input, that

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

And one last question, and

15

that is on this 944 dwelling units.

16

that you're seeing from 944 dwelling units or did you work

17

it backwards --

18

MS. LOPEZ:

Yes, we did.

What's the population

Yes, we did.

We --

19

based on our experience with our existing developed areas,

20

we have an estimate -- estimate of how many students would

21

be generated from that number of housing units.

22

question?

23

MS. HERTEL:

24

MS. LOPEZ:

25

Is that the

Yes.
So if you look at table we do have

projected enrollment for the Level B Master Plan, and that's
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1

a total of 4,400 students, and we did break it down by

2

level.

3

school students.

4

high school, about a thousand.

5

MS. HERTEL:
math.

Middle school, it's about a thousand, and

MS. LOPEZ:

8

MS. HERTEL:

10

So I'm just going to do quick

A little over two students per dwelling unit.

7

9

Okay.

Yes.
And do you see population -- have

your studies shown population increasing in Bernalillo
County or flat or how -- how does your group, APS see it?

11

MS. LOPEZ:

We do track population within our

12

district.

13

to plan for all facilities and needs.

14

we have observed that in our district, we have experienced

15

declining enrollments, and we believe that to be direct --

16

indirect relationship and a result of the recession, the

17

great recession.

18

in general of all population as probably has been expected.

19

I think the economy is impacting that and also related to

20

our own district declining enrollments.

21
22

It's a fundamental basic information that we use

We have not seen an increase in the region

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

So your information is showing

flat or declining?

23

MS. LOPEZ:

24

MS. HERTEL:

25

In the last few years

Yes.
So your roughly two plus students per

dwelling unit is based on your information?
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2
3

MS. LOPEZ:

That's based on what we have analyzed

housing units to generate on average.
MS. HERTEL:

And I'm going to suggest that

4

population studies from the applicant are showing population

5

increasing.

6

be low if you use the population studies that the

7

applicant's relying on.

8
9

So your quantities of schools, et cetera, may

MS. LOPEZ:

And we don't confirm that the

population will grow as presented by the applicant.

I'd

10

have to look at that, but right now, with the economy we

11

have seen lagging population growth, and I think that the

12

MRCOG and the other entities that project population are

13

looking to -- paying close attention to the regional

14

population growth as it may not be increasing as anticipated

15

based on the economy.

16

MS. HERTEL:

17

MS. LOPEZ:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. LOPEZ:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Right.

Okay.

Thank you.

Thank you.
I have a question.

Yes.
Does APS kind of -- you know, the

21

State of New Mexico, we've been losing people the last

22

couple of years on population.

23

tells me that if this place starts to grow, it's going to be

24

the same people that live here in Albuquerque moving from

25

one place to another.

So kind of common sense

Do you take that into consideration
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1

when you're projecting your five-year plan for schools?

2

how does it work if a population moves from one area to

3

another, the funding is moved, too, with it?

4

with the people that move there?
MS. LOPEZ:

Does that go

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, in terms of

6

considering population shifts as opposed to perhaps

7

population growth and how that relates to our five-year

8

master plan, when a community's there, we need to respond to

9

that need, and what we do is document that need, and so with

10

a growing area, if a population shifted and people are

11

there, there's a need there, and so we would include that as

12

a need in our master plan.

13

However, in terms of how it is funded, that -- again, I

14

go back to that's a taxpayer decision.

15

support funding of new facilities under those circumstances

16

where population hasn't grown and it's a shift, we would

17

have a certain number of resources from our community to

18

take into account.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

If they want to

So when -- when somebody -- you

20

know, APS gets so much for every student that goes to that

21

school.

22

part of it comes from bonds to build it, you know?

23

other words, if some -- a bunch of kids move to a certain

24

area of town, that funding probably goes with them for

25

running the school, but that doesn't pertain to the building

Does that include building or is that the building
So in
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1

of that half high school that you have to build and the

2

elementary schools.
MS. LOPEZ:

The funding is considered

4

comprehensively and through prioritization process that I

5

mentioned, and so the schools with the highest need as

6

determined by the facility conditions, the curriculum needs,

7

the growth needs -- growth is a consideration and a

8

prioritization amongst other needs, health and safety.

9

consider all of -- there's a matrix of considerations that

10

allow us to prioritize the schools with the highest needs,

11

and we can't address all of the needs.

12

We

Right now, APS as a need of $3 billion for our 148

13

school facilities, and recently the voters in February of

14

2016 approved a package of 545 million.

15

20 percent of our current needs with our current facilities.

16

So to answer your question, we look at it through the master

17

plan, and prioritization growth is considered, but the

18

monies don't follow the students exactly in the way that it

19

sounds like you were understanding.

20

We look at allocations for capital.

That would address

We don't -- with

21

the taxpayer funding, that does not have our operating

22

costs.

23

technology, IT, school equipment, primarily school

24

construction and renovations, and how that gets disseminated

25

and used and planned for and budgeted is tied directly to

That goes straight to capital, school buildings,
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1

our five-year capital master plan where we look

2

comprehensively at all of the district needs.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
other questions?

Okay.

That's it.

5

MS. LOPEZ:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

Catherine?

8
9

Thank you very much.

Do you have another agency,

If not, we'll move to Parks and Recreation.
Mr. Chair, so John Barney is on the

I don't -- again I don't think anybody is --

10
11

Are there any

Thank you.

MS. VEREECKE:
way.

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

If he's not here, let's just move

on to the next one.

12

MS. VEREECKE:

So just takes to say, too, that his

13

comments are in Attachment 10 in the Staff Report, and

14

likewise, the comments from the ABCWUA are in the Staff

15

Report, and they did lay out exactly what they're working on

16

now with the developer.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MS. VEREECKE:

Who's the WUA, so everyone -So the Water Utility Authority.

So

19

their representative wasn't sure if he would be able to make

20

it today, but he did emphasize that he submitted comments.

21

So if you -- if you want me to read the comments, I can.

22
23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

be kind of interesting to see.

24
25

Well, the Water Authority would

MS. VEREECKE:

Did you want me to read the

comments?
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. VEREECKE:

Yes, on water -And they're not that long, so I'll

3

read them to you, and I know Dan McGregor had also

4

referenced them, too.

5

been providing comments saying what the requirements are.

6

One of -- one of his communications said the water -- the

7

Water Authority is negotiating a Development Agreement with

8

the developer, which is to be concurrent with the Level B

9

Master Plan.

So that was one requirement.

The other, he added -- he said, "I would like to add

11

the following to my previously submitted comments:

12

Santolina has requested a water and water and sanitary sewer

13

serviceability statement.

14

Water Authority Development Agreement as it supplements the

15

Development Agreement," and then no. 2, "The Water Authority

16

Development Agreement will then need approval from the Water

17

Authority Board."

18

This shall be issued prior to the

And then no. 3, "The Water Authority is aware of the

19

Level A and Level B process.

20

on Staff and with the developer."

21

asked -- and the Staff member of the Utility Authority is

22

Chris Cadena.

23

had been issued, and he said the statement has not been

24

issued.

25

They have communicated with us
One other question that I

I asked him if the serviceability statement

So all of these -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

So do you -- according to
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1

that do you understand -- or they understand that for

2

approval of this, they have to have a Development Agreement?
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, I think that would be

4

appropriate to -- a question to ask of the agent, and

5

they'll be speaking next, but I just wanted to get that in

6

the record about what the comments were, and I -- I -- from

7

what I've heard, that, yes, they're definitely working on

8

this.

It is under discussion, under negotiation.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10
11

MS. VEREECKE:

The Development Agreement?
That is my understanding,

Mr. Chair.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. VEREECKE:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MR. VEREECKE:

Okay.
And then we can -Anything else?
John Barney is on the way, so we

16

can come back to him later or just to, say, too, his

17

comments have been provided.

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. VEREECKE:

20

Let's move on.
Okay.

Next up, if you're ready, we

would have the agent.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MR. STROZIER:

Okay.

Go ahead.

All right.

Mr. Chairman,

23

Commissioners, once again, my name is Jim Strozier,

24

principal with Consensus Planning, and if I can get the

25

video, the PowerPoint, I'm not sure which button -- if I hit
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1

a button it will probably shut the whole thing down.

2

have copies as always of the current matrix and handouts for

3

you all, so you can see the changes in hard copy that I know

4

you have electronically as well.
All right.

Awesome.

Thank you, Catherine, and -- and a big -- a

6

big thank you to all of the County Staff and Agency Staff.

7

We've been meeting with them on an ongoing basis since we

8

started this process for the Level B, and we recognize that

9

there's a lot of effort that goes into this process from

10

their side of this, and so we have meetings.

11

comments.

12

then have to review the -- our responses.

13

and we've worked, I think, extremely cooperatively together

14

to make sure that we're trying to package this information

15

as efficiently as possible so that we're trying to make the

16

review not only by -- by the Staff and agencies but also

17

yourselves so that we're providing it as clear and concise a

18

package as possible, and hopefully we've been able to

19

accommodate that as we go through this process.

20

They provide

We generate responses to those comments.

They

We've tried to --

So the development team has not changed.

Garrett

21

Development Corporation is the asset managers for the

22

property owner.

23

Topmiller with the Bohannon Huston will be part of the

24

presentation today.

25

through the process.

Bohannon Huston, engineering, and James

I'll turn that over to him as we go
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And then SEC Planning has been helping on the planning

2

and the production of the master plans.

Ourselves, David

3

Tausig and Associates is responsible for all of the fiscal

4

and economic analyses that have been done as part of this --

5

this process.

6

Level A.

7

here today if -- if there are questions of them, and then

8

Rodey Law Firm and John Salazar has been involved also

9

through Level A and is part of the project team as well.

They were also involved in that process from

So we have consistency on that level, and they're

10

So with regard to today's hearing, we're trying to

11

organize this into discussion about the environment and open

12

space and then government and public services.

13

tried to address those.

14

have before you is organized as a response to the different

15

issues that come up in this process.

16

So we've

The matrix, once again, that you

So with regard to the PCC requirements for environment

17

and open space, government and public services, we deal with

18

energy efficiency, the class II archeological survey, public

19

facilities and how they're funded, and the no net expense

20

question and human services facilities.

21

revisions to the Level B plan, which we've provided based on

22

the comments and discussions and meetings, and then I'll

23

provide a conclusion, and we'll go onto next steps.

24
25

We've made

So, once again, the matrix that you have is organized
in -- in a couple of components.

One is the agency

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

1

TR- 37
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5430

7.A.e

comments.

2

to extract that out of the Staff Report that is relevant to

3

the topics we're discussing today, and we've provided their

4

comment and how we've addressed it in that matrix.

5

So every comment that we've received we've tried

We also have the Level A conditions of approval and our

6

status on those as well, and then the Planned Communities

7

Criteria for Level B.

8

address those three components, and just as a sample for

9

what that looks like, once again, the comments are on the

10

So we've organized that matrix to

left, and the response is on the right.

11

And in addition, so a lot of times those responses may

12

say there's a comment that something needs to be changed,

13

and our response is agreed.

14

we move forward with the redlined version of the Level B

15

Master Plan, you will see that comment reflected in the

16

text.

17

So what that means is that as

So where we've agreed if they have suggested a change

18

something or a refinement to something, that would be

19

reflected in the text.

20

forward.

21

additional dialogue on that.

We agree with that, and we'll move

If it warrants more discussion, then we go onto to

22

MS. HERTEL:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. HERTEL:

25

Mr. Chair, I have a question.
Go ahead.

I think this approach is starting to

look good, but when you have a comment from an agency and
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1

then you're trying to incorporate it into the document to

2

address those comments, where do you track that they're

3

agreeing that you've -- that they've -- that you've

4

addressed it properly in your document or however you're

5

addressing it?

6

it's completed?

7

You put down completed, but who else agree

MR. STROZIER:

So I think that -- and I'll get

8

into this in more detail, but I think the answer to that

9

question is that it is an iterative process, and so where we

10

have -- we have made those statements, we have tried to

11

follow up with those agencies and -- and continue that

12

dialogue so that by the time we have the next hearing, which

13

is anticipated to be the final, redlined version of the

14

Level B Master Plan, there -- it is also likely that there

15

will be findings and conditions.

16

So if there is something that there is still an

17

outstanding issue related to that topic, there might be a

18

condition.

19

conditions that need to be placed on the document as it

20

moves forward from the CPC to the BCC.

21

Our goal is to try and minimize the number of

MS. HERTEL:

I just don't think you should write

22

down that the thing is completed until you have some

23

agreement that it's completed.

24

you know, the next party -- the party that made the comment

25

agrees it's done.

That's your opinion until,
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MR. STROZIER:

Understood.

I think if it's -- if

2

it's -- if it's a comment that's fairly straight forward and

3

they've asked us to do X and we have agreed and we have --

4

have incorporated that into the document, then we've

5

anticipated that they asked us to do it, we've done it, no

6

need to revisit.

7

MS. HERTEL:

You just need another column on your

8

matrix saying -- you know, letting somebody else agree that

9

it's done.

10

MR. STROZIER:

11

MS. HERTEL:

Sure.
And you should number your -- number

12

all your items on the matrix so it's easy to refer back to

13

them.

14

down," you know, number whatever.

15

MR. STROZIER:

16

Then you do have to go, "Oh, page 22, the third box

Okay.

That's good suggestion;

appreciate that.

17

MS. HERTEL:

18

MR. STROZIER:

All right.

Thank you.

So same thing with regard to the

19

Planned Communities Criteria, once again, that is the -- you

20

know, the Comprehensive Plan sets up the big picture idea

21

that the Reserve Area is appropriate for planned communities

22

as the development -- as the preferred development scenario

23

for that -- for that portion of the Comprehensive Plan.

24

Planned Communities Criteria document actually spells out

25

what we need to address at each step of the process, and so

The
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1

we have pulled out the Level B requirements directly out of

2

the PCC and have addressed those in the -- in the matrix as

3

well.
So with regards to the Planned Communities Criteria for

5

energy efficiency, we have goals that we've incorporated,

6

and then we've also incorporated design standards into the

7

process, and those are to evaluate energy use within the

8

community, identify renewable energy resources.

9

been working with PNM on a couple of sites on Western

We have

10

Albuquerque Land Holding's property for solar facilities,

11

encouraging the production, recycling and reuse of resources

12

as things develop as part of the process.

13

And also, we've incorporated the Home Builders

14

Association of Central New Mexico's build green New Mexico's

15

program into the residential component of the -- of the

16

project.

17

The class II archeological survey, so it's been in

18

process.

I'm happy to say that it is finished.

It has been

19

-- it is being transmitted to the SHPO probably today.

20

will provide a copy to the County Staff as well that

21

includes both the report and then all of the individual

22

detailed site analysis reports that also go to the SHPO as

23

part of that -- that process.

24

came up in Ms. VerEecke's comments, and I think we're going

25

to hear from somebody today that the directional arrow was

We

I will say that I know it
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1

one of the sites that was identified and is incorporated

2

into that report, and there's data and information that is

3

being provided with regard to the aviation directional arrow

4

that exists on the site, and we're aware of that and where

5

it's located as part of the process.

6

MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chair, I have a question about the

7

class II archeological survey.

8

information you obtained is sensitive, and so that will be

9

provided to the County Staff, and I understand that, but it

So I read that the

10

also talks about the areas that are being studied are

11

potential road corridors and utility corridors.

12

the initial January plan.

13

-- does that give us some idea of, I guess, where those

14

locations will be?

15

MR. STROZIER:

That was in

So I'm wondering is that public

So, Mr. Chairman, Commissioner

16

Kelly, and I think we're happy to make that information

17

available to you all at your request.

18

sensitive.

19

there in the -- in the public domain, because there's risks

20

associated with doing that.

21

they could go try and find them.

22

process that we have gone through with the class II is -- so

23

SWCA is the consultant.

24

SHPO.

25

the areas, and the -- that they would field survey.

It's -- it's just

We don't typically put that information out

If people know where sites are,
Most of the -- so the

They met with the Staff at the

They came up with the sampling scenario, identified
They
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have done that.

They've generated the report.

2

So I think with regard to the comment about utility

3

corridors and roadways, we surveyed much more than that.

4

was over 20 percent of the Level B area excluding -- I think

5

the comment that you may be referring to is that the issues

6

related to the areas that are already been set aside as

7

major public open space and open space in the plan, that the

8

only areas that are going to probably be focused on in those

9

areas will be roadway corridors and utility corridors that

10

It

pass through that open space.

11

Those areas, it was felt, I think both by our

12

consultant and the SHPO, that the areas that have already

13

been set aside for preservation do not have the same need

14

for survey work as the areas that we're proposing to

15

develop, and not that that won't happen at some point in the

16

future, but it's not a development issue, per se.

17

MS. KELLY:

18

MR. STROZIER:

19

That can maybe just be clarified.
And we can take a look at that

text.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. HERTEL:

Commissioner.

So on the -- to suggest that perhaps

22

the roadways and those areas that are -- as part of the

23

mitigation plan --

24

MR. STROZIER:

25

MS. HERTEL:

Those would be --- is that kind of what I'm hearing
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1

you say.

If it's in an area that's -- if the sites in an

2

area that's for open space --

3

MR. STROZIER:

4

MS. HERTEL:

Yes.

5

opposed to something that's in a roadway where it's going to

6

be torn up eventually?

7

MR. STROZIER:

8

MS. HERTEL:

Is that --

9
10

answer.

Yes.

So --

I'm not trying to give you the

I'm trying to ask you is that the answer?
MR. STROZIER:

And this is a little bit out of my

11

wheel house, but I've been -- I've done with it enough, I

12

think I can respond to that.

13

Boulevard extension was -- is a proposed new roadway

14

corridor that would extend up through the escarpment area

15

and connect from the area down below to Santolina Level B

16

planning -- planning area.

17

So -- so, for instance, Gibson

So we recognize in this process that it -- at the time

18

that that roadway is being designed, that our specific

19

archeological surveys of a corridor will need to take place

20

as a part of that design, and any sites that are encountered

21

within that corridor typically are either avoided if

22

possible or mitigated as part of the construction of that

23

roadway and utility corridor, and so as much as possible,

24

especially in the area of the escarpment where we have a lot

25

of space to deal with, I think that our goal is to try and
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1

avoid those sites if possible once we've -- once we've

2

surveyed the corridor.
If it's impossible to avoid a site, then it needs to be

4

mitigated and -- and addressed through the SHPO process.

5

And same thing with the other development areas, that

6

they're -- there are sites that have been identified that

7

either -- and that mitigation has a whole scale of what that

8

-- what that entails depending on the type of the site.

9

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

So you've done the sampling

10

now that's 20 plus percent, but in the future when roadways

11

are further defined, there's going to be additional surveys?

12

MR. STROZIER:

13

MS. HERTEL:

14

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.
Okay.

Got it.

Exactly.

Okay.

All right.

In

15

terms of funding and maintenance of public facilities and

16

sites, so there's -- this is an area where the plan deals

17

with a certain level of discussion on -- on that, and the

18

fiscal and economic analysis looks at the question of no net

19

expense.

20

into the conversation -- because no net expense is one of

21

those things that it's identified first in the Comprehensive

22

Plan, and then it's -- it's identified in the Planned

23

Communities Criteria, and how that's incorporated into the

24

conversation is -- and just to let you all know as part of

25

the Level A Development Agreement, no net expense was

And then I thought it would be helpful to bring
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1

actually defined and is included in that Development

2

Agreement, and that language -- it's 7.1 in the existing

3

approved Development Agreement, and it says, "The

4

Comprehensive Plan provides that planned communities shall

5

not be a net expense to the County.

6

policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal of a

7

responsible balance of infrastructure costs including

8

construction, operation and maintenance shared between the

9

public and private sectors.

10

The no net expense

"The no net expense test is satisfied if the County's

11

on-site public expenditures and off-site public expenditures

12

reasonably allocated to the project have been or will be

13

offset by revenues and/or economic and physical benefits

14

direct, indirect, and induced from the project."

15

So one of things is that this idea of no net expense,

16

not only does it exist at every level in the policy side of

17

the document, but it also exists and is dealt with at -- on

18

our side of the equation, too.

19

A Master Plan.

20

that Level A Master Plan.

21

Agreement at Level A.

22

It's addressed in the fiscal and economic studies that were

23

done to support Level B, which are a refinement, just like

24

the Level A -- the Level B Master Plan is a refinement of

25

Level A, and then also the Level B Development Agreement

It's addressed in the Level

It's addressed in the studies that supported
It's addressed in the Development

It's addressed in the Level B plan.
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1

will drill down on that more as it starts to get more and

2

more specific.
All right.

So you've heard from County Fire.

We

4

continue -- we have met.

We continue to be working with

5

them and with the County Sheriff in terms of figuring out

6

their needs, and as was stated, making sure that that --

7

that those facilities come online as development occurs, and

8

there is phasing opportunities with that, but we are in

9

discussion about how to actually implement that as

10

development occurs over time.

11

MS. KELLY:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. KELLY:

Mr. Chair.
Go ahead.

Regarding police and fire, I read in

14

the plan at 7.7.1 that the City of Albuquerque Area Command

15

134 will serve Level B, and I read that the City of

16

Albuquerque Fire Station 14 will serve Level B.

17

explain that?

18

MR. STROZIER:

So can you

So -- well, right now, this -- one

19

of the question was -- because -- because there is

20

development out there, the existing Tierra West Mobile Home

21

Park exists, the detention facility, and there are other

22

businesses that are located out along what is basically the

23

I-40 frontage road, the continuation of Central Avenue as it

24

goes west out toward Shelly Road, and they provide services,

25

and that is -- and my understanding is that that is a shared

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

3

TR- 47
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5440

7.A.e

1

responsibility at this time.

2

the area, and there are also City facilities.
And as we would hope and expect, I think they're

4

cooperative in how they do that in these areas.

I think the

5

-- and if it's not clear we will -- we will revisit that,

6

Commissioner Kelly.

7

County facilities that will -- new County facilities that

8

will serve the Level B.

9

of Albuquerque facilities to provide that service.

The anticipation is that there will be

We will not be relying on the City
I think

10

what we're trying to do is acknowledge that some of those

11

nearby facilities right now are City facilities, and so it's

12

anticipated that there will be -- and I think the direction

13

that we've gotten is the preference would be a combined

14

public safety facility similar to Station 40 I believe it is

15

that would be -- would be implemented as part of Santolina

16

at some point in the future.

17

MS. KELLY:

So doesn't the same kind of agreement

18

need to be reached with the Fire -- County Fire and the

19

Sheriff's Office for those facilities, location, funding,

20

staffing, et cetera, as the same issue that APS is facing?

21

MR. STROZIER:

That should be addressed in the

22

Level B Development Agreement.

23

MS. KELLY:

But as part of our process, can't we

24

say that that -- not getting into the terms of the specifics

25

but have that as a checkmark that needs to occur before we
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approve Level B?

2

MR. STROZIER:

So the way the process is set up,

3

we don't enter into -- we don't -- we -- obviously we have

4

discussions with the various agencies and departments as to

5

how things are anticipated to happen.

6

Development Agreement is the vehicle by which the County

7

Manager and the County Commission put those -- put those

8

things in place in terms of the specifics as to how that

9

occurs.

10

The Level B

What we've tried to is, number one, from a planning

11

standpoint is, is the desire -- similar to our conversations

12

with APS, and I'll talk -- talk about that in a minute, but

13

that is their desire to have separate facilities, Fire and

14

Sheriff.

15

their desire is to have either of those, how much land do

16

they need?

17

requirements for them?

18

that into the planning process, and you'll see that

19

reflected on the land-use plan as -- and that -- we just got

20

additional comments, so that could potentially be refined

21

here, but -- but that's -- at the plan we need to make sure

22

that we're accommodating the desires of the departments in

23

terms of the type of facility, the location of the facility

24

and whether it's one facility, two -- just like with

25

neighborhood parks.

Is their desire to have a joint facility?

If

Are there preferred locations, locational
And so we've tried to incorporate

We have certain number of parks that we
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1

need to provide for community scale parks.

2

sure that we're thinking ahead about the DPS facility.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you.
Okay.

Go ahead.

So in terms of -- oh, and so

5

this -- actually on this slide we actually have a copy --

6

the little aerial photo here is of Station 40, and that's on

7

approximately six acres in terms of what the direction that

8

we've gotten is that's the type of facility that they would

9

like to see developed as part of the Santolina project, and

10
11

this is -- that facility happens to be located in Tijeras.
In terms of the Level B plan related to parks and open

12

space, we've looked at the requirements that are as stated

13

in the Level A master plan.

14

that identifies those.

15

same time that the Parks and Rec -- Parks, Recreation, and

16

Open Space Plan was being developed.

17

nature, and so it's really the Level A plan that takes

18

precedence over that, but they're -- they're very similar to

19

one another.

20

So there's a specific section

That was developed at the -- at the

They're consistent in

So we've identified and we've provided a red line of

21

the changes that we've made and in that discussion in terms

22

of identifying parks, recreation and open space and

23

calculate -- bringing it back to the amount of acre and

24

areas that are anticipated within that.

25

So community centers and aquatic facilities, we've also
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1

identified those as part of the Level B Master Plan.

2

are another facility that's incorporated in that.

3

of like the high school in that you get to 1.5.

4

anticipate that we will reach the threshold at the next

5

Level B plan to incorporate those facilities into future

6

residential villages that come online as a part of that.

It's kind
We

In terms of the major public open space, once again, we

8

have two significant areas that we've identified as part of

9

the Level B plan, one on the eastern escarpment, one on the

10

western escarpment.

11

and anticipated to be publicly owned open space areas.

12

All right.

Those are identified for preservation

Let's see.

Keep myself moving along here.

13

So, once again, analysis of the existing environment

14

conditions -- oh, this is actually where I turn it over to

15

James.

16

over to Mr. Topmiller and let him go through -- he's going

17

to go through drainage and water and wastewater, and then

18

I'll come back into -- but are there any questions before we

19

move on.

So with that, I'm going to turn it over -- turn it

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MS. HERTEL:

Go ahead.

Okay.

22

population.

23

some people in this area.

24

came to that conclusion?

25

I'm back -- back on the

You've got it figured out that there's 23,000

MR. STROZIER:

Could you explain to me how you

How we do that?

Okay.

So -- so

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7

Those

TR- 51
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5444

7.A.e

1

first of all, and I probably should have said this at the

2

beginning, because there was some conversation about this

3

among yourselves as part of the Staff's presentation.
So we don't do -- the overall population projections

5

that we have used in looking forward in terms of the overall

6

master plan are developed by -- there at UNM.

7

their actual -- the group that does it.

8

information to MRCOG.

9

the preparation of their 2040 Metropolitan Transportation

10
11

I forget

They provide that

MRCOG utilizes that information in

Plan.
We use those numbers, and we work with MRCOG and their

12

transportation model and how we -- how we allocate

13

population and jobs in that future.

14

you'll hear a number thrown out, 311,000 people in -- new

15

people in Bernalillo County by the year 2040.

16

-- that number comes out of that process, not from us.

17

then when we do --

18
19
20

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

So in terms of --

That's their
And

So is your number based on

acreage in your area now or dwelling units?
MR. STROZIER:

So our area, when we drill down

21

onto Level B, we look at the residential areas, the various

22

components.

23

are anticipated, housing of different types will be

24

developed in those various areas specific to the acreage,

25

and we try and allocate those to the residential villages,

We do have -- and so we look at how many units
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the low, medium, and high density areas.

2

anticipated that mixed use areas will have a housing

3

component, we allocate a certain amount of dwelling units to

4

that.

5

If it's

And I say that with the caveat that the Comprehensive

6

Plan has a cap.

So overall, gross, basically it's not

7

exactly this, but pretty much most of the area falls within

8

the reserve designation of the Comprehensive Plan, and that

9

sets a cap of an overall gross density of three dwelling

10

units to the acre, and also we operate under that as well.

11

So that's a factor that we look at to make sure that we're

12

not anticipating too many units in this first phase versus

13

the overall development of the entire Level A area.

14

of that development at the end of the day has to fall within

15

that overall cap that is set by that the Comprehensive Plan.

So all

16

And then we look at those dwelling units by the

17

different types, and we look at the demographics for

18

Bernalillo County in terms of the typical number of people

19

per household, and that number gets us to the population

20

that is generated by that number of dwelling units, and

21

that's similar to what -- although APS does it much more

22

elaborately than we do, because they're actually looking at

23

not just the number of people per household but how many

24

elementary school kids, middle school kids, and high school

25

kids are generated.
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2
3
4

MS. HERTEL:

So what do you think the next phase

is going to be after this Level B phase?
MR. STROZIER:

So in terms of anticipated --

probably to the south of --

5

MS. HERTEL:

6

MR. STROZIER:

Not where.

When.

Oh, when.

So we've anticipated

7

that that would probably occur somewhere in the -- and I'll

8

say all these take so long to get through these processes,

9

that we're probably -- you know, the start date just gets --

10

MS. HERTEL:

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MS. HERTEL:

13

MR. STROZIER:

14

MS. HERTEL:

15

Yeah, ball park.
2035ish.

So another -For the next phase of -So like 15 years down the road after

this one's off the ground?

16

MR. STROZIER:

17

MS. HERTEL:

Yes, probably at the soonest.
All right.

So that's when the

18

aquatic center occurs and will accommodate the zoning on the

19

next phase.

20
21
22
23

MR. STROZIER:

We -- we don't know at this point,

but it's -MS. HERTEL:

But on this phase now, the population

that you're using dictates one-and-a-half aquatic centers.

24

MR. STROZIER:

25

MS. HERTEL:

Right.
So that means you only build the one
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1

that you've got proposed.

2

that live in this area have to wait another 15 years to get

3

their other half aquatic center.

4

you'd round up and get these people better services for the

5

first 15 years.
MR. STROZIER:

I think it just seems like

So there will -- I understand the

7

question and the -- and the concern.

I think that the way

8

that will work is that there will probably be some overlap

9

in the planning, design, and implementation of the next

10

Level B Master Plan.

So we don't want to -- you don't want

11

to finish, get everything done and then have a delay in

12

terms of getting the next phase ready to go.

13

be planning and anticipation for that, and really those --

14

the implementation of those facilities is really geared

15

towards population, and if -- if there needs to be a site if

16

things happen sooner, if -- if the absorption and the

17

development takes place on a faster schedule, then those

18

facilities could be -- come online sooner in the process.

19

Whether they're located on this side of the line or that

20

side of the line, I think that's -- that's a question, and

21

if it's the desire to look at bringing those -- at least

22

thinking about the siting of those within this area as

23

oppose to do pushing them into the next development area, we

24

just -- and I -- I think in reality that conversation gets

25

done with the Staff in terms of the best -- the best

So there will
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1

location for those facilities so that they serve the most

2

people, the most conveniently, and if it's desired that we

3

look at potentially moving those facilities into this area,

4

it will be implemented, you know, in discussion with Staff

5

at the appropriate time.

6

MS. HERTEL:

Sure.

It's likewise with community

7

centers.

8

seems like that the initial group of residents could be

9

shortchanged, and then I'm hearing you use words like, "It

10

probably could happen this way or could happen that way,"

11

and that doesn't sounds definitive enough to cover it.

12
13
14
15
16

It's one-and-a-half community centers, and it just

MR. STROZIER:

Right.

At some point our crystal

ball is -- we're trying to look out at that.
MS. HERTEL:

Yeah, I know some of that is

supposition and whatnot.
MR. STROZIER:

Right, and how long these things --

17

and how long that absorption takes, and if -- and as was

18

commented, the great -- after the great recession, the --

19

our population growth went to I think -- went to negative

20

during the recession, and it's picked back up, and in

21

Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque, it's -- it's

22

-- we have been seeing some growth and, in fact, those

23

population projections that I referenced, when we started

24

the process for Level A, we were utilizing the 2035 MTP and

25

the population projects that had been done prerecession, and
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they were very much higher --

2

MS. HERTEL:

3

MR. STROZIER:

Right.

I'm sure.

-- than the new.

So these -- these

4

population projections that we've been using are

5

significantly lower and changed dramatically from 2035 to

6

2040 from their planning.

7

and those get adjusted every five years as part of that

8

process.

9
10

MS. HERTEL:

So we have -- we -- we use that,

Okay.

I've got a couple more

questions.

11

MR. STROZIER:

12

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.
In your matrix, and unfortunately

13

there's no number.

It's an entry where it says is the

14

hearing date is 6-26, but it has to do with land use and

15

open space and what's going to be set aside, and then the

16

comment, your comment is this is going to be part of the

17

Development Agreement.

18

this time because it's going to be part of the Development

19

Agreement, so not the purview of this -- of this group.

20

MR. STROZIER:

21

MS. HERTEL:

So basically not responded to at

Correct.
And you've got that comment on a

22

number of things, and some of them I get it.

It's related

23

to funding, and I understand that you're trying to defer

24

those to the Development Agreement, but not all of these.

25

Not all the ones that have that, "This will be part of the
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1

Development Agreement," are related to funding.

2

you need -- I'm going to suggest you go back and kind of

3

revise those comments, because --

4

MR. STROZIER:

5

MS. HERTEL:

We'll take a look at those.

-- it is not out of our purview.

6

is to be looked at by this group.

7

MR. STROZIER:

It

And I will -- I will certainly do

8

that, and I would suggest if you have specific ones that

9

you've identified, if you share that with Ms. VerEecke, with

10

the Staff, they can provide that to us.

11

that I address those specifics.

12

all of those, but if you have specific ones that you have

13

identified, if you pass those along, we will certainly --

14

MS. HERTEL:

Sure.

I can make sure

So certainly I will look at

I actually have five, five

15

right here, and I recognize the system where you use the

16

word "funding" that you were trying to make --

17

MR. STROZIER:

Okay.

And there may -- so your

18

comment, there may be other aspects that do need to be

19

addressed as part of this process, and we will try and

20

address those.

21

MS. HERTEL:

22

MR. STROZIER:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MR. TOPMILLER:

25

morning to you.

Okay.
Okay.
All right.

Go ahead.

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, good

My name is James Topmiller.

I'm with
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1

Bohannon Huston.

2

team for this Level B submittal.

3

is 7500 Jefferson, Northeast, Albuquerque, 87109.

If you need it, my address

We will look at an outline today.

My presentation is

5

generally as follows:

We want to review some of the

6

analysis of the more significant existing conditions,

7

environmental conditions on the property.

8

review the storm water and the water and sanitation sewer

9

master plan from a high level and look at those conditions

I will also

10

of approval that came out of the Level A process.

11

a quick check-in on Planned Communities Criteria, and then

12

we'll have a concluding statement.

13

We'll do

I won't spend any time on this when you've probably

14

seen it.

15

have it for reference, and we'll begin now with the existing

16

environmental conditions look.

17

This is the level B land-use plan.

I just want to

Primarily we are addressing PCC, which asks for

18

analysis of really many environmental factors in the Level B

19

plan area, but in the interest of time, we're just going to

20

hit on some of the significant ones and let you see those.

21

They include drainage -- or floodplains really, and what

22

that means to the drainage patterns there, soils, slopes,

23

and groundwater, and I'll really just hit groundwater real

24

quick right now.

25

Saline that sits on a body of water but it's pretty
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1

much saline.

2

deep, include being hot, above average in terms of

3

temperature and also acidic.

4

varies quite a bit, but in general, you might say it's 700

5

to 1,000 feet below the surface through much of the -- of

6

the plan.

Its issues include being

When I say it's deep, it

We talked about floodplain maps and the -- what it

8

tells us about drainage on santolina Level B.

9

lines are shown within the Level B area.

The blue

They are

10

floodplains, and in here we see there are really few FEMA

11

floodplains in the area, and as a result, really it's kind

12

of telling there are few major or distinctive floodplains or

13

floodways in the Level B.

14

process.

15

Engineers, and so County, AMAFCA, and FEMA would be involved

16

if we want to change those.

17

those in place but not always perhaps.

18

Altering these floodways is a

It is a federal process through the Corps of

Often we'll try to work with

The other thing you'll notice is a few three -- kind of

19

to the left of the picture there are three closed-loop blue

20

lines, which are representing depressions, natural

21

depression within the ground that was mentioned by County

22

staff, and what happens there is those are significant

23

depressions and really the drainage from the property or

24

drainage from those depressions and their basins does not

25

reach the river.
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1

We also did a -- did a soils map, and what we see

2

looking at this Level B imposed over the entire Level A area

3

is that all of the major Santolina soils group are

4

represented in the Level B plan area.

5

colors throughout Level A as in Level B.

6

you might guess, these are sandy soils on the West Mesa

7

area, and then we also find that both federal agencies, like

8

NCRS and our own geotechnical report that we prepared at

9

Level A and Level B are stated in that these soils are

Predominantly as

10

developable, and there's no doubt that developable means

11

that there are different levels of mitigation required for

12

one spot versus another, but they're all developable with

13

mitigation efforts.

14

MS. KELLY:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. KELLY:

17

Mr. Chair.
Hold on just a minute.

James, in the plan there's a

geotechnical section.

18

MR. TOPMILLER:

19

MS. KELLY:

Yes.

And it says that there's, "Preliminary

20

recommendation on foundation design based on slopes,

21

grading, soil conditions."

22

-- is that like a new recommendation that's different from

23

other places in the County because of the sandy soils?

24

then my other question is will those be incorporated into

25

regulatory standards?

Is it -- is that different than

And
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MR. TOPMILLER:

So here's -- here's my best

2

attempt at responding, Mr. Chair, Commissioner.

3

prepare a preliminary, and the term "preliminary" means

4

basically this time that they did a rough look at 20 or so

5

sites, drilled.

6

and most of them, probably around 20 feet.

7

We did

I think we got to 60 feet in some of them,

It's preliminary because they are so -- by the time you

8

get to a residential subdivision or individual commercial

9

lots, you're going to have individual spot locations that

10

could change the recommendations, and some -- some sites are

11

going to need more mitigation than other sites, and those --

12

and that can be regulated more at the building permit time,

13

because again, at that point you're looking site by site.

14

You're dealing with geological conditions on a site-by-site

15

basis, and so I -- you say regulatory.

16

going to -- most of that regulation is going to be done at

17

that time, the building permit, foundation.

18

MS. KELLY:

19

MR. TOPMILLER:

20

I'm thinking you're

And is that how it happens?
That's how it happens.

That's how

it happens.

21

MS. KELLY:

Now --

22

MR. TOPMILLER:

At this point we -- what we've

23

tried to do is simply point out that some geological

24

analysis was done, and it was across -- we didn't pick

25

spots.

We just put it equally -- distributed it equally,
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1

and it looks quite developable.

2

MS. KELLY:

3

MR. TOPMILLER:

Thank you.
The yellow

4

and greens are predominant on there, which is basically a

5

slope between zero and five percent, and you see that's a

6

significant part of the development area of Santolina.

7

you see the really dark colors, purple, blue, depending what

8

you see in color range, note that those are -- you know, the

9

master plan itself is distributed those for escarpment areas

10

and open space areas.

11

that.

12

All right.

When

So we use the slope map to help us do

We're going to talk about drainage next,

13

and Level A conditions of approval related to storm water

14

and drainage were essentially two.

15

these things, but essentially there were two.

16

talking about some tweaks to any inconsistencies within the

17

-- within the Level A drainage plan, even the submitted --

18

the second submitted, the addendum one.

19

those tweaks are still kind of in front of us, but they're

20

extremely minor, and the next thing was making sure that any

21

future Level B storm water, which now we're at Level B

22

stage, addressed and required compliance with the EPA MS4

23

requirements, and you've heard a lot about MS4 here already.

24
25

I collapsed some of
One was

So I think some of

We did full-build in 2025, and I'll show you the 2025
as well, drainage management plans.

Let me got back to the
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1

full-build real quickly.

2

this -- with the Level B drainage is two part.

3

is -- the first one is on-site management.

4

those natural depressions that we've talked about, that is

5

really, truly on-site management.

6

with development, those flows are going to stay within that

7

natural basin area.

9

Where we have

We will, even if -- even

In other areas, we will discharge developed flows as
Level B develops to existing AMAFCA facilities, primarily to

10

the east and extending down the escarpment.

11

full-build plan and 2025 plan.

12

One of them

Some key points about drainage is this:

So we had a

One is that we

13

complied with the Level A storm water master plan, which was

14

approved with some tweaks as I mentioned, still need to do.

15

Jurisdictions have included the County and AMAFCA, and I

16

show a private there -- in the future there will be some

17

"private jurisdictions."

18

because some of the drainage facilities will be managed by

19

-- at that level.

20

discharged through existing drainage facilities.

21

pointed that out a moment ago.

22

is County ownership and maintenance.

23

storm drain channels and storm drains, dam facilities,

24

whatnot.

25

This would be developer HOA,

Level B drainage is captured on site or
I kind of

Roadway drainage generally
AMAFCA owns the major

And development standards, just really quickly, hitting
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1

on light-impact development, water harvesting, conservation,

2

MS4 requirements for water quality, so we're hitting all

3

those, and they're not ignored in our -- in our plan.
All right.

Quickly moving onto water and sanitary

5

sewer, the Level A conditions of approval, there were

6

multiple.

7

them, and this is really what those -- those are saying is a

8

Development Agreement is needed.

9

timing, responsibility, and maintenance.

There are more than one, but I tried to collapse

It needs to address
It covers a list

10

of things you see there, supply, infrastructure, usage,

11

conservation, reuse, and phasing.

12

negotiations that are happening right now.

13

So those are part of the

And so where are we with the ABC -- I'm going to say

14

ABCWUA.

15

Utility Authority -- where are we with that agreement?

16

there has been some discussions already.

17

to that perhaps.

18

low-level, framework-like discussions that have been going

19

on for quite sometime.

20

management strategy, public hearings that you've perhaps

21

heard about already just in the paper, word of mouth,

22

whatever.

23

part of what's happening with the timing of the Development

24

Agreement with the Water Authority.

25

That's the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water
And

So this will add

We've said there have been some initial

There are also water resource

That is a part of -- in fact, that process is a

Next, well it talks about Santolina has provided the
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1

Water Authority with key development information, and we've

2

done that; been feeding it to them over time.

3

like water demands and population concepts, phasing as the

4

Level B proposes it, et cetera, what land uses are and how

5

much water they'll use versus the next land use.

6

And with that, over those time -- over that same time

7

period and today even, the Authority is providing capacity

8

and infrastructure studies, and that information we gave

9

them, it's -- it's turned into those studies.

And there has

10

been an initial DA draft submitted to the Water Authority

11

for talking points, for beginning a more detailed discussion

12

of this language and this paragraph and so on.

13

hasn't gone very far yet, but it is in front of them.

14

So what's next?

And that

There is a -- we're going to move from

15

the serviceability letter that you saw with the Level A

16

process to what's called an availability letter, which is

17

much more specific and really needed a lot of information

18

from the Level B submittal.

19

talk about that, where the timing of where the Water

20

Authority is today.

21

Keep that in mind, too, as we

The Level B submittal gave them additional information,

22

more detailed information, which helped them to do better

23

capacity infrastructure studies, and then, of course,

24

finally, the Development Agreement is where we're all

25

headed.
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Like drainage, there are full-build and 2025 conceptual

2

water and sewer master plans.

3

the PCC criteria, we needed to provide these, and

4

"conceptual" is the term there.

5

full-build and phased plans so the Level B has these

6

particular drawings in them.

7

You know, in accordance with

Water and sanitary sewer

Understand that from a water perspective, it's a fairly

8

simple standard level of service concept, and that is, we

9

have infrastructure on the north side of I-40, which is

10

highly underutilized, greatly underutilized, which is not

11

good for tires.

12

good for sewer systems.

13

system there, it's good to use it.

It's not good for water system.

It's not

You want to -- when you have a

14

So the idea here for this early phase, this first

15

phase, this first Level B is to utilize that infrastructure

16

and bring it south, and so you see the lines that are

17

extending south into the Level B from north of I-40.

18

So that is using water from -- physical water from

19

existing system.

20

really isn't a water supply exhibit.

21

differently.

22

things fall under water supply.

23

We call there efficient.

Note that this

That's addressed

Water supply charges, payments, those kinds of

So here's the sewer full-build.

24

MS. KELLY:

James.

25

MR. TOPMILLER:

Yes.
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1

3

Mr. Chair, I have a couple of

questions about the water before you move into the sewer.
So I saw that in the water supply charge discussion in

4

the plan that there's contemplation that WALH will provide

5

funding for acquisition of water rights.

6
7

MR. TOPMILLER:

10
11

Yes, and that is the water supply

charge concept.

8
9

So --

MS. KELLY:

So it's understood that there's

additional water rights required in order to serve
Santolina?
MR. TOPMILLER:

Well, Mr. Chair, Commissioner,

12

it's difficult to answer.

13

have for me might be difficult to answer simply because the

14

Water Authority is going to make that call.

15

that additional water supply by new water rights is not

16

needed, then they're going to -- they're going to do this in

17

a different way.

18

self-sustaining and at no net expense to existing customers,

19

and so that can be done a lot of ways.

20

going out to -- to buy additional water rights right now.

21

Many questions that you might

If they feel

They're key thing is Santolina needs to be

MS. KELLY:

It may not mean

And I have a real physical question.

22

Typically water is extended via trunk zones, right?

23

saw that there's a trunk zone, the Atrisco trunk zone.

24

MR. TOPMILLER:

25

MS. KELLY:

And I

Right.

But this water is proposed to come
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from College.

2

Is that --

MR. TOPMILLER:

Typically, Mr. Chair,

3

Commissioner, "typically" is the right word.

It's just

4

there are often physical reasons to change that, and so you

5

see that at Mesa del Sol, which draws from -- I forget the

6

trunk names now but it brings it across the Tijeras Arroyo,

7

and now, you're in a different trunk, but it made sense,

8

because you got -- Mesa del Sol is an appendage.

9

is an appendage that needs water, and right up here is a

Santolina

10

trunk with a lot of capacity, and so you make practical

11

decisions to preserve the infrastructure and use it

12

efficiently, and so, yes, you're right.

13

do that.

14

MS. KELLY:

15

MR. TOPMILLER:

16

MS. KELLY:

17

MR. TOPMILLER:

18
19
20

Typically we don't

And then -And may I also say --

Yeah.
-- I don't know what the Water

Authority's going to actually say in the end.
MS. KELLY:

So that's still a subject of

discussion?

21

MR. TOPMILLER:

22

MS. KELLY:

Exactly.

And then my last water question is

23

that, I saw that the area to the west of Shelly Road

24

couldn't be served by water zone 7W, and so they said

25

temporary water service from 8W might be allowed.

So what
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would that be?

2

MR. TOPMILLER:

Well, that's why it gets pretty

3

jumbled up in that area, in that industrial park area up

4

there in terms of showing blue lines, which are water

5

infrastructure, and I believe the notes says -- which would

6

be note 6, if you had it in your plan.

7

water" -- no.

8

what I'm looking at.

9

lies above water zone 7 based on -- and so development --

Here we go, note 4.

It says, "Localized

It's very small print on

"The western portion of the industrial

10

final service configuration shall be based on actual

11

circumstances timed development.

12

installation of private or public booster station, site

13

grading, land uses with no water use, connection to existing

14

line."

15

Service options include

Depending on what comes in -- for instance, if it's a

16

solar project, there is no water need.

17

quickly.

18

may get a metered service line extension.

19

ways we could do this, but ultimately for that area, we're

20

considering probably an elevated water tank such as you see

21

at Mesa del Sol.

22

We solve that one

If it's a -- if it's a real low water user, they
There's a lot of

Again, the Water Authority may change all of that, but

23

that has been some discussion that makes sense that was done

24

at Mesa del Sol, et cetera.

25

MS. KELLY:

Thanks, James.
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. TOPMILLER:

Thank you.

Go ahead.

So we now -- I'm just showing you

3

there is a phased plan for the water at 2025 and a phased

4

plan to sanitary sewer.

5

sewer planning at the Santolina Level B project is -- is

6

along these lines.

7

plan, and during that Level A process, remember that we did

8

receive a letter of ability and willingness to serve

9

Santolina.

We are complying with the Level A master

So we have gone that far with the Authority.

We

10

know that they are available to the Level B project; that

11

we've just reviewed the conceptual water and sewer plans,

12

and we've talked about how subject they are to change, and

13

this master plan includes -- I don't have it down here.

14

can see I filled the page, but the planning includes water

15

conservation, reuse concepts.

16

don't have them kind of all listed here, but they're --

17

they're in the -- they're in the framework of discussion.

18

The idea of extending services is based on efficient

19

utilization from existing water and sewer infrastructure,

20

and to some extent the Water Authority certainly has that in

21

mind, too.

22

are discussions and data sharing and capacity studies

23

ongoing at this very minute.

24
25

You

It's a big picture, and I

We do need that Development Agreement, and there

So we wanted to just reiterate past comments regarding
relevant -- what we consider key and relevant water facts.
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1

First one is this:

2

recently in a Water Authority bond offering, they made this

3

statement, which we think is key to understanding.

4

Authority believes that the water received pursuant to the

5

contract for San Juan/Chama water and rights to Rio Grande

6

basin water" -- so that's surface water and

7

underground water -- "will be sufficient to support in

8

perpetuity a customer population of more than one million

9

people.

11

In fact,

"The

Furthermore, the current service population is

approximately 660,000."
So if you recognize that the difference there between

12

the million and 660,000 roughly is -- is roughly 350,000,

13

340,000, and then Level A Santolina is only 100,000 people.

14

There's a lot of room for development within the region that

15

is -- includes Santolina.

16

Furthermore, relative to this submittal and this

17

application, level -- our Level B application is 20-, 23,000

18

population.

19

we're a small fraction of the 340,000 that could be added.

20

We're a lot less than that one million, and

Second bullet talks about we're not unplanned.

21

Santolina Level B is not unexpected or unplanned for.

It is

22

a demand for water in the region, and any development and

23

any number of people could be that demand as opposed to

24

santolina.

25

Water Authority's region is growing, and Santolina is just a

So all the population estimates show that the
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part of that.

2

And finally, if you're following the water resource

3

management strategy public hearings, the Water Authority is

4

moving to a hundred year plan, and they believe they can do

5

that.

6

like that.

7

I think I've read this.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Excuse me.

One of the

Commissioners has a question.

9
10

I'll say it with a caveat

MS. HERTEL:

I'm sorry.

I missed who authored the

report where it says there's a million and 660,000.

11

MR. TOPMILLER:

This came -- I'm sorry.

Mr.

12

Chair, Commissioner, this came from the Water Authority

13

itself.

It's -- they're their author.

14

MS. HERTEL:

15

MR. TOPMILLER:

16

MS. HERTEL:

17

The Albuquerque Bernalillo County -Yes.

Sorry, ABCW.

It's not like the state engineer

or --

18

MR. TOPMILLER:

19

MS. HERTEL:

20

MR. TOPMILLER:

No.

Okay.

Thank you.

Okay.

So I wanted to touch up

21

lastly with Planned Communities Criteria, and that is to say

22

that we were required to look at existing key site

23

environmental features.

24

conceptual drainage plan.

25

facilities -- facilities plans required by PCC.

We did that.

We need to provide

We provided that.

There were
We provided
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1

water, sewer, drainage, transportation, and dry utilities,

2

and there's a Development Agreement with the Water Authority

3

and the County.

4

Water Authority's in process, and finally, we provided all

5

these master plans and have address the Level A conditions

6

of approval and have met with Staff and agency, et cetera.

7

With that, I stand for questions.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
questions.

Okay.

I've got -- I've got some

You know, the Water Authority, you know, you

10

read that water's available.

11

we understand this Board, we don't approve or disapprove

12

water going to -- one thing that is in front of us is that

13

Development Agreement.

14

going to be done by the July meeting?

15

One of the things that -- and

Now, is that Development Agreement

MR. TOPMILLER:

I do not believe it will so.

Any

16

further -- I'll leave process questions to Jim to talk

17

about, but I don't believe it will be done by that time, no.

18

And as I mentioned through my talk a while ago, some of that

19

is connected to -- by their own choice.

20

what did Level B look like and the current, ongoing water

21

resources management strategy public hearings, which we've

22

all heard about.

23

little bit further into this whole process by their own

24

desires.

25

It's connected to

So they're pushing this and pushing us a

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, you know, one of the
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1

conditions that we had was we have a Development Agreement

2

between you and the Water Authority for approval of this

3

plan.

4

it with us, or is it with the County.

5

condition that this Board put on it, and it's a condition

6

that -- this Board is requesting a Development Agreement to

7

be able to approve this.

8

water.

9

have a big concern about that, of not having a water --

I think one of the questions that was asked is -- is

I know that we don't approve the

We can't -- that's between you and the thing, but I

10

Development Agreement between you and the -- and the Water

11

Authority.

12

your people and APS, too.

13

had on there, too.

14

things.

15

And, of course, it's not just you.

It's also

That's another condition that we

So, you know, we're looking at those

So, you know, I have -- I have some concerns with this.

16

You know, everybody's telling us, yes, we can provide it,

17

and everything.

18

provided, if there's an agreement to provide this water to

19

what we're trying to approve here in front of us.

We want to know if it's going to be

20

MR. TOPMILLER:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. HERTEL:

I understand.
Commissioner, you had a question.

Yes.

The location of your -- on the

23

location of your industrial in Level B Master Plan, can you

24

tell me how that area was chosen?

25

MR. TOPMILLER:

May I defer that to the planner?
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1

Okay.

Well, it does say it's to

avoid groundwater contamination and thus that's why --

3

MR. TOPMILLER:

Oh, you're looking at that

4

particular.

Well, relative to the location of industrial to

5

groundwater, I think, which is what you're asking --

6

MS. HERTEL:

Yes.

7

MR. TOPMILLER:

-- I talked about a range to water

8

in that area.

That's the highest part of the project.

9

probably in that thousand plus feet range from -- to

It's

10

groundwater.

Contamination -- and then I mentioned the

11

groundwaters already pretty contaminated.

12

anyway.

13

your question, but the contamination of any water below from

14

something -- a thousand feet above in soil conditions like

15

this without fractured rock, there's -- there is no -- no

16

opportunity for water contamination in my engineering

17

perspective or judgment.

It's not usable

Maybe that's not appropriate to your answer -- to

18

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

19

MR. TOPMILLER:

20

MS. HERTEL:

21

MR. TOPMILLER:

So elevation was probably --

Elevation you say?

-- one of the main reasons for -Elevation's a big one, the depth

22

of the water, and think about septic tanks, and then in the

23

Valley, for instance, septic tanks and leech fields exist in

24

the Valley and been part of the state requirements, but the

25

water table is not that far down.

It only takes -- it only
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1

takes tens of feet to provide pretty adequate cleansing of

2

water.

We're talking a thousand plus feet.

3

Okay.

Thank you.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. TOPMILLER:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

Okay.

Are you through?

I am.
Do we have any other questions?

If not, thank you very much.

9
10

That answers my question.

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you, James.

And I would just maybe add on to that, the conversation

11

from the land-use perspective on the industrial area.

We

12

have -- we have three existing uses out in that area on our

13

western boundary.

14

that is an existing use.

15

facility.

16

landfill.

One is a speedway that is an out parcel
We also have the County Detention

The jail is out there, and then we have the

17

So the three uses that we have out there in that area

18

today are not conducive to putting neighborhoods nearby as

19

it exists.

20

land-use planning, looking at identifying that western

21

portion of the property as appropriate for industrial-type

22

uses, and so that's part -- that was part of the thinking as

23

well that factors into that and which probably factored into

24

the location of some of those uses out there that are there

25

today, and so those are all -- those are all in place out

So that was another factor in terms of the
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2

there.
Also, just as I did talk to -- so as I mentioned, Nate

3

Perez from David Tausig and Associates is here, and I talked

4

to him while Mr. Topmiller was giving his presentation about

5

your question regarding getting to 1.5 and how -- he just

6

informed me that in terms of the fiscal analysis that they

7

do, they always -- they push those -- they round up.

8

don't necessarily round up from 1.5 to 2, but they always

9

push that up a little ahead in terms of their anticipation

10
11

They

of when facilities would come online.
So he said it was probably from than 1.5 to 1.7 in

12

terms of what they incorporate in their analysis, because

13

you know, once you get -- you reach a threshold, it's not

14

like once the County gets to the next 100 people or 200

15

people into that next threshold, they don't go out and build

16

those facilities ahead.

17

there to serve it, and so in our fiscal analysis, we look at

18

those levels of service, and they do try and push that

19

forward as opposed to holding it back in that analysis, and

20

if we get much more detailed than that, I'll have to get

21

Nate to respond to the question, which he's available to do.

22

MS. HERTEL:

They wait 'til the population is

Okay.

And if you push it forward,

23

then a location in Level B has to be designated for that

24

potential pushing it forward.

25

MR. STROZIER:

We'll take a look at that, yes.
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. STROZIER:

Anything else?

3

are for, if we proceed with the July hearing, is to have,

4

number one, a complete redlined version of the Level B

5

Master Plan that incorporates all the changes, a compiled

6

set of the matrices, and with the comments that were

7

received today in terms of numbering and also looking at and

8

making modifications as necessary to those ones where we

9

have deferred it to the Level B Development Agreement, we

10

will address those and pull those out separately by that.

11

And then we would assume that recommended findings and

12

conditions would come out of that process as well.

13

would be recommended by Staff to you all before any

14

recommendation to the BCC.

15

That

I -- I guess I would like to just really quickly

16

address the comment about the Development Agreement with the

17

Water Authority, and there's just a couple of points, and

18

one is, when we look at that, there's -- just to put it in

19

perspective, we really only -- I think you asked the

20

question of what's typical, how long does it take, our frame

21

of reference in terms of a similar kind of project is Mesa

22

del Sol.

23

Mesa del Sol, the Water Utility Authority Development

24

Agreement was not entered into until after the Level B

25

Master Plan was approved, and -- and so what we have -- so
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1

we have a condition which we have been -- number one, we

2

have started our discussions with the Water Authority about

3

the Development Agreement late last year.

4

it's not like we have waited to start any discussions with

5

his the Water Authority until -- until now or late in the

6

process.

7

have been waiting on two things.

8

the Level B planning area and land uses and that process and

9

additional information on how development will occur, and

10

then they're also working on their water resources master

11

plan.

They -- as Mr. Topmiller pointed out, they really
One is a better sense of

So as another governmental entity, we have -- we can't

13

-- we can't make them move that forward faster or slower,

14

but we are working with them and have been working with them

15

to try and get an agreement in place.

16

would like consideration from this Body that that

17

Development Agreement be addressed between the County

18

Planning Commission and the County Commission in terms of

19

approval.

20

We understand and

I will point out, I did -- I have looked at the

21

recommended conditions that came out of the CPC for Level A

22

and the final BCC approved conditions, and there were

23

significant changes that were made to the three -- there are

24

basically three conditions that addressed the Water

25

Authority and that Agreement.

All of those conditions were
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1

modified as part of the process from your recommendation to

2

what was adopted by the County Commission.
So we would just ask -- respectfully ask that you

4

consider that as we move forward.

5

done.

6

master planning process.

7

we speak, and they're -- I think that they're looking at

8

this Level B plan.

9

the egg on this a little bit in trying to make sure that

10
11

We're trying to get that

They are in the middle of their water resources
They're having public meetings as

So we get caught between the chicken and

we're doing what needs to be done.
We have been in front of them early, because we knew

12

that this was a condition that was placed on us by the BCC;

13

that we have to get this done prior to Level B approval, and

14

we understand that that's going to need to be done.

15

would just request that since we are likely to have several

16

hearings at the BCC level and dealing with the Development

17

Agreement as -- in concert with that, that you all allow

18

this to move forward with the recognition that it can't get

19

adopted without that agreement in place.

20

MR. MALRY:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MR. MALRY:

23

We

Thank you.

Mr. Chairman.
Go ahead, Commissioner.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Jim, hour next hearing is July 21st --

24

MR. STROZIER:

25

MR. MALRY:

Yes.

-- is that correct?

Now, will you --
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1

you think you'll -- will that, first of all, give you enough

2

time to get things lined up to move forward?

3

MR. STROZIER:

4

MR. MALRY:

Yes.

5

have a -- you may not -- you may or may not have an answer

6

regarding the water situation; is that correct?

7

MR. STROZIER:

Correct.

I would love to be able

8

to say that we will definitely have that agreement

9

negotiated and in place by the Water Authority, but I -- I

10

don't -- I don't think that's going to happen, and it's --

11

once again, it's -- we are beholden to them and their

12

process, going through that.

13

been pushing on that from quite a while ago so --

14

MR. MALRY:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

We are working on it and have

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
And, Jim, I understand you're

16

beholden to them, but we're not.

17

MR. STROZIER:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

Right.
And I don't even see anybody from

the Water Authority here today to answer any questions.

20

MR. STROZIER:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Right.
And, you know, as far as I'm

22

concerned, it's going to be pretty hard to move this on

23

without that, and we're here to recommend to the County --

24

and you said that the County on the Development Agreements,

25

there were some things that were changed --
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1

MR. STROZIER:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
those things?

4

act on this?

5

-- according to water.

What were

I mean, did they anywhere direct us to not

MR. STROZIER:

No.

I think -- I think one of the

6

clarifications was in the specific language about approve --

7

"prior to approval of the Level B plans" was incorporated

8

into that.

9

recommended by this Body and what was actually adopted, and

That language changed slightly from what was

10

I have -- there's a number of changes that occurred.

11

think in substance you're correct, Mr. Chairman, that this

12

Body recommended that a condition that required a

13

Development Agreement with the Water Authority be done --

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MR. STROZIER:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17
18

I

And that --- prior to Level B approval.
And that condition was approved

at the County level?
MR. STROZIER:

And the County Commission approved

19

that, slightly different language.

There's three conditions

20

that relate to that.

21

language a little bit, but if the basic premise that a water

22

agreement with the Water Authority be put in place, that's

23

-- and that's what we've been moving forward to try and

24

accommodate since we started this process so -- and we also

25

thought that the Water Authority might be here, but once

All of them changed in terms of the
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again, I think they were invited.

2
3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

What do you mean they weren't

invited?

4

MR. STROZIER:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

everytime where we talk about water.

7

people here to represent their department everytime.

8

mean --

9
10
11
12

They were.

MR. STROZIER:

They have a schedule our hearings

I

I can't comment what they knew.

They were -- I think they were invited.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I didn't know I had to send them

a special invitation.

13

MR. STROZIER:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MR. STROZIER:

16

MS. KELLY:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MS. KELLY:

19

the fiscal analysis because --

20

Everytime they've had

Yes.

I don't think you do.

Thank you.
All right.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Chair.
Go ahead.

Are we going to have a discussion of

MR. STROZIER:

If you have specific questions, we

21

have -- we can certainly speak to -- there were in terms of

22

agency comments that we received, there were no comments on

23

the fiscal analyses that was provided.

24

So there was one that was done with the Level A, and that

25

was -- that was approved as part of that, and then there was

That was provided.
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1

one that was specifically done and turned in as part of the

2

Level B analysis.

We have not gotten specific comments

3

relative to that.

So we did not address that in this

4

presentation.

5

Once again, Nate Perez is here from David Tausig and

6

Associates, and we're happen to have him address any

7

questions, present you a summary of what that provided, at

8

your pleasure.

9

MS. KELLY:

I would like that.

He's here, and

10

it's been a big issue for the public, and I'd like to hear

11

it.

12
13
14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

What is it specifically you want

to hear?
MS. KELLY:

Well, I guess my basic question is,

15

first of all, I haven't -- all be honest with you, I haven't

16

digested the Level B fiscal analysis.

17

but there's a lot of public comment to the effect that the

18

economic analysis for Level A did not include an assessment

19

of whether TIDs were going to be in play.

20

MR. STROZIER:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I'm not an economist,

Okay.
And that there was

22

representations at the BCC that TIDs would not be sought,

23

and the public has now brought it to our attention, and I

24

don't know the details or facts of it that TIDs have been

25

sought, and so I'm wondering if that's somewhat of a game
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1

changer for the Level B analysis.

2

MR. STROZIER:

Okay.

We can -- we can speak to

that.

I would just make the comment that, just to be clear,

4

at the Level A discussion TIDs were not -- TIDs and PIDs

5

were not on the table at that time.

6

reflected in the conversation and the presentations at that

7

time that as a -- as a potential future tool, those could be

8

sought, and so the fact that they were not being sought at

9

that time was correct.

They are now.

It was indicated and is

There has been an

10

application filed relative to those that -- once again, that

11

goes through a different process, but we can -- we can

12

certainly speak to that if -- Mr. Chairman, if you would

13

like, we can have Nate come down and address that questions.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, since it's not something

15

that we're going to thing -- so he can come and address it,

16

you know, but be quick about it so that -- because it's not

17

something that we're going to --

18

MS. HERTEL:

I have another question that kind of

19

relates to the economic and the -- and the open space, and

20

this is from your matrix, and I'm going to read the comment

21

from environmental open space, and it says, "The open space

22

network calls for setting aside major open space, parks,

23

trails, corridors, setting aside various bits of open space,

24

trails, corridors," et cetera, and then your comment or the

25

applicant's comment is, "The land B Developed Agreement will
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1

address open space, parks, and trails.

2

Agreement will be submitted to the County Manager."
So I interpret that that you're saying, well, because

4

that may be -- is a financial thing, so we're just going to

5

put the whole parks and trails thing up to the other

6

Commission?

7

MR. STROZIER:

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner, so in

8

terms of -- and I think we provided this as part of our

9

handout to you, the modifications to page 16 and 17 of the

10

document that reference the levels of service for the very

11

basic -- for the various parks and recreation facilities and

12

the text that we have updated relative to that is provided

13

to you.

14

changes with regard to neighborhood and community scale

15

parks and quantified the open space and park areas that have

16

been designated at this time.

17

believe that we have addressed the Parks and Open Space

18

questions and comments.

19

We have adjusted the land-use plan to reflect those

So from a plan standpoint, we

Relative to the fiscal side of that, the funding and

20

when things happen, that is more appropriately dealt with as

21

part of the Development Agreement in terms of the financial

22

aspects of that and timing aspects of that.

23

So we've identified them in the plan area.

We have

24

located them on the land-use plan, and in some case,

25

conceptually.

In some cases more specifically in terms of
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the park areas.

2

trail network that is part of the Level B land-use plan, and

3

so -- so some of those things we have addressed in changes

4

that we have made and specific modifications to the Level B

5

plan, and some will be dealt with in the Development

6

Agreement.

7

everything related to the Parks and Open Space to the

8

Development Agreement.

9

comments in the actual plan document and the master plan

10
11
12

We've identified our internal open space

So I don't want it -- we didn't just kick

We have addressed a number of those

map, itself.
MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Then I'm going to suggest that

you might want to look -- revisit that comment --

13

MR. STROZIER:

14

MS. HERTEL:

Elaborate on it, yes.
Revise it to say that, you know, the

15

location, et cetera, the space that's set aside but perhaps

16

just maintenance --

17

MR. STROZIER:

18

MS. HERTEL:

Maintenance and operation.
-- can develop in a -- because this

19

does not adequately represent what you're -- what you're

20

saying right now.

21
22

MR. STROZIER:

I agree, and we will -- and we will

take care of that.

23

MS. HERTEL:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

All right.
Okay.

question you want to ask him?

Thank you.
So what was the specific

I don't want to spend a lot
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1

of time on something that we're not going to act on here,

2

but if you need information --

3

MS. KELLY:

4

act on TIDs but, I do think that within the context of all

5

of the planning documents that we're asked to look at with

6

regard to this proposal, no net expense is always part of

7

it.

8

level and not the specific dollar amounts, et cetera, but to

9

me, understanding that TIDs are being applied for might

So I think that we're entitled to understand at some

10

relate to phasing questions.

11

if seems like the expert on the economic analysis is here.

12

We should take advantage of that.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I mean, I just don't know, and

Well, you know, we -- we're

14

probably going to recommend on the County a no net expense.

15

That's what we're recommending.

16

negotiated with the County Commission, I don't know if they

17

negotiated already or not, or they're just thinking about

18

it.

19

I don't want -- I don't want -- really want to hear about

20

how TIDs work, because it's not something that I --

I think that's what we need to know, you know.

21
22

MR. PEREZ:

25

I mean,

I could give about 30, 45 seconds

perhaps.

23
24

And if TIDs are going to be

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Okay.

Go ahead.

Try to

answer -MR. PEREZ:

I'll try to keep this quick.

Good
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morning, Commissioners Nathan Perez, Managing Director --

2
3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

This is a meeting of information,

so --

4

MR. PEREZ:

5

Good to see many of you again.

6

A process as well.

7

only the Level A, but each of the Level Bs, which will roll

8

up into the Level A and then each of the Level Cs which will

9

be further fractionalized, that no net expense continues,

10
11

-- of David Tausig and Associates.
I was here during the Level

Important to remember, embedded in not

and it has to be met at every level.
Additionally, it also has to be met with any TID or PID

12

application.

Those applications are on a review by the

13

County, but they're baked into there as well.

14

these applications and analyses start conflicting with each

15

other and we start sort of blowing or not satisfying any the

16

tests, we would not be able to get approval and continue

17

within each of those individual processes.

18

net expense within TID, within PID, and then Level A, B, and

19

C here as well.

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. PEREZ:

Okay.

So if any of

So there's no

Do you --

I mean, they are interrelated, of

22

course, but the models for each accommodate, and you know,

23

the expectation will satisfy at each stage as well.

24
25

MS. KELLY:

So let me -- I guess, so we were told

that there's 40 TID applications that have been filed for
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1

the Santolina area for Level B.

2

MR. PEREZ:

Uh-huh, for the entire site.

3

MS. KELLY:

Okay.

4

MR. PEREZ:

For Level A, yes.

5

MS. KELLY:

To me, not knowing what an application

6

looks like, wouldn't it be interesting to know does one of

7

them cover an aquatic center?

8

expansion?

9

schools?

Does one of them cover water

Does one of them cover drainage, open space,
I have no idea.

Do they have specific areas that

10

they're targeting so we might have a better idea of where

11

transportation infrastructure is envisioned, for example?

12

You know, DOT expressed a lot of concerns about the

13

impact of these developments on DOT roads and that there was

14

not public financing available for those.

15

you put the TIDs into the mix, does it make Level B a net

16

expense?

17
18

Should we not be looking at that?
MR. PEREZ:

The TIDs could not be approved if it

could not satisfy that test.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MR. PEREZ:

21
22
23
24
25

I have no idea if

Well --

They've not been approved at the time.

They're under review.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It hasn't been approved, so we

can't say that it's going to be part of this plan.
MS. KELLY:
process for TIDs.

Maybe you could tell us about the

Is it -- so it's a separate committee

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7.A.e

TR- 91
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5484

7.A.e

that hears it?

2

MR. PEREZ:

The Commission will hear it, and it

3

will be in negotiations with the County.

We've submitted

4

several large binders, quite large.

5

are well in excess of anything that's been submitted in the

6

Level A, Level B.

I mean, the analyses

7

MS. KELLY:

So are they heard one at a time?

8

MR. PEREZ:

It's in essence sort of a one large

9
10

TID that's sort of be fractionalized for phasing and
neighborhood purposes so -- but they will --

11
12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Is it approved just by the County

Commission or is there a commission to -- for --

13

MR. STROZIER:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

this goes to?

It will be the County.
-- that this goes to this?

Is it the Commission?

16

MR. PEREZ:

Uh-huh.

17

MS. KELLY:

So will they be hearing the TIDs

18

That

before they'll be hearing this plan?

19

MR. PEREZ:

What's the timing of that?

20

MR. STROZIER:

I don't know the timing -- Mr.

21

Chairman, Commissioner Kelly, I'm not sure the specific

22

timing.

23

Improvement District applications of which there are -- so

24

PIDs and TIDs are different -- different tools, that the

25

PIDs are likely to be heard sooner than the TIDs.

My understanding is that the PIDs, the Public

The TID
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1

applications require a higher level of review is my

2

understanding, and once again, as nate as mentioned, I've

3

seen the binders.

4

those myself, but they are extensive analyses for each of

5

those applications.
And the PID is a -- is a relatively, I'm going to say

7

that, simpler process in terms of the analysis and the

8

overview.

9

process, and then the TIDs -- how that relates to Level B is

10

-- I would -- my crystal ball is not that good as to whether

11

or not that will be before them at the same time, before or

12

after.

13

So that is likely to proceed faster through that

MR. PEREZ:

And their financial consultants are

14

working through the cash flows and the packages associated

15

with them as well.

16

MS. KELLY:

"Their", their financial --

17

MR. STROZIER:

18

MR. PEREZ:

The County's.

19

MS. KELLY:

So if you put all the binders in

The County's.

20

order, 1 through 40, does it tell you the phasing that's

21

envisioned for Level B?

22

MR. PEREZ:

As best we understand at this time,

24

MS. KELLY:

Well, gosh, that would be --

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

yes.

If you want to get a binder, ask
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him.

2

MR. PEREZ:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. KELLY:

5

Yeah.
I don't want one.

What about a summary of each

application?

6

MR. PEREZ:

Sure.

7

MS. KELLY:

That would be really helpful to me.

8

MR. PEREZ:

Yeah.

9

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yeah.

And if anybody wants to go to

11

the County Commission hearing and express your concerns on

12

this --

13

MR. PEREZ:

But also an important segue, the Level

14

B under discussion today satisfies under our review of the

15

no net expense test as the Level A did given sort of the

16

heavy non-residential land uses on the site.

17

encouraging.

18

that lost.

19

So very

So I just wanted to make that point, not have

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yeah.

I just want to make sure

20

that we're not recommending that they approve them.

21

not recommending that they look at them.

22

concerned, it's a no net expense package that's going from

23

us to them.

24

MR. PEREZ:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

We're

As far as we're

All right.
Okay.

Any other questions?
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Okay.

2

MR. PEREZ:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

Thank you.
We're going to take a break.

Do

we need one?

5

MS. HERTEL:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

few-minute break.

8

(Note:

9

Yeah.
Okay.

We'll take just a

Deposition in recess at 11:35 a.m. 
and reconvened at 11:49 a.m.)

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

back.

12

up real quick, and --

13

MR. BARNEY:

Okay.

Let's get this meeting

Parks and Recreation, are you here?

Would you come

Morning, Chairman Chavez, Members of

14

the Commission.

15

manager for Parks, Recreation, and Open Space for the

16

County, and I just wanted to -- I really appreciate the

17

opportunity to share any comments, and I was at another

18

hearing, the CDRA hearing this morning.

19

appreciate you taking time to hear my comments.

20

My name is John Barney.

How do we turn on this?

Okay.

I am the planning

So I really

Chairman Chavez,

21

Members of the Planning Commission, in general from a Parks

22

and Rec standpoint, I don't feel like there's enough

23

information here relative to this level of a plan for us

24

really to make a recommendation.

25

more that's been included since the Level A plan, but I

I think there's been a lot
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1

think there's still a number of things we would like to see,

2

and my understanding, again, from reading the Planned

3

Community Criteria, this is essentially a sector plan.
Really need to -- in fact, under land-use, Level B, A

5

says, "Identification of land use by parcel, acreage, and

6

type, including residential, retail, commercial, other

7

non-residential space.

8

parks and in addition to the open space, which has been

9

identified, but where the park are going to be, where's the

10

community centers going to be, where the aquatics facilities

11

are going to be is important part of us evaluating the plan,

12

and they're not currently in there.

13

So the idea that place is where

Under A.4, "Delineation of open space system, parks,

14

recreation areas and links and land uses with identification

15

of proposed ownership, management and maintenance.

16

again, if you look at the exhibit here on page 17, which the

17

applicant has put together so show how they're meeting the

18

level of service standards required by the Parks, Recreation

19

and Open Space Master Plan, which is this document, which

20

was adopted in October of 2015 by the Bernalillo County

21

Commission, so all plans subsequent to that that come

22

forward are bound by this document.

23

So,

So if you look at the level of service being shown

24

there, first of all, there is -- there is no -- no

25

discussion about neighborhood parks or community centers or
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1

aquatic facilities -- I mean, there's one per each of those

2

two, but they're not located anywhere on this map here.

3

would like to see that those be located.
Furthermore, the fully inclusive playgrounds, we feel

5

like because it is such a substantial development at full

6

build-out, there should be a fully inclusive playground

7

included in it, because although it's not -- it won't reach

8

the full 1 per 50,000, it is -- this is actually the town

9

center, and so it would most likely be beneficially located

10
11

within this area.
Going down through some of the other facilities, as has

12

been previously mentioned by Commissioner Hertel, there --

13

they can came up with this motion of 1. -- or their math

14

shows 1.5 community centers and 1.5 aquatic facilities --

15

it's actually 1.54 if you do the math out, and I mean,

16

again, given the location, given this is going to be -- this

17

is one of the core areas of the plan where some the highest

18

intensity development is going to take place, we believe

19

there is a need for both those aquatics facilities and both

20

those communities centers, and in fact, we would also

21

recommend that -- that the community -- or I'm sorry, the

22

regional scale park come in with this application, which is

23

a little bit to the west of this area.

24

is so we can serve this part of the community in the future.

25

So, again, just this

Our other comments are that -- so in addition to me --
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1

just let me summarize sort of, we would really like to see

2

the matrix reflect -- and we're willing to work with the

3

applicant on that, what we're -- our perception of what they

4

should be and also have those facilities located just so

5

that they actually meet our level of service standards.

6

Right now, the applicant is just showing that there's

7

going to be 183.6 acres of community parks.

8

are one scale of park.

9

neighborhood park.

Community parks

It doesn't take into the account the

There's various scales of facilities

10

that a community needs, and they're important.

11

just one facility that is needed, one type of facility.

12

With respect to dedication, we would like to see a

13

discussion, you know, in the -- in the plan reflect that all

14

the open spaces and park shown on this level will be --

15

basically are serving these communities or the future

16

communities of Santolina primarily and, therefore, should be

17

dedicated, which is at no charge to the County so that it

18

actually is a -- at no net expense to the County.

19

It is not

Next point really deals with the process of dedication

20

phasing.

It's not clear from the plan other than, you know,

21

as development occurs that these projects would be -- or

22

these facilities would come online, and the problem from my

23

perspective is we just -- we won't know how to be sure that

24

we're actually -- that those facilities are actually going

25

to be accounted for in the revenue stream from the new
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development in this area.

2

me and to us in Parks, we need more of a -- of a phasing

3

plan or at least some triggers that would be -- so at a

4

certain point, you know there's going to be a certain number

5

of residences or if Level C comes forward, then at that

6

point, you know, the neighborhood parks would be in the plan

7

and/or dedicated.

8

There needs to be -- it seems to

Right now, it's just -- it's all -- it's, like, looking

9

at this huge area with all these facilities in the future,

10

but we have no idea when they're going to come online, and

11

that has a huge impact from a fiscal standpoint for us, so

12

-- and it's going to -- I mean, because it's not just like

13

when a facility comes online, then that money magically

14

appears.

15

working, you know, through finance department and the County

16

Commission to be sure that the personnel -- that the budgets

17

reflect these new facilities coming online.

18

there's a considerable, you know, up-front process to that

19

for us, and so if there isn't really a definitive plan, at

20

least -- at least from their perspective how they think this

21

is going to -- how this develops in the future, there's no

22

way for us to really gauge that and plan for it.

We have to be planning ahead of time to be

So there's --

23

And I think, furthermore, you know, this is not

24

necessarily in any of the planning, you know, policies or

25

documentation anywhere, but from a Parks and Rec
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1

perspective, these are community facilities.

We -- what we

2

do with our master plan, what we do with all our planning

3

processes is we make sure the community has an opportunity

4

to give input and feedback on what is being proposed.

5

put this all off to the future as development unfolds or as

6

-- you know, or it's going to be in the Development

7

Agreement, it precludes the community from having

8

opportunity to weigh in on the types of facilities and how

9

they're going to be used and how they're needed by the
community, what they're going to be needed for.

11

-- that is on a concern of ours as well.

12

So that's

In respect to the fiscal analysis, there was some

13

comments that we had.

We're happy to visit with the

14

applicant afterwards.

We've been in conversation with them

15

from time to time about different things, and we've been --

16

we do have a working relationship, but there -- we do still

17

have some concerns that they don't correspondence -- that

18

the fiscal analysis doesn't really correspond to the matrix

19

that we would propose be used.

20

And so, therefore, I mean, especially given -- you

21

know, if we don't, again, know what -- how the phasing is

22

envisioned over time, we would want the fiscal -- how can we

23

know, again, that there's going to be enough money to

24

support them, and so that fiscal analysis needs to be -- to

25

dovetail with the phasing, whatever that is, so we can see,

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

10

If we

TR-100
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5493

7.A.e

1

okay, you know, so this -- for example, if this part of the

2

area is going to come on first, okay.

3

many DUs does that represent?

4

in terms of tax dollars over time.

5

translate from, you know, directly to -- essentially to the

6

County's bottom line so we have enough money to pay for the

7

community facilities in that area, and that level of

8

analysis it's just done -- it's been done with overall Level

9

B area analysis, but it hasn't been drilled down to that,

Well, how many -- how

What does that then represent

10

and that's what's really going to effect us, because we

11

don't want, you know, a facility to come online that we

12

don't have the ability to fiscally support.

13

Anyway, I've said this two or three different ways, but

14

that's really a major concern of ours, and I think it gets

15

also to the TIDs, PIDs discussion that was raised earlier by

16

Commissioner Kelly, and I mean, if there's a PID or a TID,

17

it's my understanding that that's going to be -- you know,

18

that's -- would use -- would take a lot -- lot or most of

19

the tax dollars and basically put it into the development of

20

the capital infrastructure.

21

Well, that's great, but there's also the O and M costs,

22

and those are huge for us.

So we can't -- so we need to

23

make sure there is enough funding for both -- you know, if

24

there is going to be a PID or a TID in place, that there's

25

actually going to be sufficient funding, not just the
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capital portion of the project.

2

or TID, but there's going to be sufficient funding to --

3

coming to the County to then operate those facilities and

4

manage them and maintain them, and right now, it's not clear

5

to me that that is so.

6

It's going to go to the PID

I think in terms of the overall comments that are

7

specific to Parks and Recreation in here, I think that our

8

first comment is -- has been personally addressed with the

9

table narrative in the Level B plan relative to Parks and

10

recreation.

11

feel comfortable with that going forward.

12

haven't fully discussed with the applicant, but we had --

13

there has been effort to coordinate between us, between the

14

agent and us, and we'll look at that further, but if -- you

15

know, anyway, that's in process, but that hasn't been fully

16

addressed yet.

17

Our comment 2 has been addressed, and so we
Comment 3, we

I stand for questions.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I have a question.

You know,

18

when you're talking about the parks and the open space and

19

you're talking about the land hasn't been designated or

20

who's going to pay for what, is that -- is that negotiated

21

with the Development Agreement with the County Commission?

22

Is that something that -- it's not something that -- we know

23

where they're going to go, but we don't know who's going to

24

pay for them, or the land, is that donated, or where are

25

those agreements done?
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MR. BARNEY:

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

2

Commission, my understanding is -- I mean, their locations

3

and the number of them and kind of the acreage of what

4

they're -- that needs to be in the plan.

5

description of the phasing, so that we can know -- and the

6

phasing as it -- of the community facilities as it relates

7

to the development phasing in the future, and that needs to

8

be in the plan.

9

correct, the final dollars and cents piece, like how much

The -- at least a

So otherwise we can't -- but you're

10

will be paid for by who and at what point those get

11

triggered, that would be in the Development Agreement, but I

12

think the -- it is, again, my position that that strategy

13

should be defined more clearly in this plan so that in order

14

to inform you all's recommendation, Chairman Chavez and

15

Members of the Commission.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. NELSON:

Okay.

Question?

A little further clarification for

18

me.

Are we talking about two sets of costs?

There's

19

capital costs, and then as I understand it, I mean, who

20

maintains Parks and Rec?

Isn't it Bernalillo County?

21

MR. BARNEY:

Chairman --

22

MS. NELSON:

So you have costs associated with the

23

maintenance afterwards?

24
25

MR. BARNEY:

Is that what you're talking about?
That's correct.

There's two sets of

costs.
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MS. NELSON:

So that's not something that the

2

developer is expected to cover, or it's got to be your --

3

your personal -- not personal, your department's budget --

4

personal budget.

5

something that you have to plan for if you know that there

6

are, you know, four parks coming on in the next five years

7

and you try to figure out how to get personnel and supplies.

8

Is that what you have to do?

No, let's not say that.

But that's

9

MR. BARNEY:

Yes, Chairman Chavez, Commissioner

10

Nelson, well, so yes.

11

so that we can actually maintain and operate those

12

facilities, but furthermore, I mean, the notion of no net

13

expense means that there is sufficient tax revenues coming

14

to the County to be able to -- to support those O and M

15

costs.

16

is very much at issue in this plan, and the adoption of this

17

plan is -- we need to be sure that there is not going to be

18

-- that these are coming in at no net expense to the County.

We need to be able to plan in advance

So it's not -- so that's why it does -- it is -- it

19

MS. NELSON:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

24
25

Thank you.

Any other questions?

Commissioner.

22
23

Okay.

MS. HERTEL:

Are all aquatic centers the same

MR. BARNEY:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

size?

not necessarily.

We have basically two different types of
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1

aquatic facilities.

2

pool" we call it, and then the other is an indoor facility

3

that's operated -- it's operated year-round.

4

much more substantial facility.

5

both types of facilities, and then often as an adjunct, we

6

will also have -- may have a splash park or -- that may be

7

adjoining one of those.

8

purposes of our level of service standards, we just lump

9

them altogether.

We do not distinguish them.

10

our master plan.

We know that periodically we will need to

11

build what's called a regional facility or -- and we will be

12

-- we're working with the City and in some cases, APS to

13

identify where we're going to need a regional facility,

14

which would be that more indoor facility.
MS. HERTEL:

"Recreational

It's usually a

Both the City and us have

So we'll -- basically for the

That's within

So then this equation of

16

one-and-a-half per this number of people, you really kind of

17

need to know what size it is, don't you?

18

MR. BARNEY:

Chairman Chavez --

19

MS. HERTEL:

Have them specify -- maybe the

20

applicant should say, "This is an indoor or an outdoor

21

facility," or something like that.

22

centers, how big is a community center?

23
24
25

MR. BARNEY:

Likewise with community

Commissioner Hertel, Chairman Chavez,

they range.
MS. HERTEL:

That's something you'll have the
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1

dialogue with the -- with the applicants to get more

2

specificity to this?
MR. BARNEY:

Sure.

Commissioner Hertel, Chairman

4

Chavez, we would love to have that, more of a level of

5

specificity, but I mean, at this point, we're just getting

6

to the point of identifying where they're located and kind

7

of -- and we would definitely work with the applicant on

8

terms -- in terms of overall costs for and overall sizes for

9

our centers based on median size based on where we see them

10

trending and kind of what we're planning for our future

11

facilities.

We could definitely do that.

12

MS. HERTEL:

All right.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Thank you.

Now, have you expressed this to

14

the -- our Staff as to what you're requiring or what you

15

want done in this plan so that we -- and if we had, why

16

isn't it in our plan?

17

saying there's a lot of things that you'd like to see in

18

this plan before it's approved, but I just want to know why

19

the developer hasn't -- if he has to provide it, why hasn't

20

he?

21

MS. VEREECKE:

I mean, because, you know, you're

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, we

22

received these comments a couple of weeks ago and they are

23

-- they're included in the Staff Report, but I don't think

24

the applicant has responded to the comments yet.

25

still waiting for that, but in the next draft of the plan

So we're
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1

that is going to be submitted in a couple of weeks, we're

2

hoping that that will be included.

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Just make sure it is,

4

because it's -- I think it's something very important that

5

we need to have on this plan.

6

Any other questions of -- if not, thank you very much.

7

MR. BARNEY:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

Thank you, Chairman Chavez.
Okay.

We're going to move into

the -- we're not going to have a lunch break.

So we're

10

going to get into the public comment, and we have a lot of

11

public here that -- I apologize for this meeting, but we're

12

trying on get as much information as we can.

13

to read three names out.

14

speak, come up, and the other two, kind of sit right behind

15

them, so that you can speak.

16

and she'll be timing you, so --

17
18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Victoria Edwards followed by

Okay.

They're not here, these

people, I guess.
MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

22

All right.

23

and Judy Call.

25

You'll have two minutes each,

Matt Wehling and Joseph Garcia.

21

24

If you -- the one that's going to

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

19
20

So we're going

Thank you.

Victoria Edwards, no.

Okay.

Rod Mahoney followed by David Vogel

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

We don't need to swear you in.

It's just an information hearing.
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1

MR. MAHONEY:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. MAHONEY:

4

before we get started.

5

need to state my name and address?

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MR. MAHONEY:

9

No more than once.

I need to adjust this here first
How do I adjust the focus?

Do I

Yes, please.

Rod Mahoney; live at 1838 Sedora

Road, Southwest.
It's interesting that the conversation we've had today

10

actually got tunneled in on the matrix, also, and I actually

11

did a search on how many mentions of Development Agreement

12

were percolated through that document.

13

different pages, and you site cited about -- you essentially

14

pulled out about six.

15

Maybe they're the same also.

16

They're on 15

I pulled out a number of those.

Certainly the Development Agreement associated with

17

Water Utility Authority we've had a lot of conversation with

18

that today.

19

of goes over that.

20

actually talk about the things that I think are very

21

important.

22

I'll hand this packet in, and actually it sort
I've circled things in this packet that

One of the things that I look at here is the fact that,

23

you know, the Development Agreement is sort of the how of

24

all of this, but we need to know what the "what" is of all

25

these things that are in these particular topic items, and
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1

certainly we're going to return back to this no net expense,

2

because ultimately if you sum up what the obligations are

3

right now in the County and APS, we're talking about $3

4

billion.

5

The County has a billion dollars in capital outlay

6

requirements on the books.

7

about $3 billion within their current master plan, and also

8

the Water Utility Authority has about a billion dollars in

9

infrastructure outlay.

10
11

The APS representative talked

So no net cost is absolutely a very

important topic that we need to talk about.
There's been discussion about the parks and recreation.

12

There's mechanisms for achieving economic development.

13

of the things that was mentioned earlier is the fact that

14

there was very little comment from -- about the fiscal

15

analysis in the Staff Report.

16

believe that the economic development director is actually

17

on leave for National Guard duty at this point.

18

probably very difficult for her to respond in an expedient

19

manner ultimately for this sort of thing.

20

important to consider.

21

One

Based upon my knowledge I

So it's

So that's

You know, we're talking about the issues associated

22

with this.

Let me go -- and I don't have a lot of time

23

here, but we have -- we talked about the TIDs, the public

24

incentives, that sort of thing.

25

there's not enough information, I believe, in disclosure to

The details of this,
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1

be able to do an assessment and to really evaluate whether

2

or not these things are viable.

3

recommendation would be that we need to know these things,

4

and we need to know what the "what" of these things are in

5

order to be able to make that assessment.
And, finally, here we're talking about the economic

7

housing, jobs-to-housing ratio, the fiscal responsibilities,

8

that sort of thing, and I pulled out actually Policy D in

9

the BCC criteria that talks about the generic requirements

10

that must be met.

11

that, self sufficiency, economic sensitivity and that sort

12

of thing.

13

with me when I started looking through these documents --

14

and I looked through the air quality report that actually

15

was -- was presented, is the sense of place.

16

Certainly the no net expense piece is

And one interesting thing that sort resonated

We haven't talked about sense of place since the very

17

first hearing that we started about three years ago, and

18

it's interesting.

19

drawing, it was actually figure one in the air quality

20

document, it shows these various village centers and so

21

forth that actually are apropos for at least enabling a

22

sense of place.

23

If you take a look at this particular

And I took a look at the next figure, which is figure 2

24

in that same report, and I really don't see what sense of

25

place really is supposed to mean for us and for me
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1

associated with sort of the breaking up of this, and we've

2

got part of this here.

3

village center is, and ultimately we have a major disconnect

4

out here with this industrial area.

5

folks have not talked about is we have open space out here

6

that's designated, and it's fundamentally disconnected from

7

any sort of residential area.

9

So that's all I have.

Any questions?

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

MR. WEHLING:

I'm going to call, is

Could I submit a document to the

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

You can give it to Staff there.

Is it for the record or --

17

MR. WEHLING:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. WEHLING:

20

Okay.

Commissioners?

15
16

Thank you.

Matt Wehling here?

13
14

I'll move on.

Thank you very much.

10

12

And then one thing that

Wehling.

Yes.
Name and address for the record.

Commissioners, my name is Matt

I live at 1914 Telesfor Drive, Southwest.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MR. WEHLING:

Thank you.

Go ahead and start.

I'd like to make the Commission

23

aware or remind the Commission about a -- in the document

24

it's defined as an FAA arrow, and that doesn't -- that

25

summarizes it, but it doesn't really say a lot about it, and
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1

I don't know how much you're aware of it.

2

what's out there.

3

precedes the FAA by many, many years.

4

and it reflects the early history of aviation in

5

Albuquerque.

6

preserved in some way.

This is the FAA arrow, although it
This is 87 years old,

And as such, I think it's very important to be

And what I'm asking for is conditional approval based

8

on a plan to preserve it.

The developer has already

9

indicated that they know it's there, and it's part of an

10

archeological survey.

Again, I wouldn't want it to get lost

11

in the process of all of this, and I think it would be

12

fairly easy to maintain, and it could bring quite a bit of

13

history to any number of people, travelers on Route 66 or

14

school kids, just if it could be incorporated into a park or

15

some such as that.

16

development and also an asset to Bernalillo County and

17

Albuquerque.

I think it would be an asset to the

Are there any questions that I might clarify?

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. WEHLING:
Let me see.

Where is this located at?

This is located in the town center

20

portion.

Basically right here, sir.

21

about .4 miles from the interstate.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

It's

And that was an arrow for

23

the airlines or the airport to point them where the runways

24

were or what.

25

MR. WEHLING:

Yes, sir.

It's part of what's known
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as an airway, a lighted airway.

In the late 1920s airlines

2

began to -- well, they started off by moving the mail, and

3

then started to move passengers, and if they wanted to move

4

them safely, basically during the day that was easy, because

5

you could see, and at night, they couldn't, and so they

6

started these lighted airways, and this -- this particular

7

arrow would have had a tower, a lighted tower that could be

8

seen at night, and the aircraft could basically fly point to

9

point.

They were located approximately every 10 miles, 10,

10

15 miles depending on terrain.

11

here today would have looked like this less this little

12

beacon hut, because there was electric power available to

13

it.

14

taken down during World War II, because it was no longer

15

necessary as electronic -- electronics, radio and navigation

16

aids came into effect.

17

So this arrow that you see

So the tower is long gone, would have been probably

But this is still there, and it serves to remind us of

18

this -- of these early days.

19

point.

20

go where they wanted to, but the passenger liners would fly

21

-- this is on the Los Angeles to Amarillo airway, and there

22

were a large number of airways crisscrossing the United

23

States during this time period, two major ones across New

24

Mexico.

25

Aircraft would fly point to

Passenger -- mostly the military would pretty much

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

This -- you know, you
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submit it to them, and Staff will make sure that the

2

applicant gets it and see what we can do with this.

3

MR. WEHLING:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MR. WEHLING:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

9

Appreciate it.

Thank you.
Any questions.
Joseph Garcia followed by

David Vogel and Judy Tall.
MR. GARCIA:

My name is Joe Garcia.

My address is

10

2708 Rosendo Garcia, Southwest, 87105, and I represent the

11

Town of Atrisco.

12

Chairman Chavez and Members of the Committee, we're the

13

town of Atrisco, a political subdivision of the State of New

14

Mexico and a very historical community founded in 1692.

15

I wanted to thank you for allowing us to give you the

16

statement if you have -- you accept it?

17

Commissioners, as a legal description for the request for a

18

Level B Master Plan located within the Town of Atrisco Land

19

Grant is presented before this Body.

20

remind you that the trustees of the Grant hold the patent

21

and are opposed to any development that might change the

22

character of the land and are entrusted with preserving and

23

protecting our traditional assets.

24
25

Thank you.

I respectfully must

It would be prudent to identify all cultural resources,
traditional uses, and historical sites within the proposed
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1

development area; example, NEPA, the National Environmental

2

Policy Act, review that will lead to an EIS, environmental

3

impact study, to assess -- to assess all cultural impacts by

4

assessment and study.

5

It must be noted that the West Mesa escarpment area

6

near the Petroglyph National Monument is connected to Las

7

Imagenes Archeological District, a sacred landscape to local

8

pueblos and Indio, Hispano people.

9

aboriginal and official committees are subject to the Treaty

Historically, these

10

of Guadalupe Hidalgo of 1848 and is contained in the New

11

Mexico State Constitution.

12

these communities are existent today as a result of their

13

traditional agricultural heritage, and these land to this

14

day are agriculture -- or are agricultural and are

15

traditional agricultural lands of the Atrisco Grant.

It has already been noted that

16

This information is contained in all deliberations that

17

lead up to the formation of the Petroglyph National Monument

18

as a sacred site.

19

The developer has failed to identify water resources.

20

This development is developer driven for a strictly profit

21

motive.

22

of this area and lacks historical understanding, community,

23

interaction, cultural sensitivity, and community connection.

24
25

Developer has failed to consider the special nature

The County has no business in the development arena as
partner with the developer.

The County fails to provide
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1

services to its existing Community, the older areas of

2

County, and the City needs to develop priorities in order of

3

development.

4

last.

5

communities and is destabilizing these communities through

6

such planning and developmental proposals.

7

is clearly out of sink with the land and has created a

8

normal -- an enormous public distrust for government and

9

private speculation.

Existing communities first, new developments

The development

The environmental justice concerns

10

here are profound as are the social and cultural impacts.

11

Civil rights are now called into question --

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MR. GARCIA:

Yes.

Sir, can you wrap it up?
-- as behavioral -- I'm going

14

to take longer now.

15

working to destabilize the distant communities in favor of

16

artificial, unsustainable communities ready to build their

17

dreams on shaky sand without understanding this special

18

place.

19

staggering to say the least, and both the County and the

20

developer are the culprits.

21

I'm sorry -- as corporate behavior's

The implications on healthy biodiversity are

There is a lack of understanding and knowledge by these

22

parties, and it would be wise to stop now before the public

23

distrust -- public trust is further eroded.

24

relations, trustees, Town of Atrisco Land Grant and Atrisco

25

elders, thank you.

To all my

I stand for any questions.
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. GARCIA:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes, sir.
Any questions?

Thank you

very much.

5

MR. GARCIA:

6

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

7

No.

Thank you.
David Vogel followed by Judy

Call and then Santiago Maestas.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. VOGEL:

Name and address for the record.

My name is David Vogel.

I live at

10

601 Aliso Drive, Southwest, in Albuquerque.

11

handouts -- have the handouts been distributed?

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MR. VOGEL:

14

MS. VEREECKE:

15

MR. VOGEL:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MR. VOGEL:

18

Have the

What -- what is it, the handout?

If I could -Explain what it is.

Yes.

I'm going to give you -Are you going to hand out copies?

I'm going to give you my testimony --

my comments in writing so you can follow them.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Just submit them for the

20

record, and then if you're going to make the comment there,

21

go ahead.

22

MR. VOGEL:

Well, there's a couple of graphics in

23

there that might be helpful.

I don't -- I don't know that

24

they'll -- okay.

25

been a resident of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County for the

Chairman Chavez and Commissioners, I've
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1

last 45 years, and I'm a professional planner, and I'm

2

currently volunteering on several community and economic

3

development projects.
I'm asking to you deny approval of the proposed

5

Santolina development for the following reasons:

Number

6

one, the Santolina proposal is based on an obsolete and

7

archaic planning model from the 20th -- mid-20th century

8

that is dependent upon the automobile, a design that is no

9

longer relevant or appropriate in the 21st century and

10

contradicts almost all contemporary urban planning

11

principles that call for in-fill development versus

12

continued urban sprawl.

13

Number two, the Santolina development will not be built

14

or maintained at no net expense to the County or even more

15

importantly, adjacent communities and jurisdictions.

16

three, radically speculative land use and planning

17

strategies not based on economic reality promote sprawl

18

development and exacerbate private and public sector

19

disinvestment in economically depressed community.

20

some examples of that that I can show you just very quickly

21

that -- that's not going to show.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. VOGEL:

Number

There's

That's not going to show.

Staff, can you help.

But it will give you a sense of the --

24

of the differentiation between the actual growth of

25

Bernalillo County and the projections being used by
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1

Santolina.

2

public, almost more than double -- if we can zoom in on that

3

-- more than double the cost of more compact urban

4

development.

5

household versus $1,400 per household per year.

6

major -- that's a major difference between the two.

As you can see in this example, $3,400 per
That's a

Number six, as you can see in the -- in the graphic

8

that hasn't been handed out, there is an abundance of vacant

9

land in Bernalillo County, in Albuquerque, more than enough

10

to meet the housing needs of 90,000 people.

11

seven, there is a better alternative, I believe, based on

12

contemporary urban planning principles, which would be far

13

superior than the current Santolina proposal.

14

So number

Simultaneously it would give WAHL an opportunity to

15

move forward with a substantial development effort.

16

would also give Bernalillo County an opportunity to create

17

major County -- a major County asset by creating over 13,000

18

acres of open space on the West Mesa.

19

It

The alternative I'm proposing is a land swap between

20

Bernalillo County and the City of Albuquerque and WAHL, an

21

approach that would benefit all parties.

22

would involve the County and the City offering WAHL selected

23

parcels of land for in-fill within the City and County,

24

along with appropriate economic incentives in exchange for

25

the current Santolina site, which could then be preserved in

The land swap
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perpetuity as open space.

This approach could be a major

2

win/win for all parties and should be explored as soon as

3

possible.

4

various land swap structures as an alternative to the

5

current proposed Santolina development and as a mean of

6

protecting the fragile West Mesa while stimulating economic

7

development within the County.

8

opportunity to offer my comments, and thank you all for your

9

service to our community.

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you for the

Thank you, and we were seeing

11

your graphics up on the screen.

12

MR. VOGEL:

13

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:
Santiago.

Thanks.
Okay.

Let's see.

14

sorry.

15

and then Virginia Necochea and Robert Roibal.

16

Wait.

Judy?

MR. MAESTAS:

Is Judy here, Judy Call?

Santiago

Mr. Chairman, Santiago Maestas.

17

president of the South Valley Regional Association of

18

Acequias.

19

I'm

I'm

I want to go ahead and concur with your concern over

20

the lack of a Development Agreement, and I did submit a

21

letter to the Commission on June the 5th expressing those

22

concerns.

23

Also, on June the 19th, I addressed a letter to the

24

Albuquerque Water Utility Authority, which I also copied to

25

you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the -- of the Commission.
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1

for the benefit of the public.

3
4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
it?

5

MR. MAESTAS:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Just one page.

7

County for the record?

8

MR. MAESTAS:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

It's not a very long letter, is

MR. MAESTAS:

I mean, you submitted it to the

Yes, I have.
Okay.

We are alarmed by the cumulative

11

effects of the expansion of both the Westland development

12

and the Santolina development.

13

States geological survey investigation, increases in the

14

aquifer levels that have been promoted and noted by the

15

Albuquerque Water Utility Authority have not been uniform.

16

Although conservation on the east side of the river has, in

17

fact, resulted in increased water levels.

18

had the most substantial water level decrease equivalent to

19

minus 3.7 feet per year.

20

is -- has been good, but the expansion and the continuing

21

development on the west side is using more water and is

22

basically balancing out that -- that conservation.

According to the 2014 United

The west buff has

So conservation on the east side

23

Investigation also noted that the groundwater pumping

24

has had a lesser effect on the water table elevations near

25

the Rio Grande and our Valley.

Seepage from the river
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1

itself, the river size drains, irrigation by our acequias in

2

the Valley have recharged the upper parts of the Santa Fe

3

group aquifer, thereby mitigating some of the effects on the

4

pumping of groundwater at the water table.

5

You know, the injections that the Water Authority is --

6

has been making or is proposing to make aren't the source of

7

increase levels in the water aquifer.

8

irrigation and the seepage from the river in the Valley.

9

And we're still experiencing the fifth year of this drought.

They're due to the

10

The State Engineer recently reported that although El Nino

11

mitigated a little bit of it, we're still way below average.

12

And finally, Dr. Phillip King, he's the consultant and

13

hydrologist at New Mexico State University for the Elephant

14

Butte irrigation district has noted in his -- his spiral of

15

death, he calls it, positive feedback group where

16

conservation initially, you know, mitigates the effects of

17

pumping, but then it also creates more economic expansion,

18

which we're now seeing a demand for now, which ultimately

19

then does basically take away and negate the gains made by

20

conservation and will ultimately dry up the river and the

21

recharge of our aquifer.

22

So the Water Utility Authority in its resource

23

management strategy L requires that the other entities, such

24

as Bernalillo County and the City, consider the cumulative

25

effect of your land-use decisions on the water needs of the
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1

Water Authority.

2

a decision, and it's okay to give water.

3

your decision whether to approve this land and these

4

developments.

5

development.

They base it on

So please don't approve this -- this

I think Mr. Vogels' proposal that this land be

7

maintained in reserve while in-fill within the core of this

8

-- of this City is allowed then to be developed.

9

Mr. Chair.

10
11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you, and I have a question

for you.

12

MR. MAESTAS:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

Yes.
That picture you have, is that me

or the developer, or is that the Water Authority?

15
16

MR. MAESTAS:

Mr. Chairman, it's Chairman Del

Cruz's face.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MR. MAESTAS:

19

Thank you,

Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Are there

any other questions?

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. MAESTAS:

22

MS. NECOCHEA:

Thank you.

You're welcome.
Good afternoon.

I'm Dr. Virginia

23

Necochea.

I'm at 1212 Montrose Place, Southwest, 87105.

24

I'm a longtime educator, parent of APS students, concerned

25

citizen, and I want to, first of all, point out that drought
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1

conditions continue in our state just like Mr. Maestas just

2

stated and across the Southwest and beyond.

3

drought conditions worsen every day if some of you are not

4

aware.

5

worst droughts in a thousand-year period that we're facing.

According to a Cornell study, this is one of the

I also want to point out that Dr. King, the professor

7

at New Mexico State, also has stressed that it's not just

8

about decreases in water in drought.

9

be very wary of increased temperature, and that's something

It's also we have to

10

that we always seems to leave out of the conversation.

11

increased temperature actually worsens conditions in our

12

state.

13

So

And so the developer continues to refer to an increased

14

population growth in Albuquerque, Bernalillo County, and

15

although this can be contested with current census dated

16

that has shown slow population growth including significant

17

number of individuals who are leaving the State -- New

18

Mexico's population growth, it grew only 1.3 percent from

19

2010 through 2015.

20

the past five years.

21

both natural increase in migration was 0.9 percent.

22

This trend has been accelerating over
Population growth from 2010 to 2011,

Growth dropped year after year until it was negative

23

0.1 percent.

Again, negative 0.1 one percent from 2013 to

24

2014, and from 2014 for 2015, it showed no population growth

25

at all.
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But if there is population growth, aren't the

2

developers assuming that incoming individuals would even

3

want to live in Santolina?

4

surveys have shown that especially the millennials who this

5

development is being projected to, they prefer to live in

6

core areas, and that many progressive cities across the US

7

are moving away from sprawl development.

8
9

Vast amounts of studies and

And I just have one last point that concerns APS and
APS schools.

Can I continue that?

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MS. NECOCHEA:

If it's short.
It is short.

And so as an educator

12

and a parent of students who are in APS, I work visiting

13

numerous schools across APS, and I personally witness the

14

overcrowded conditions throughout, and what I heard this

15

morning is that $160 million will be needed for schools in

16

Santolina for this first phase, and that's contingent on

17

taxpayer approval; meaning, that not only do we have to

18

approve it, but we also have to use our tax dollars to pay

19

for this.

20

And given that the current needs of APS schools are not

21

being met at this given point, allotting money to a new

22

development does not make sense.

23

know, the developer continues to state that it's no net

24

expense, but obviously that doesn't apply to the taxpayers.

25

And the other last thing I want to remind the Commission or

As a parent, taxpayer, you
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the Board is that -- I brought this up the last time.

2

is a resolution that was signed by APS Board unanimously on

3

March 18th, 2015, that asks the Commission to deny the

4

Santolina Master Plan unless certain conditions were met,

5

and I'll gladly forward all of that information, studies to

6

you.

7

we also need to be reminded of that as well.

I've already sent them in.

8

MS. HERTEL:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

Thank you.

I have a question.

MS. HERTEL:

Thank you very much.

Hold on.

What is the source of your statistics

on the population growth or decline?

13
14

They're in the record, but

Go ahead.

11
12

There

MS. NECOCHEA:

That's from the US census data, and

I could gladly forward that information to you.

15

MS. HERTEL:

That's all right.

16

MS. NECOCHEA:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Yes.
Yes.

And as far as APS voting

18

against Santolina, I think we have school board member here

19

last time, and he stated that, that they had voted against

20

it.

It's in the record.

21

MS. NECOCHEA:

22

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

23

Great.

Thank you.

Roberto Roibal followed by Don

Hyde and Elaine Hebard.

24
25

Okay.

MR. ROIBAL:
Roibal.

Good afternoon.

My name is Roberto

I live 2233 Don Felipe Road, Southwest, 87105.
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I'm the president of the Pajarito Village Association,

2

and our neighborhood association continues to be extremely

3

concerned about Santolina Master Plan and particularly Level

4

B.

5

have water in perpetuity for this area is nonsense.

6

in drought, as people have testified before, people here

7

today.

8

explained we are going to run out of water if we're not

9

careful, if not stewards, and we're -- our neighborhood

We're concerned about the water.

The illusions that we
We're

Norm Gaume, our water expert before with the BCC has

10

association is also concerned about the huge tax increases.

11

Yes, the developers keep talking about no net expense.

12

guess no net expense to the County, but we know that there's

13

a billion -- there's going to be over a billion dollars in

14

increased taxes to the taxpayers.

15

the taxpayers.

16

No net expense?

I

That's a net expense to

I guess developer means there's no net

17

expense to the developer, obviously, and there's a

18

multibillion dollar net profit by the developers, and that's

19

what this is all about.

20

out our communities and everything.

21

Mr. Vogel's proposals that we should leave those areas

22

pristine like they are.

23

dunes, they need to be protected and not developed.

24

sand dunes will not hold the houses that they want to build

25

on there.

It's not about giving it -- helping
I totally support

The sand dunes, our kids' sand
The

So there are so many huge questions.
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1

Mr. Barney expressed there wasn't any -- wasn't enough

2

information about the open space, who's going to pay to it,

3

the cost to maintain it.

4

that you, the Commissioners, would have had another hearing

5

on no net expense and the TIDs, but in light of that and all

6

the questions, we highly recommend that you just develop --

7

that you just deny the Santolina Master Plan Level B and

8

just wipe it out.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10
11

14

Thank you.

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Don Hyde followed by Elaine

Hebard and Sarah Beltran.

12
13

Thank you very much.

MR. HYDE:

I'm Don Hyde, 4326 Pan American

Freeway, Northeast, 87107, and I forgot my jacket today.
And anyway, Chairman Chavez and Commissioners, I

15

support the previous comments and proposals.

16

of those.

17

I wasn't aware

They sounded really good to me.

On the fiscal matter, one little thing from the August

18

2015 agreement.

19

pay more than its proportionate share of any system

20

infrastructure, the County will reimburse the owner for that

21

share.

22

things, and the County has to pay half of it back.

23

If the owner chooses to construct and/or

So it's like the owner has the power to do those

Okay.

The City/County Comprehensive Plan, I'd like to

24

read it a little bit.

"We need policies and encourage

25

in-fill location in appropriate places in sustainable growth
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patterns over time.

Outward expansion is problematic,

2

because it puts additional strain on the limited

3

infrastructure funding and finite natural resources and

4

doesn't achieve the kind of place making goals and makes it

5

least attractive.

6

specified by the Planned Communities Criteria, page 23.

7

Santolina is sprawl and an example of global real estate

8

investor, which is not responsive or beneficial for our

9

communities.

Santolina is not on an urban fringe as

And lastly, I hope the County respects the

10

cultural concerns of the people of the local pueblos.

11

you.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

14
15

Thank

Thank you.
Elaine Hebard, Sarah Beltran,

and Antonio Maestas.
MS. HEBARD:

My name is -- sorry, my name is

16

Elaine Hebard.

I live at 1513 Escalante, Southwest, 87104.

17

I would echo a lot of the comments about the concerns of the

18

lack of the TIDs being evaluated in terms of economic no net

19

expense and also the lack of the Development Agreement for

20

water with ABCWUA.

21

This is the planning approval board according to the

22

BCC, and yet, you don't have the tools in front of you to

23

make those kinds of decisions.

24
25

Specifically, with -- with water, for the past three
years the Water Utility Authority's water rights and return
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1

flow credits from their pumped water have not been

2

sufficient to cover the demands they're pumping now and

3

before have created on river flows.

4

release excess water that they have stored in Abiquiu to

5

cover those.
More currently, San Juan/Chama water provides about 55

7

to 60 percent of water needs.

8

groundwater.

9

have to buy more water rights to cover additional depletions

10

that the pumping, additional pumping requires on the river.

11

That will in effect have to come from current users.

12

current years typically are farmers.

13

The rest are covered with

If that continues, then the Water Utility will

Those

The impact then of transferring wet water rights to

14

cover those depletions will impact the County, and those are

15

not being considered by the land-use agency, and I think

16

they have to be in order to provide additional information

17

for you to make your decisions.

18

Summed up, what additional -- while additional users

19

and uses are projected to needing water, where will it come

20

from?

21

The ABCWUA has sufficient paper water rights but not wet

22

water rights, and so in a very short time that I have

23

remaining, I would also say under climate change, surface

24

water supplies will also be reducing, so, again, forcing us

25

to probably rely more on groundwater.

All surface water is appropriated, if not overly so.

All of that should be
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1

in front of you before you make this very important

2

decision.
I raised a lot of those issues last year, and I have a

4

list of the information that I did include in my

5

presentations last year, and I'd ask that it also be

6

included in the record this time, and I have a list of those

7

submissions for catherine.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

10
11

Thank you.
Sarah Beltran, Antonio

Maestas, and Michael Roberts.
MS. BELTRAN:

Hello.

My name is Sarah Beltran.

12

live at 3911 Silver Avenue, and I'm here to represent

13

Juntos, our water.

14

Borders of New Mexico.

15

I

It's from the League of Conservation

First of all, I want to thank you for your service to

16

our County and to its.

Citizens I'm also just representing

17

myself as a concerned citizen.

18

resources are very scarce, specifically water, and they're

19

already many pressing issues that are effecting our

20

communities right now, like the fact that we've got a great

21

F for the quality of air for the Bernalillo County, and I

22

wanted to just comment that focusing our resources whether

23

it's economical or natural towards a new development will

24

only put a major and bigger strain on our communities that

25

are already struggling.

As we all know, our
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We survey our communities.

We try to be the voice for

2

our communities for clean air and clean water, and we know

3

that they're struggling.

4

that.

5
6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Any questions?

Thank

you very much.

7
8

Just wanted to make you aware of

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Antonio maestas and Michael

Roberts.

9

MR. A. MAESTAS:

Good afternoon.

My name is

10

Antonio Maestas.

11

New Mexico, 87059.

12

address as part of the la Merced de Pueblo de Chilili, and I

13

know what it's like to lose land that is, you know, cultural

14

and part of heritage and part of your identity, because of

15

this Dog Head fire that just took about 10,000 acres of

16

ours.

17

My address is 94 Moriarty Road, Tijeras,
So you may or may not recognize my

But we've heard, you know, about the past years and

18

even today about the cultural significance and traditions of

19

this traditional land to the Town of Atrisco and to the

20

people who live here, and you know, we can all, you know,

21

agree that the Dog Head fire was tragic, but why doesn't

22

anyone bat an eye, you know, when these lands that are being

23

taken away by settler colonialism.

24
25

And I want -- you know, I'm just standing here today to
say that these plans, the Level A and Level B is passing by
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1

very quickly despite, you know, the huge resistance from

2

community members saying they do not want this and, you

3

know, coming to countless meetings, community members have

4

come here and testified in front of boards saying they do

5

not want this, because it does not benefit them.

6

see it as benefiting them.

They don't

7

So also, you know, developers talk about this

8

development being for the millennials and being for the

9

youth, and it's going to be in my generation when I

10

eventually -- you know, on down the road 15 years from now.

11

I don't see myself in this development, and I don't see this

12

development, you know, helping my communities, help our

13

communities, and what I want to see is, you know, these tax

14

dollars and our money being spent and bettering our

15

communities, our schools instead of, you know, trying to

16

fund, you know, new schools in this, you know, supposedly

17

privately funded development.

18

when I was in APS, I remember my books were falling apart.

19

I went and bought my own books on Amazon.

20

You know, we -- you know,

And, you know, just driving around town, we can see the

21

effects of, you know, the economy, and I just want to see

22

these tax dollars and this money being spent into my future

23

in the City of Albuquerque and not in this corporate

24

development of Santolina where they say that they have my

25

best interest and our community's best interests in mind
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2

when they actually don't.
So, you know, please consider that, and please consider

3

everything that community members have been saying for the

4

last three years of in these past meetings when you make

5

your decision, and thank you for your service to our

6

community, and thank you.

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MR. ROBERTS:

9
10
11

Hi.

Thank you.
My name is Michael Roberts.

My

personal address is 18 Davis Street in East Hampton,
Massachusetts.

The zip code is 01027.

So I'm a graduate students.

I'm a researcher from the

12

University of Massachusetts, and I have a background in

13

water resources management.

14

my field, I spend a lot of time thinking about and worrying

15

about present and future water security particularly here in

16

the desert southwest and particularly given the challenges

17

that we're facing due to climate change.

18

Like many other researchers in

My primary concern with the Santolina Development Plan

19

-- and I'm only just sort of to begin to digest this

20

information -- is its unsustainable water development.

21

While most cities around the world and in this country are

22

trying to find ways to shrink their footprint and conserve

23

resources, it seems clear to me that plan is doing the

24

opposite in this sort of out of touch and out of step with

25

where the rest of the country is headed in terms of future
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1

development and water resource management.

2

really urge this Commission to take that into consideration

3

when they're considering passing this current plan.
I grew up in New Mexico, and even though I'm going to

5

school right now in Massachusetts, my future plan is to come

6

back and come back to Albuquerque.

7

the comments that have been made in terms of that this plan

8

does not represent the economic realities of my generation

9

or the way that we want to live our lives.

And I can second some of

10

And so I am questioning whether or not this plan

11

actually has this generation in mind, and I would goes ask

12

you to think about that, too, as you consider passing this

13

plan, because I think that if this plan is developed, that

14

it will eventually be a ghost town with nobody living in it.

15

Thank you.

16
17
18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Okay.

We're -- we're

through with this.
Agent, did you have any closing comments?

19

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and

20

Commissioners.

It's been a long day, long morning so far.

21

We certainly appreciate your time and attention to this

22

matter.

23

agencies and comments and questions from you all.

24

be addressing those and providing revisions and comments

25

back to Staff.

We have heard the comments both by the Staff and
We will

We've been working with them diligently on
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1

the schedule for each of these hearings, and we'll continue

2

to do that for the scheduled next hearing in July, which I

3

believe has us providing those comments and materials back

4

to them in the next two weeks, which we have -- many of

5

those things are in process and under way, and we will make

6

the additional modifications between now and then, get that

7

in.

8
9

We will also as we go through this process and as we
went through the Level A, we continue these -- the dialogue

10

and the communication with Staff as we go through this

11

process and preparation.

12

So with that, we looked forward to coming back before

13

you at the next hearing with a full, complete, red-line and

14

updated compilation of all the matrices addressing the

15

comments that we've heard today.

16

We will continue to be working with the Water Utility

17

Authority on that agreement, and we'll have -- obviously

18

have an update.

19

the Authority here at that next meeting.

20

personal goal.

21

With that, we'd be happy to answer any questions that you

22

have here at the end of this hearing.

23

forward to being back before you next month.

24
25

Hopefully we may have representatives from
That will be my

We'll see if -- if we can effectuate that.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Otherwise we look

Jim, you know, there was a

lot of concerns here, a lot of I think very important
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1

concerns that we're asking, you know, and I know we had

2

scheduled these hearings for July to kind of finalize

3

everything.

4

we're going to be able to finalize it at the next meeting

5

unless everything is supplied to us.

6

coming to us that they're going to be taken care of down the

7

line.

8

take care of, we are going to take care of them.

10

We don't want things

If it's something that's our responsibility here to

MR. STROZIER:
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes.
And we're not going to expedite

11

things just because something's not submitted to us that

12

we're asking for.

13

MR. STROZIER:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Correct.
And I know some of the board

15

members are going to have discussions with Staff between now

16

and the next meeting as to, you know, what they're concerns

17

are, and you know, I just hope that, you know, you're able

18

to provide to Staff what all the concerns that were brought

19

up or at least some answers to what you're looking at, you

20

know, and --

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes, sir.
But, you know, we had scheduled

23

one more meeting, and if it's -- if we're not done, we're

24

not going to move it forward.

25

understand that.

Okay.

I just want you to
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1

MR. STROZIER:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes.

3

Commission, it's going to be a complete package that's

4

approved by us that we feel comfortable recommending to the

5

County Commission, and we're not going to send them a

6

package saying, "You fix it over there."

7

MR. STROZIER:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

recommend to them.

Yes, I understand.
It's our responsibility to

That's what's going to happen.

So just

10

try to work as hard as you can in getting everything done,

11

and you know, so when we make the final decision, our

12

recommendation -- you know, we don't -- we don't approve or

13

disapprove here.

14

Commission.

15

expect us to send them a package that's complete.

16

our job is to recommend to them, and they're elected by the

17

people, and we're appointed by the Commission for that

18

purpose, and you know, we're going to do what we have to do

19

here.

20

All we do is recommend to the County

They're the ones that approve it, but they
That's

So hopefully everything's -- I know you've -- there's a

21

lot of information that has come forward, and there's a lot

22

more I think that needs to be done.

23

project for this County.

24

has happened in this County and that might ever happen -- is

25

going to be happen.

This is not a small

This is the biggest project that

So we've got to make sure that we have

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

When this goes to the County

TR-138
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5531

7.A.e

1

everything right here, and not only for us benefit but for

2

the community's benefit and for the Commission's benefit and

3

everybody else that, you know, that's coming in front of us.
So, you know, I really appreciate the cooperation that

5

you and your people have done, and I know Staff is -- we

6

have a great Staff.

I mean --

7

MR. STROZIER:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

I agree.
And they're very thorough, and

that's the way we want them.

So I just want to, you know,

10

make sure that we're not going to send something to the

11

Commission that's not complete.

12

MR. STROZIER:

So okay.

Thank you very much, and we

13

certainly acknowledge that, and once again, we appreciate

14

all the -- all the hard work that Staff has done and all the

15

comments and work that you all have done as a Commission,

16

and we certainly appreciate that, and our goal is to get

17

everything resolved and a complete package before you so

18

that we have that, so that you can -- and we recognize and

19

understand that if you're not comfortable moving it forward,

20

that it won't happen.

21

comfortable and get everything addressed.

22

there, we understand that you'll let us know, and it won't

23

move forward.

24
25

So our goal is to try and make you

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

If we're not

And my job as the Chairman is to

let -- you know, every Commissioner has a different view at
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1

this or they want different -- you know, I just want when it

2

comes to the end that each Commissioner here is comfortable

3

with the way they're voting and to have the proper

4

information that they had need to be able to make a decision

5

on this thing.

6

MR. STROZIER:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MR. STROZIER:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

MS. VEREECKE:

Agreed.
So thank you very much.
Thank you.
Staff, do we have anything else?
Mr. Chair, just one comment, that

11

we did try to see that the Utility Authority would be here

12

at the hearing.

13

getting into until very late last night, and they just

14

reiterated that the comments that I read to you are their

15

current position, and that's the current status with the

16

review of the request to the Utility Authority.

They're staff was on vacation, wasn't

17

And then also, our economic development is in the

18

process of reviewing the new fiscal materials that have been

19

submitted.

20

what was submitted was similar to what they had reviewed for

21

the Level A plan, and that it seemed like a sound argument,

22

but again, that, you know, it depends on the current

23

conditions, the market conditions as to whether that would

24

materialize in the future.

25

going to be here today, but I guess they couldn't make it.

Just that they did say that it appeared that

So they did say that they were
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So just those updates.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I understand that.

I mean,

3

you know -- I mean, my main concern is not that they're here

4

but that we have a Development Agreement in front of us that

5

we -- you know, we need it in front of us and economic

6

development is, too.

7

but you know, right now we have a document, Level A.

8

want to follow that.

9

wanted for Level B to come from Level A, we need that

I mean, they're trying to create jobs,
We

What we approved there and what we

10

information in front of us.

11

I appreciate -- I know everybody can't make every meeting,

12

and really my concern with the water part of it is -- is

13

between the developer and the Water Authority.

14

That's -- you know, like I say,

I don't -- I don't really want to know details of

15

what's going on between them.

16

the agreement.

17

-- you know, when we first started this thing as far as the

18

water goes was something that we said, "Look, we don't have

19

authority to allocate water.

20

that.

21

developer."

22

okay.

23

All I want to know is where's

That's all I'm concerned about, because we

We don't have authority to

That's the water board responsibility and the
So we just expect them to do their job.

MS. VEREECKE:

so

So, Mr. Chair, Commissioners, the

24

next hearing is schedule for July 21st.

So we will be

25

providing you with an update on where we are with everything

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

1

TR-141
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5534

7.A.e

2

and for you to decide how you want to proceed.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And we'll play it by -- you know,

3

we'll play it to see what we have in front of us.

4

the next hearing, don't advertise it as a final decision.

5

We'll decide that at the hearing.

6

MS. VEREECKE:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. VEREECKE:

9

MS. KELLY:

10

I just --

Okay.
Okay.
Thank you.

We're going to be able to share

closing thoughts or --

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MS. KELLY:

Sure.

Well, I'm really concerned about how

13

deliberative of a process we're conducting, I guess.

14

know, we started into it that we thought certain portions of

15

it were fairly complete, and I would like to just plan on

16

the next hearing touching base back on all of those topics.

17

Zoning was huge.

18

was a big difference of opinion of how detailed zoning

19

should be and whether something should be still left for

20

site development plan and what -- what the leap was from

21

Level B to C.

22

transportation, DOT's comments.

23

SPECTATOR:

We can't hear.

24

MS. KELLY:

I'm -- I'm really intrigued by MRCOG's

25

You

I was looking at the Minutes, and there

I mean, those -- those are big issues,

idea that in smaller parcels this -- it could be phased in a
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1

way that makes sense to us.

2

concerns.

3

would like the next meeting that we kind of touch base on

4

what we've already gone over and just sort of assess where

5

we're at without any expectation that we're going to make a

6

decision.

So I just wanted to put that out there that I

And I said this at the last meeting, but I really --

8

whenever the final meeting is I want to be sure that there's

9

time for the public to make written comments that become

10
11

part of the package that we get a week before the hearing.
I just really got concerns similar to what I sent to

12

County Staff about the Westland Master Plan on June 1st,

13

that this was submitted without a lot of neighborhood

14

meetings, not a lot of meetings with Staff before this was

15

submitted, and so things are coming in piecemeal, and I

16

think it's made for a very difficult process.

17
18

So I guess that's it.

I just wanted to put those

concerns out there.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Go ahead.

Are you suggesting that in the next

21

meeting we revisit the -- basically the four topics, perhaps

22

go through transportation and what are all the loose ends on

23

transportation, and likewise, zoning, what are all the -- is

24

that kind of where you're --

25

MS. KELLY:

That's kind of where I'm heading, and
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1

then based upon how that conversation goes, we maybe set a

2

new schedule.
MS. HERTEL:

So -- and I'm just trying to clarify

4

what you're saying so that if there is going to be that type

5

of organization for the next meeting, that Staff and the

6

applicant are, you know, prepared to go at it that way.

7

MS. KELLY:

Well, I don't have it in front of me,

8

but the next meeting was basically to make a decision,

9

right?

10
11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Our next meeting is basically to

make a decision.

12

MS. KELLY:

So that covers all those things.

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And we're going to discuss the

14

whole package at that meeting.

15

MS. HERTEL:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Those topics again.
Now, if we feel that we're not

17

comfortable at that meeting to make a decision, you know --

18

I mean, we might have a vote.

19

or no.

Each Commissioner votes yes

I mean, you know.

20

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

But we're not -- we're not going

22

to prolong this thing more and more, because you know, the

23

Commission's expecting us to make a recommendation to them,

24

and this is a recommendation.

25

mean, they'll have another shot at it, but when we feel

It's not a final approval.

I
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1

comfortable that we can make a decision, that's when we'll

2

make it, and at the next meeting we've asked for certain

3

things that we'd like to see as a Commissioners, and we'll

4

see what happens at that meeting.

5

comfortable at that meeting or -- you know, we're going to

6

vote on it.

7

concerns, we'll always have.

8

never are we going to have everybody agree to everything.

9

At some point we've got to vote yes or no as Commissioners,

We'll vote on it, you know, but I mean,
I mean a project this big

10

you know, but -- so, I mean, we've just got to get ready

11

ourselves, every Commissioner.

12

Staff.

13

know, but our meeting, our last meeting was scheduled for

14

July.

15

we vote on it or if we don't vote on it, but I want to see

16

what comes at that meeting before we make that decision, and

17

I don't want to start scheduling meetings -- now, Level A

18

took us almost a year.

19

months into it.

20

this thing, but still if we don't have enough -- you saw

21

what I told the developer.

22

going to move on, but I'm not ready to make a decision to

23

schedule more meetings at this point, and we might be at our

24

next meeting.

25

satisfied to vote on it, I mean, we're not -- we'll defer it

We have questions, ask

They're there every day, you know, and then -- you

Now, at that meeting is when we're going to decide do

This one's -- we're almost six

I mean, we've had plenty of time to look at

If we're not ready, we're not

It depends what we -- we come -- if we're not
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or -- defer or continue it, you know.

2

MS. HERTEL:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

Okay.
I mean, that's a decision we can

make at that point.

5

MS. NELSON:

I have a question.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MS. NELSON:

Go ahead.

Catherine, I think, at what point

8

will we have for our perusal, our study the redlined, marked

9

up, final version of the Level B plan?

10

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Nelson, so

11

the plan is to have a digital version of the plan, a

12

redlined version of the plan and hopefully supporting

13

documentation by July 1st.

14

Friday.

15

to the Commission as well, and then the plan is to have hard

16

copies available for you at the next CPC hearing on July

17

6th.

18

We'll ask Staff to take about 10 days and get their comments

19

back to us to allow me to incorporate into the Staff Report.

20

So that would be a week from

And we will get that out to Staff.

We can sent it

So that would give about three weeks for review.

Potentially if issues, outstanding issues have been

21

addressed, those comments may come back in the form of

22

conditions from some of the departments.

23

feel that it's not ready, then they'll let us know, and they

24

won't offer conditions.

25

that we're working with now is next week to have a document

If departments

So that -- that's the framework
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1

that we can circulate among everybody to allow about two to

2

three weeks for review.

3

MS. NELSON:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

And then for Level B, there's a

criteria, you know, that they have to submit for approval?

6

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, that -- that's correct.

7

So that is something that we -- we will need to revisit

8

prior to the recommendation of approval.

9

the request adequately addresses the Planned Communities

10
11

That would be if

Criteria.
I know that there's been some discussion, too.

There

12

are matrices that have been compiled with lists of Staff's

13

comments that I think we could take another look at that

14

prior to the next hearing, too, that we can make sure that

15

Staff goes through those matrices to make sure that they're

16

complete, that all of the comments are reflected on those,

17

and then also, that Staff provides the current status of

18

those items on the matrices.

19

suggested that, and that's also something that could come

20

into play at the next hearing, too, as you're deciding how

21

you would like to proceed.

22

I know some of you have

If -- if this is ready for approval, then certainly

23

looking at if there are outstanding comments, that that may

24

be one thing that figures into your decision, but just to go

25

back to what Commissioner Kelly said that, yes, the plan
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will be to revisit each of those areas.

2

land use, the zoning, the transportation, natural resources,

3

parks, and to spend -- ask Staff and the agent to spend some

4

time stating exactly where -- where we are with everything

5

particularly for zoning where there's been a lot of work

6

being done on the zoning for Santolina.

7

hopefully will be ready by next week.

8

to look at it, and we'll see how -- we'll see how it goes.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10
11

there's going to be -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And our next meeting is scheduled

for?
MS. VEREECKE:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. VEREECKE:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

July 21st.
July the 21st.
So that's four weeks from today.
That's not a regular meeting.

That's a special --

19

MS. VEREECKE:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

24
25

Mr. Chair, that's correct.
That's all we're going to have

that day.

22
23

You'll have a chance

I guess it'll be -- sounds like

14

18

That will be --

Okay.

MS. VEREECKE:

12
13

Like you said, the

MS. VEREECKE:

You have the room for the whole

day, too.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Any other questions?

If

not, we're ready to adjourn.
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1

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. NELSON:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Second.

All those in favor

signify by saying aye.

5
6

Second.

COMMISSION:
(Note:
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So moved.

Aye.

Hearing in recess at 1:14 p.m.)
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2
3

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

)
)
)

ss

I, B. JULIAN SERNA, Certified Court Reporter in the

4

State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I reported, to the

5

best of my ability, the above Bernalillo County Planning

6

Commission hearing; that the pages numbered 3 through 149,

7

inclusive, are a true and correct transcript of my

8

stenographic notes, and were reduced to typewritten

9

transcript through Computer-Aided Transcription; and that on

10

the date I reported these proceedings, I was a New Mexico

11

Certified Court Reporter.

12
13

Dated at Albuquerque, New Mexico, this 13th day of
July, 2016.

14
15
16
17
18

B. JULIAN SERNA
New Mexico CCR No. 206
Expires: December 31, 2016

19
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21
22
23
24
25
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1
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2
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(Note:

Hearing in session at 9:15 a.m.)

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. GRADI:

Let's call this meeting to order.

Good morning, Chairman Chavez, Members

4

of the County Planning Commission.

5

21st, 2016, this is the continuation of the public hearing

6

series for the Santolina Level B Master Plan.

7

Today, Thursday July

Staff has created a format for the hearing presentation

8

this morning, which has been distributed, I believe, to all

9

who need one, and if you don't have one, people in

10

attendance, we can provide you with one.

11

form or a matrix for presentation, and Catherine will be

12

making the presentation this morning regarding the Level B

13

plan, and I stand for any questions having said that.

14
15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

We have prepared a

Any questions of Staff?

If not,

thank you very much.

16
17
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Next order of business is approval of the Minutes for
June 23rd.

18

MR. MALRY:

So moved.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. NELSON:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. KELLY:

I had one correction which I already

23

mentioned to Julian.

On page 142, he attributes something

24

to Irene Serna, and she wasn't here, and it's something I

25

said.

Been moved.

Second.
Second.
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2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Is that correction okay?

those in favor signify by saying aye.

3

COMMISSION:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MS. VEREECKE:

Aye.
Opposed?

Motion carries.

Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members

6

of the Commission.

7

is a continuation of SPR2016-0001.

8

approval of the Santolina Level B Master Plan.

9

All
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1

My name is Catherine VerEecke, and this
It is a request for

So as you are aware, this request is -- is the

10

continuation of a process that began back in 2013.

11

this is the Level B request.

12

Plan, together with planned community zoning, was adopted --

13

was recommended for approval by this Commission in December

14

of 2014, and then it was approved and adopted by the Board

15

of County Commissioners on June 16th, 2015, and the Level A

16

approval was for the entire 13,700 acre property, and you

17

can see, this is the Level A plan that was approved.

18

request was approved with 24 findings and 22 conditions.

19

There was also a Development Agreement that was agreed to by

20

the County and the developer.

21

Now,

The Santolina Level A Master

The

For the Level A plan, the County Commission agreed that

22

the plan had adequately addressed the planned communities

23

criteria and policies for such a community.

24

that approval in hand.

25

So we do have

The current Level B request continues to be guided by
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1

the planned communities criteria, but this time, for more

2

specific Level B policies that are for specific geographic

3

areas such as villages with more detailed provided in the

4

plan.

5

and that this encompasses about a third of the Level A plan

6

area.
So this should be to the point when it is approved that

8

the applicant or subsequent owners of the property would be

9

able to apply for subdivisions or site plans.

So this is

10

really the last time that this Commission will -- will see

11

this as a whole.

12

guided by the Comprehensive Plan Reserve Area policies that

13

are specific for this type of development.

14
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So as you recall, this is the Level B land-use plan

And also to mention, too, the request is

The Level B request was first submitted in January, and

15

the first public hearing was on March 2nd, and at that time

16

as you recall, the CPC decided to hold four hearings.

17

we've had already three specialized hearings for

18

transportation, land use and zoning, and then government and

19

public service, and environment and open space.

20

the hearings, there were new materials that were submitted

21

by the agent including a matrix that summarized the

22

different comments that were coming up, particularly the

23

ones that were submitted at the beginning of the process

24

when the plan and the technical documents were first

25

submitted.

So

At each of
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So we have had a lot of comments that have come in, and

2

Staff has noted comments, and the agent in the matrices has

3

made an argument that many of the comments would -- were

4

addressed or that they would be addressed.

5

So for the July hearing, again, this is the fourth and

6

final special hearing that is scheduled, and it's intended

7

to provide a summary of the areas under consideration, so

8

we're not going to represent what we've already presented

9

but instead to identify the outstanding issues and then to

10

have the Commission weigh in about where they think this --

11

this request should go.

12

So on July 1st we did get a submittal from the

13

applicant for today's hearing including a revised master

14

plan with language added or previous language that had been

15

included in submittals to be added.

16

document.

17

there is also a revised consolidated matrix that was

18

submitted by the applicant that took all of the matrices

19

from each of the hearings and put them all in one.

20
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1

So it's now a complete

Also, transportation plans have been revised, and

So the one that was provided by the applicant has a

21

blank column for Staff to fill in their response and to

22

indicate whether or not the comments have been addressed.

23

So some of the changes that have taken place recently have

24

included additional language related to density where Staff

25

in -- Staff in particular has had a concern with ensuring
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that the density level from the Comprehensive Plan is

2

maintained related to land use, additional information on

3

parks and open space types and information on services.

4

Revisions to the zoning chapter have been provided, although

5

the design section has not been fully reviewed by Staff,

6

because it was submitted after that July 1st deadline.

7

it's not complete yet.

8

transportation revisions to the transportation plan,

9

language for phasing, information on possible funding
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1

So

Additional language for

10

sources, because funding becomes a more important element as

11

we go through this plan have been submitted.

12

So several Staff have looked at the matrix, and they

13

have filled in their responses.

14

but thank you to Staff for dealing with that, and I think it

15

was very helpful for us to go through that exercise of

16

having Staff respond to the comments, and we're hoping that

17

we'll have more time to continue working with that.

18

Not everyone has done that,

So overall, while it appears that changes continue to

19

be made, Staff is still noting that there are still

20

outstanding issues.

21

areas within Public Works, Parks and Open Space, land use

22

and zoning, and specific services.

23

issues as the yet-to-be-completed zoning chapter, the lack

24

of a Development Agreement and other documentation with the

25

Water Utility Authority, the need for an acceptable phasing

The comments cover nearly all of the

Comments include such
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1

plan for land use and facilities and including parks and

2

open space, along with concerns about the jobs-to-housing

3

ratio that was agreed to in the course of the Level A plan.
And there are other comments that have been included

5

that have been carried through into the comments matrix.

6

Some of them are not major comments, like semantics as Don

7

Briggs said, language that needs to be changed.

8

other hand, there are portions of the plan that still need

9

revision that -- that is significant.

10

On the

There are also some -- we just received an

11

archeological study that is one of the requirements, and

12

there may be some concerns with as we proceed through the

13

discussion.

14

study is required with a mitigation strategy as one of the

15

planned communities criteria.

16
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The archeological -- class II archeological

You may have also noted from the packet that the Water

17

Utility Authority has requested that the CPC move ahead with

18

this request and that they feel this -- the CPC needs to

19

weigh in on the land use before they want to weigh in on a

20

Development Agreement.

21

further along today.

22

So that's something we may discuss

At this point we're going to have Staff and agencies

23

get up and state the outstanding comments related to their

24

respective areas, but overall, Staff would conclude that

25

more than a third of the conditions of approval from the
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1

Level A plan have not been met, including such areas as

2

jobs-to-housing, water, and open space.
Based on the matrices completed by Staff and agencies,

4

it appears that a little bit less than 50 percent of the

5

comments have not been fully addressed.

6

quite a few comments out there that need some work.

7

either partially or fully -- like I said, some are major,

8

like, the zoning chapter and design standards.

9

definitely an issue, and some of them are really just

So there are still
They're

Water is

10

requesting additional language, but it still needs some

11

work.

12
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3

And although attempts to address the planned

13

communities criteria have been made -- and there is

14

reference to that throughout the plan, throughout the matrix

15

where they're pointing to specific language in the plan that

16

attempts to address the criteria, several of Staff feels

17

that many of the criteria have not been fully addressed and

18

potentially could not be addressed until all of Staff's

19

comments are addressed or until we have a complete plan.

20

Staff is, therefore, recommending continuation of the

21

request, but that the CPC facilitate the discussion with

22

directions for the applicant for proceeding with the

23

request.

24
25

Just to note that there has been community concern
about this request.

Yesterday, we also received a request
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1

from the Atrisco Land Grant, and I -- are you here?

2

here, and they wanted to be able to speak as an agency or as

3

a jurisdiction.

4

you.

5

public.

6

So, Mr. Chair, I just wanted to point that out to you, and

7

with that I stand for questions.

They could also -- and that would be up to

I think we've had this discussion with Level A.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
with some.

Questions of Staff.

I'll start

You know, we got a letter from the Water

10

Authority, and exactly -- is there somebody from the Water

11

Authority here?

12

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, it does not appear that

13

there is.

14

Staff and especially where they're requesting some changes

15

in our process in the way we've been proceeding and have

16

requested that some of the conditions not be considered at

17

this point and instead be passed along to the BCC.

18

strongly encourage them to attend the hearing and to come

19

with a statement as stated in that letter and that they

20

should be prepared to answer questions from the Commission,

21

but it doesn't appear that they are here.

22

I did have a conversation with a couple of their

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I did

So has the Water Authority had a

23

board meeting where this thing is discussed, or is this all

24

coming just strictly from Staff?

25

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, if you
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1

read the comments from the Utility Authority historically --

2

and we can also come back to this later when we talk about

3

service, but their comments did indicate from the last

4

hearing that their requirements, including a Development

5

Agreement agreed to by the Utility Authority and the

6

developer would be required along with a water master plan

7

and a serviceability letter, and that that was all required.

8
9

At this time they have specified that those
requirements would need to be met that they haven't -- that

10

they are not in process with -- they haven't yet submitted

11

anything to be considered, and I don't know.

12

been some documents submitted, but that nothing is currently

13

under consideration by the Utility Authority and that those

14

documents, which are fairly involved would need to be

15

submitted.

16

documents have not been submitted, and the Board has not met

17

to consider this request or a Development Agreement.

18

There may have

So -- so just to get to the point that the

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So it's a condition that the

19

County Commission put on this.

You know, we as a Board here

20

don't have authority to change any conditions that were

21

approved by the County Commission.

22

that can change that, but the condition was that, you know,

23

they get to some agreement, and if they haven't even

24

submitted it to their Board, it looks like they're just not

25

doing anything, and that concerns me, because that was a

They're the only ones
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1

condition that the County put -- am I getting a signal or

2

what?

Is that the Water Authority?

3

MS. NELSON:

They're cutting off our service.

4

MR. MALRY:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And that's concerning me.

It's

6

concerning me a lot, because we've been going through this

7

thing for quite a while.

8

approved -- I mean, it's been how long, six months?

9
10

MS. VEREECKE:

The -- I think the Level A was

Mr. Chair, it was approved by the

BCC in June 2015.

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And they don't seem to be in any

12

hurry or care about this project, because they haven't

13

acted.

14

like to get a letter from the Chairman of the Water

15

Authority, of the Board, not from Staff, because this thing

16

is getting a little ridiculous.

17

concerned and dissatisfied with the Water Authority, and I

18

don't know if it's the Staff or the Board or who it is, but

19

you know, they also have a responsibility to this community

20

to come in with their recommendation to this thing.

21

We're talking about Staff sending me letters.

I'd

I'm getting a little bit

The County has been having hearings for it's over a

22

year now between us and the County Commission.

That was --

23

that was a condition that the County Commission put on.

24

It's something that should have been at least at a hearing.

25

I don't know what the disconnect is over there, because you
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1

know, the Water Authority is made up of City Counselors and

2

County Commissioners.

3

on and why they're not acting on it.
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, just to say that when I

5

spoke to the Staff at the Utility Authority, they said they

6

were of the position that the CPC needed to approve this

7

plan before they would enter into the process with the

8

developer to consider the Development Agreement.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

MS. VEREECKE:

Well -And I told them that this would --

11

would need to be considered by this Body as well because of

12

the conditions of approval, and then also that this is the

13

technical body that works with Staff as applications are

14

being evaluated.

15

I also told them that we do have a land-use plan before

16

us and that our thought is that this land-use plan could be

17

approved.

18

-- that would necessitate this Body having to grant an

19

approval so that it could proceed to the next level, and

20

then -- and then be considered by the Utility Authority.

21

We were not anticipating any major changes that

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Now, are they asking us for us to

22

do our work and then -- and then before the County

23

Commission approves it, they will have an agreement?

24
25

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, from speaking to the

Staff, initially they wanted to even have the complete
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1

approval from the BCC, but when I informed them or reminded

2

them of the conditions of approval, then they said that it

3

should be prior to the approval by the BCC but after the CPC

4

recommends approval, so that there would be some certainty

5

about the land-use plan, but what was suggested to me by one

6

of their higher level Staff --

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. VEREECKE:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Who's the higher level staff?
John Stomp.

10

MS. VEREECKE:

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MS. VEREECKE:

Who?
I believe John Stomp.
Okay.
He suggested that after the CPC

13

recommends approval of this request, that the Development

14

Agreement could be considered by the Utility Authority

15

concurrently with the consideration by the BCC.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And, you know, that's something

17

that -- because we don't have -- we, as Commissioners here,

18

if the County Commission puts a condition on it, we don't

19

have the authority to change that.

20

to have to stay on there until it gets back to the County

21

Commission.

22

the Level A are going to have to be met, because we don't

23

have the authority to change any of those conditions that

24

the County Commission approved, and I think that's where

25

we're getting -- you're not getting all the information.

That condition's going

I mean, but all the conditions that were put on
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1

All those conditions have not been met, and we're, like, at

2

a standstill here, and I mean, the conditions by the County

3

Commission cannot be changed by us.

4

understand that.

5

there.

6

but I don't think that we're going to start challenging the

7

County Commission on their conditions that they approved.

9

Those are conditions that they put on

We can recommend things to the County Commission,

So I think that, you know, this is getting -- and then
we get a Water Board, they want to tell us how to run or

10

meetings, and that's not going to happen.

11

maybe I need to have a meeting with the Water Board.

12

the chairman of the Water Board?

13

MS. VEREECKE:

14

-- who's the chair of the Board.

15

Commissioners on the Board.

16

We also have the director of the Utility Authority.

17

still Mark Sanchez as far as I know.

18

So somebody -Who's

Mr. Chair, I'm not sure who of the
I know we have three

If it's the Mayor, it may be.
It's

But just to say, Mr. Chair, too, that's one component

19

in this discussion, and that Staff has noted a number of

20

other issues that -- that need to be addressed with this

21

request so that it may be appropriate to proceed with those

22

and then also to convey the concerns to the Utility

23

Authority, and if the Commission conditions this request as

24

Staff has recommended, that we can try to get them more

25

involved and possibly communicating with management and
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legal that we can try to work this out.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, if the Water Board is

3

saying that they're waiting for us to see what we do and

4

then before the County Commission approves the plan, then

5

they could have an agreement done, and -- because we don't

6

have the authority here to agree to any agreements with

7

anybody.

8

but you were talking about Mr. Stomp making that statement,

9

but that letter that we got didn't say that.

10

That's -- only the County Commission can do that,

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, yeah, if you read

11

through there, there were a series of emails and comments

12

where they did -- they did state that, but there were

13

discussions that I had as well.

14

would be appropriate as you proceed through this discussion

15

to provide some direction about how to -- how you would like

16

to deal with this, and Staff can work towards that.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

for them to deal with it.

19
20
21

So it sounds like maybe it

MS. VEREECKE:

Well, I think that we all want is

Mr. Chair, so the chair of the

Water Board is City Counselor Trudy Jones.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

And maybe I need to get

22

some communications with them, from Board to Board to see

23

what's going on.

24
25

So let's get -- other Commissioners?

MS. VEREECKE:

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I think

there was another question, or I'll be back in a more
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1

specific discussion about land use.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
question?

4

Okay.

Anybody else has a

We'll move on.

MS. VEREECKE:

So we now have Staff, and first

5

we're going to have transportation, Richard Meadows, and

6

then NMDOT is here and MRCOG.

7

MR. MEADOWS:

Good morning, Mr. Chair and

8

Commissioners.

9

and I just wanted too quickly go through the conditions and

10

the comments and summarize what -- what we have recommended.

11

Richard Meadows with County Public Works,

So, first of all, for the Level A Master Plan all of

12

those conditions have been met as far as transportation.

13

Those mostly dealt with -- we had asked for some

14

improvements to the roadway network and to remodel that

15

network using the 2040 MRCOG projections, and that -- that

16

was done.

17

So then for Level B, we had a number of comments, and

18

most of those comments have been addressed.

19

handful left to be addressed.

20

them has to do with there was a new roadway cross-section --

21

-section that was submitted, and we asked to remove that one

22

and make some changes to another cross-section.

23

There's only a

They're fairly minor.

One of

And then finally, we have modified our conditions for

24

Level B, and basically we are just asking that the final

25

report address the few remaining comments that are there,
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1

and then when a Development Agreement is prepared, that it

2

identify which roadway improvements are system roadway

3

improvements and which ones are system -- I mean, I'm sorry,

4

which ones are project-related improvements and which ones

5

are system-wide improvements, and that way we'll know how

6

the costs are going to fall out from the -- from the

7

improvements, and then that pretty much summarizes it.

8

MS. HERTEL:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10
11

I have a question.
Questions?

Go ahead,

Commissioner.
MS. HERTEL:

So you've gone through the matrix,

12

and can you confirm that all your comments ended up in the

13

-- in the matrix, and I'm just holding up this document, but

14

all of your documents ended up in the matrix?

15

MR. MEADOWS:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, yes.

16

All the comments were reflected in the matrix, and the

17

majority of them -- the vast majority of them were

18

addressed, and if you'd like I could list out the ones that

19

have not been addressed, but there's only four, four or five

20

of them that were not addressed and --

21

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Actually I would like to see

22

your response in the matrix as well, and I know there's

23

slightly more recent matrix that I haven't printed out yet.

24

So I know some comments have been put in there or responses,

25

but I'd like to see all your responses in the matrix, and
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1

then there's a status there where you can indicate that it's

2

now a closed item, that no further action is necessary.

3

if you put your comments in the matrix, it would be a much

4

-- I think a much more useful document for this whole group,

5

for everybody to work with, because it would all be

6

summarized there as opposed to I see your papers there with

7

lots of tabs here and there.

8

response and the current status, and that would be really,

9

really helpful.
MR. MEADOWS:

11

MS. HERTEL:

12

MR. MEADOWS:

All in the matrix with your

All right.
Okay.

Thank you.

And, Mr. Chair and Commissioner

13

Hertel, we did -- we did put our responses in the matrix and

14

indicated if it's completed.

15

partially completed, and some were fully completed, so --

16

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

There were some that were

Thanks.

I probably just don't

17

have the most current print of them, but I'm sure we will

18

before, you know, we have additional discussion on this

19

topic.

Thank you.

20

MR. MEADOWS:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

Thank you.
Any other questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

23

MR. MEADOWS:

All right.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. JULIAN:

Who's next?

Good morning, Commission -- or Chair
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1

and Commission members.

2

representing the New Mexico Department of Transportation,

3

District 3 Office.

I am here

The comments we submitted, I guess, for Level A I would

5

like to address their status.

Note 20, we have no

6

additional comments.

7

we've asked for additional response from the developer on

8

the statement that says, "We anticipate that the approved

9

Level A Master Plan and future Level B Plan will impact

The comment was resolved.

Note 21,

10

future MTP efforts."

11

the -- there is no guarantee that the design and phasing of

12

the Santolina plan will coincide with the projects that are

13

in the outlying years of the MTP, and so we'd like some

14

additional clarification on what was meant by that comment.

15

And note 22 we have no additional comments.

16

The NMDOT would like to reiterate that

We did submit five comments on the land-use plan dated

17

June 28th, 2016, and the Santolina Level B Plan.

18

one is that, in general, DOT concurs with the transportation

19

analysis with the understanding that Level C will provide

20

more detailed transportation analysis, and there may be

21

additional recommendations from the DOT to be implemented

22

that fall out of that analysis.

23

The first

The second comment is concerning the NMDOT frontage

24

road that is going to be used for basically the primary

25

access for the initial stages of the development.

NMDOT is
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1

contemplating a planning-level-type study for I-40 from --

2

you know, for this section of I-40, and one of the

3

considerations from that study may be that -- may be that --

4

the addition of one-way frontage roads, and if that is the

5

case, that would impact the -- the access that is proposed

6

for the Santolina development in the early stages.

7

The third comment involves the industrial and business

8

park land use that, again, is using the NMDOT frontage road

9

for the primary access.

Currently that road is a -- it's

10

classified as a minor collector, and there's about -- I

11

think there's about 2,500 vehicles that use that on a daily

12

basis.

13

that many bump that up into a different classification which

14

would require some improvements on that facility.

15

now, that road -- the typical section of that road reflects

16

a minor collector.

17

and there's very little shoulder.

18

Depending on the increase in volume of that road,

Right

It's just two lanes in each direction,

The fourth comment was on a -- on the land-use plan,

19

that exhibit dated June 28th, 2016.

20

-- appear to be consistent with section 4.4, access of the

21

Santolina Level B Plan, and I believe the concern there was

22

that the text stated a half mile spacing increment for

23

access, and it looks like the exhibit was showing

24

quarter-mile spacing.

25

It did not appear to be

And then the fifth and final comment is that NMDOT will
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1

be seeking a separate Developer Agreement with Santolina to

2

establish the fund requirements for the system

3

infrastructure that's mentioned in the Level B plan.

4

will be established through public and private funding, and

5

with that, I stand for questions.

7
8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Are there any questions?

Go

ahead, Commissioner.
MS. HERTEL:

I'm going to have the same comments

9

that I had for the previous gentleman, and that is, can you

10

confirm that all your comments have been put in the matrix?

11

And then, if you could add your responses in the matrix, so

12

that we have one document that we can get our arms around?

13

MR. JULIAN:

Chair and Commissioner Hertel, yes,

14

we will -- we will provide that.

15

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

And so the next time we have

16

any discussion that relates to NMDOT, we'll be able to refer

17

to this matrix, and then, when you're saying comment 22 or

18

whatever, we'll be just be able to go here and kind of

19

follow along with what you're talking about.

20

lot easier.

Thank you.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

Thank you very much.

23

Who's next, Staff?

24

MR. GINGRICH:

25

It will be a

of the Commission.

Any other comments?

Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members

My name is Andrew Gingrich.

I am here

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

6

That

TR- 22
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5565

7.A.e

1

on behalf of the Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning

2

Organization, which is in -- within the Mid-Region Council

3

of Governments.
I have comments for transportation and land use, so

5

I'll just speak to the transportation comments here.

6

also been informed that I think there's an attachment in the

7

packet, attachment 13 that has the matrix with the Staff

8

comments.

9

I've

That might be helpful.

So we have a few outstanding comments for the

10

transportation components to the Level B plan.

11

terms of the matrix, most of the edits have been either made

12

or they have -- they've been basically agreed to be changed

13

for some of the minor text edits especially.

14

meeting with the County Staff and Bohannan Huston, who's the

15

-- who's in charge of the transportation modeling piece for

16

the applicant on a couple Fridays ago and went through the

17

matrix and tried to work out some of the nitty gritty.

18

in a lot of the minor text changes, those have been made,

19

and most of them have been agreed to change.

20

The -- in

We had a

So

So I think probably it's best use of time to talk about

21

the larger outstanding transportation issues.

The first is

22

that there's a -- there's a -- in the Level A Development

23

Agreement, there's categories of roadway infrastructure that

24

are broken up into system infrastructure and project

25

infrastructure, and project infrastructure is completely up
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1

to the applicant or the developer to take care of, and

2

system infrastructure is that which there's a -- you know,

3

impacts or -- it serves broader than Santolina, and so that

4

could be outside of Santolina or inside of Santolina, and in

5

those situations, it's our understanding that the County

6

would be responsible for paying for their proportionate

7

share of that infrastructure.

8
9

This is important to the MPO, because we are
responsible for kind of gathering all the significantly

10

regional roadways into our MTP network, or that's our

11

long-range plan network, and we've them categorized as

12

publicly funded, privately funded, or a combination of

13

publicly and privately funded.

14

MTP list has to be claimed by somebody that's -- they're

15

going to pay for.

16

list.

17

And so what gets onto the

It's a physically constrained project

And so reading through some of the documents again in

18

this last round, we're not sure exactly which roads are

19

system infrastructure and which are project infrastructure,

20

and so as we do our MTP list, we need to know which ones of

21

those are anticipated to be privately funded and a

22

private/public partnership.

23

there was some kind of map that would show the system

24

infrastructure and then what the proportion of the share

25

would be to the public, and so -- and so that's kind of our

So it would be helpful to us if
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1

-- there's some -- there seems to not be some clarity around

2

exactly which roadways are considered which.
Kind of related to that in our comments is the added

4

section 8.5 to the Level B plan, which talks about the

5

different funding mechanisms.

6

most of our funding concerns are around transportation

7

infrastructure.

8

clarify the different mechanisms for paying for

9

infrastructure, that you would also clarify, which I think

10

is the case but maybe should be clarified, that in that --

11

if those -- if those funding sources, outside funding

12

sources aren't available, that the developer's still

13

responsible for providing adequate infrastructure to

14

whatever level of development there is.

15

concerns there.

16

We would recommend -- I mean,

We would recommend if you're going to

So that's the basic

And then, finally, as Mr. Meadows mentioned, that

17

concern about the ride -- the wide right-of-ways, we'll go

18

with what the County's recommending there.

19

know, maybe a way of mitigating some -- you know, being

20

creative with the width of some of the different facilities

21

to -- if we would do a multiway boulevard or something like

22

that, but definitely getting over 200 feet of right-of-way

23

is a very wide road for pedestrians to cross by an urban

24

center.

25

conversations with the County and the applicant on that, and

There's, you

So we'll just go with the County there.

We've had
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2
3

I'm confident something can be worked out there.
So with that, I'll stand for questions on
transportation.

4
5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions?

Commissioner, go

ahead.

6

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

In your -- in your letter or

7

memo on July 11th, you were mentioning the forecast data for

8

growth projections, and it seems to be specific for open

9

space.

10

MR. GINGRICH:

11

MS. HERTEL:

Yeah.
Do you want to comment on that,

12

because what you're saying here is that the growth

13

projections -- I'm just reading it for the benefit of

14

everybody else -- is inconsistent with the most recent 2040

15

MTP data.

16

MR. GINGRICH:

Okay.

Yes, Madam Chair and

17

Commissioner -- sorry, Mr. Chair and Madam Commissioner.

18

That was in regards to a specific diagram.

19

bring that up in the land-use comments, but I can talk to

20

that now.

21

added.

22

this exhibit specifically.

That's for this exhibit, Exhibit 3 that was

And that's just this -- we were just talking about

23

MS. HERTEL:

24

MR. GINGRICH:

25

I was going to

It uses --

Open space.
And I put it in the open space

comments, because it was kind of, you know, connected to the
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1

open space section and I think taken maybe from the Open

2

Space Master Plan, but it was -- but in the context that it

3

was presented in the plan was an overall growth forecast,

4

and this doesn't use -- this map does not contain the

5

current growth projections for which we are to now to 2040

6

and are -- actually forecast quite a bit less growth than

7

what was previously forecasted, because this is prerecession

8

data.

9

MS. HERTEL:

So the basic population growth

10

projections for Santolina is not exactly the same as what

11

your -- your, MRCOG's current 2040 road projections are?

12

that kind of what I'm hearing you say?

13

MR. GINGRICH:

Is

Mr. Chair and Madam Commissioners,

14

so let me separate this exhibit first, and then I can talk

15

about --

16

MS. HERTEL:

17

MR. GINGRICH:

In general.
And then I can talk in general.

18

the -- the 20- -- our current forecast in the 2040

19

long-range master plan, those were incorporated into the

20

transportation analysis for Santolina Level A.

21

redone for Level A and done for the Level B transportation

22

document.

So

23

It was

The reason why it had to be redone for Level A was

24

because while the Level A Master Plan was being heard was

25

while we were writing the MT- -- the 2040 MTP, which had not
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1

been finalized, and the -- so the 2035 MTP would have been

2

the most current while the first Level a was being heard.
The 2040 MTP forecast showed quite a bit less growth in

4

the region than the 2035, because the population numbers

5

were reprojected.

6

coming, and we were very -- everyone knew that at the

7

beginning of the Level A process, and the applicant knew

8

that, also, but those official numbers hadn't been -- hadn't

9

been put forth -- hadn't been approved yet in the plan, or

10
11

That -- we knew that that drop was

the plan hadn't been approved, I should say.
So the -- so the -- the total growth numbers for the

12

region in the 2040 MTP are consistent with the

13

transportation master plan.

14

order to -- to study the transportation system that's being

15

proposed for Santolina at the level of development that is

16

anticipated by the developer, that level of development is

17

-- is quite a bit different than the level of development

18

that is in the trend scenarios, which is our official

19

forecast in the Santolina area.

20

The difference is in the -- in

So the total number of people in the region is the

21

same, but there's almost a separate scenario for Santolina

22

where the growth was reallocated from other parts of the

23

region in the trend scenario and put into Santolina to build

24

out Santolina so that we could measure -- what we're

25

measuring is the impacts of Santolina if Santolina would
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1

grow and other places wouldn't grow, because we have to keep

2

the same number of people in the region.

3

difference in what's anticipated by the trend scenario and

4

what's anticipated by the developer's level of development,

5

that's where the difference comes from, but the -- but we

6

worked with them to help them do that study, but that's the

7

assumptions going into the study.
MS. HERTEL:

9

MR. GINGRICH:

10

Okay.

MS. HERTEL:

So I know that -- sorry.
Yeah.

That's --

I think I understand that.

11

We're saying that the growth projections are -- the

12

population is going to be the same.

13

MR. GINGRICH:

14

MS. HERTEL:

15

population.

16

would increase.

17

In the region.
It's just there's shifting

Like, some areas may decline, but Santolina

MR. GINGRICH:

That's right.

Yeah.

That's what's

18

was required to make Santolina build so that you could

19

analyze the Santolina development as built and the roadway.

20

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

That explains a lot, because

21

in various places in the attachments there's different

22

population projections that population is not drawing at

23

all, but now, I'm understanding that we're just seeing that

24

may be -- may -- potentially a shift to the Santolina area.

25

MR. GINGRICH:

That's not -- Madam Commissioner
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1

and Mr. Chair, that's not -- that's not MRCOG's position

2

that development will shift.

3

MS. HERTEL:

4

MR. GINGRICH:

"Potentially," I said.

5

the applicant's expectation of level of development.

6

know, we didn't -- we don't go to them and say, "This is the

7

level of development that's going to happen in Santolina.

8

That was them saying this is we anticipate, and the basis

9

for that is -- that's for them to --

10

MS. HERTEL:

11

MR. GINGRICH:

It's their pro forma -Yeah, but for us, it was just

12

saying in the scenario, that that would happen.

13

-- this is the appropriate way to --

14

You

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

This is how

I have one more question, and

15

that's the same I asked the previous gentleman, and that is,

16

do you think -- do you think all your comments are in the

17

matrix.

18

you know, subsequent version, but I'd like you to confirm at

19

some point that all your comments are in here, and then add

20

your staff response, your response in the matrix, too.

21

My version is June 30th.

MR. GINGRICH:

I know there's another,

Yes, Madam Commissioner, Mr. Chair,

22

our -- we work to fill out those comments.

The most recent

23

one that came out in July '06 or something like that, and so

24

we worked hard to get those in.

25

sure, but I believe that all of our comments from our first

I can go back and check for
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1

round of comments from February or whatever the -- the very

2

first one that had our bigger -- our first review, those

3

were in the matrix.

4

that on -- for the land-use hearing and some correspondence

5

that I added as an attachment to those comments with the

6

applicant that were not in the matrix.
MS. HERTEL:

Yeah.

Let's try to get all of it in.

8

I don't want to miss anybody's comments when we, you know,

9

look at this matrix.

Okay?

10

MR. GINGRICH:

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MS. KELLY:

13

Thanks for that extra effort.

Sure.
Any other questions?

Quick question.

Thank you.

On Exhibit 9, the cross-section of the arterials, I

14

know that it's wide, but I was noticing that there's a 6- to

15

10-foot trail with what appears to be a wall.

16

end of the right-of-way.

17

really not a pleasant trail corridor experience, and in

18

fact, it might not comply with standards which requires a

19

little bit of space, and I was just thinking that maybe some

20

extra -- the median is 30-foot wide.

21

applicant and the road designers to consider putting a

22

little more space next to the trail.

23

MR. GINGRICH:

So that's the

I'm just observing that that's

Yes.

So I would ask the

Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chair and

24

Madam Commissioner.

We can keep working on it.

The

25

long-range roadway -- the LRTS Guide, the long-range
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1

Transportation System's guide does show trails along side

2

the proposed roadways, and I believe that those were taken

3

from the Level A plan, and -- yeah and, you know, there are

4

different contexts that this arterial will go through.

5

of them may be more urban where there's more buildings close

6

by, and some of them may be more suburban where there's more

7

space.

8

that you have sections for the different kinds of context

9

that the roadway goes through, like this is a suburban

So that might be another thing to -- to recommend is

10

context versus the urban street context.

11

we can -- I don't know what's going on here.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MR. GINGRICH:

Yeah, but I think

I think your time's up.
That's my time.

Yeah.

All right.

14

I'll take the hint or whatever from speaking.

15

keep working on that, and I'll say, too, that our -- we're

16

at a loss because our transportation -- our bike/ped

17

planner, Julie Luna, who's wonderful, she's moved your

18

County Planning Staff.

19

you and bad for us, but she's the one who wrote the LRTS

20

guide, so she can fill you in for sure.

21

you.

22
23
24
25

Yeah.

We can

So you have her, which is good for

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So anyway, thank

Any other questions?

If not,

thank you very much.
MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, I would like to propose

a small change to the order of speakers.

We have APS here,
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1

and their representative needs to leave at 10:30.

2

it's okay, she could speak now so that --

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. VEREECKE:

6

questions.

Go ahead.
-- give her comments and stand for

So Alvira.
MS. LOPEZ:

Good morning, Mr. Chair,

7

Commissioners.

8

planner, manager with APS Capital Master Plan, and I'm here

9

to reiterate our comments submitted July 12th, 2016 and to

10
11

My name is Alvira Lopez.

I'm senior

answer any questions you may have.
In reference -- in reference to our previous comments

12

submitted, all previous Albuquerque Public Schools comments

13

continue to apply to the current applicant's submittal.

14

particular for the scale of development as proposed for the

15

Santolina Level B plan calling for 9,444 dwelling units, the

16

district would need at least 101.6 acres of land, five

17

schools, assuming a typical and traditional educational

18

curriculum.

19

talks about a K through 12 school.

20

on traditional models of instruction, and at least 162

21

million, approximately 163 million for new construction, not

22

including the cost of land.

23

In

I want to clarify that, because I know the plan
Our analysis was based

Such figures are consistent with APS's previous

24

comments regarding the applicant's submittals.

I want to

25

reiterate, all new and future construction is contingent on
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2

taxpayer approval.
Regarding the most current Santolina Level B plan

3

revised July 2016, the applicant identifies in section 7.6

4

schools, pages 86 and 87, that 134.6 acres are needed to

5

plan for new APS school facilities.

6

9,444 dwelling units, and we concur with that.

7

indicated, we said we needed 101 acres, and in -- in their

8

plan they state 134 acres are needed.

9

That would sustain the
As

The district continues to work with the applicant and

10

hopes to come to an agreement with the applicant so that

11

land can be conveyed to Albuquerque Public Schools as per

12

the quantity of land acreage indicated in section 7.6

13

schools of the Level B plan.

14

Again, according to the Santolina Level B plan the

15

quantity of land needed for APS school facilities is 134

16

acres.

17

all future schools to be located within Santolina Level B

18

plan, in other words, a K through 12 model versus a K

19

through 5, middle school, high school, traditional model

20

will be determined by the district and in response to

21

community educational needs and their academic master plan.

22

And I have one last comment that I noted on page 88 of

APS would also like to note that curriculum model of

23

the plan.

There's a section, 7.76, a separate section to

24

the other sections just referenced.

25

Schools.

It's called Existing

There's a comment in there in reference Atrisco
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1

Heritage Academy High School, Rudolfo Anaya, Jimmy Carter

2

Middle School, and G.I. Sanchez, the newly -- recently

3

constructed K through 8 school, there's a comment that

4

states, "These existing APS facilities can temporarily

5

accommodate the initial residential development within the

6

Level B plan until the APS facilities within Level B plan

7

are constructed and open for enrollment."

8

comment to -- to that statement in the current July 2016

9

draft, Santolina Level B plan, is that that comment is

I believe my

10

really incomplete and inconsistent with our previous

11

submittals in that it dismisses the fact that population

12

growth from Santolina -- Santolina development would

13

exacerbate existing overcrowding at Atrisco Heritage High

14

School, Jimmy Carter -- and Jimmy Carter Middle School.

15

think all of your previous comments have spoken about that

16

existing overcrowding at those particular schools.

17

simply say that the future development will be addressed by

18

those schools or accommodated by those schools, I think it's

19

-- we're going to have to take a look at that, and we have

20

provided comments on how we might address that.

21

list of strategies that have been provided through -- in our

22

comments on how we would provide for new capacities or look

23

for efficiencies and perhaps even entertain boundary changes

24

which are very difficult, but we would have to look at

25

various measures.

I

So to

There's a

So to simply say that our currently
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1

crowded schools, Atrisco Heritage High School or Jimmy

2

Carter Middle School would simply just accommodate that

3

growth I think is an incomplete and maybe contradictory to

4

our concerns of overcrowding on the west side right now,

5

some of our schools.

6

questions.

And besides that, I can stand for any

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. HERTEL:

Any questions?

Okay.

The same question, I don't

9

think -- I don't think all of your comments are included in

10

the matrix, and I think it would be a good idea if you could

11

go back and review that, and from your -- as an example,

12

from your May 16th memo, you had Roman Numeral, i through vi

13

or i through iii are in the matrix.

14

made it for some reason.

15

later version.

16

that to get the full attention to all your comments and your

17

responses.

18

reflects your position, please.

19

MS. LOPEZ:

20

Iv, v, and vi never

Now, maybe that was corrected in a

I don't know, but I'm just to suggesting

Just check through the matrix and make sure it

certainly do that.

Mr. Chair, Commissioner, I will
I concur with that.

21

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Great.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. VEREECKE:

24

presentation for transportation.

25

second area, and that is land use and zoning and -- and,

Okay.

Thank you.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Chair, that concludes the
We now move on to the
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1

again, this goes into other areas besides -- besides just

2

land use and zoning.

3

transportation, but we're trying to fit everyone into a

4

particular place.
So -- so I just wanted to say a few words about the

6

land-use plan.

I already mentioned this, and to say that

7

this is the land-use plan.

8

It includes areas designated as residential of different

9

densities now.

I think you're familiar with it.

It includes a town center, an employment

10

center, industrial and business park, and an urban center,

11

and over time more details have been provided for these

12

areas.

13

shown as a land use, and then there is zoning, a zoning map

14

that goes along with the land-use plan so that for the

15

different land uses, there are particular -- particular

16

zones.

17

Recently, we've had open space added more clearly

So overall the land-use plan does reflect the Level A

18

submittal but with -- with more -- more detail.

19

recently acreage has been provided for each of these areas

20

that you can see here, and these are land use -- residential

21

land uses ranging from high density to lower density.

22

the acreage of these individual -- all of these individual

23

areas has been provided, and this is an attempt to address

24

the planned communities criteria.

25

Most

So

The zoning chapter is in process now, and this -- the
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1

zoning is one way of providing more specific details and

2

implementation for the land use, the land-use plan in terms

3

of land uses, area requirements, design standards that

4

really help to give more character and more specific -- more

5

specific elements or use information than what is -- what is

6

shown on the land-use plan, and the Zoning Administrator is

7

going to say a few words about that, but that -- once we

8

have that completed, then that would add important component

9

to the land-use plan.

10

But Staff has noted that, again, there -- there's a

11

concern, a general concern among the planners about whether

12

or not enough details have been provided in -- in this plan

13

and where it does show smaller pieces, but it doesn't really

14

show if they are cohesive entities within this -- within

15

this plan such as smaller villages or neighborhoods or

16

specific areas within the town center or the urban center

17

that can more clearly be identified, and that is called for

18

in the planned communities criteria.

19

As I said, there are little pieces here that have sort

20

of been created by the road network, and the acreage has

21

been provided for that, but it's still not clear what these

22

little pieces are.

23

neighborhoods?

24

still is not clear, and I'm thinking that there is supposed

25

to be more of a description of what these different areas --

If they're subdivisions or they're

Are they portions of neighborhoods?

That
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1

what they are and then also, how they're -- how they figure

2

into the phasing plan.

3

or are they will all going to be develop at the same time?

4

I know there's been a lot of discussion about that where it

5

looks like these potentially are little neighborhoods that

6

they each have a school.

7

fire station, and I know we've had that discussion with the

8

agent, but so far that doesn't appear to be clearly depicted

9

in the land-use plan.

They have a park.

They have a

10

So there are some other comments that were provided in

11

the Staff Report, but overall to say that the land-use plan

12

appears to be generally acceptable, but that maybe we do

13

need some more -- more details that give more character to

14

the specific areas, and then also, again, insurances --

15

assurances that the overall density that has been agreed to

16

or is required following the Comprehensive Plan, an overall

17

density of three dwelling units per acre -- or it's a little

18

bit different for this plan, because it also has some rural,

19

that that be achieved or may not exceed it, and there is

20

language in the plan about that, but as we proceed through

21

this process, I think we're going to need additional

22

mechanisms to ensure that the allowed density is not -- is

23

not exceeded.

24
25

So I'm thinking that those are my comments.

So I stand

for questions if you have questions for me.
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MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. NELSON:

Hold on.

Yes, I do.

Go ahead.
Thank you.

When you said

3

you needed further assurance that the overall land is going

4

to be complying with the planned communities criteria for

5

the Reserve Area, what form would these assurances take?

6

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Nelson, so

7

in the plan there is a chart that includes the allowable

8

density for Level B.

9

dwelling units.

It comes out to approximately 10,000

So there is an attempt to break that out in

10

terms of the different zones, the low density, medium

11

density, high density, so that -- and there is a statement

12

that they're not going to exceed that in the course of

13

development.

14

that Staff will need to work with the applicant to establish

15

some benchmarks about how this will be maintained or how it

16

will progress over time, which might be like -- like what

17

was done for jobs-to-housing jobs-to-housing, that by such

18

and a time there can be this many dwelling units and there

19

needs to be this many jobs.

20

graphic that shows the number residential units that will be

21

allowed over a certain period of time.

22

So there is additional language that was added

So there could be some kind of

So there could be by 20 -- 2025 that there could be

23

3,000, and I think it is actually already depicted in the

24

Development Agreement from what we're talking about, so that

25

that could kind of be carried forward into a condition, and
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1

then a section of the Level B Development Agreement that

2

limits how much residential development will occur over

3

time.
So we haven't really discussed this yet.

It's

5

something that we're still working on and would need to.

I

6

could envisage this as a condition of approval if this

7

proceeds, but just like for jobs-to-housing, where we're

8

thinking there needs to be -- for Level B that there needs

9

to be more discussion about -- about how we're going to keep

10

track of all of this, the jobs-to-housing, the number of

11

dwelling units that -- the agent has suggested that Staff be

12

responsible for that, and I'm not sure how that's going to

13

work out.

14

that.

15

reminds me, too, we did have a condition of approval in

16

Level A and for where Level B there needs to be more

17

discussion about jobs-to-housing and how that goal of

18

creating -- and I think it's 75,000 jobs that are

19

anticipated as part of the entire plan and about, I think,

20

it's 25,000 as part of Level B is what is the strategy for

21

achieving that.

22

we're hearing that there are going to be so many jobs and in

23

these areas, but will the land-use plan by itself ensure

24

that, or are there other strategies that will ensure that

25

this development takes place as it is being proposed.

I'm sure he's going to explain more to you about

We haven't -- we haven't yet resolved that, but it

And that's something that we -- you know,
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So those are issues that I feel haven't been resolved,

2

and to -- you know, to work that out in an acceptable way to

3

Staff and to the agents and then to see it carried through

4

into conditions of approval, and the Development Agreement,

5

I'm thinking this is where that would go.

6

MS. NELSON:

Okay.

So when you were talking about

7

this, it seems to me that this would be part of a -- I don't

8

know, a phasing plan for the development of the density of

9

the housing because we're just talking about land use right

10

at the moment, and -- and some way to report or to guarantee

11

that the overall density is being maintained; is that

12

correct?

13

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair and Commissioner Nelson,

14

yes, and I did want to mention that phasing is an important

15

component of this, too, and where -- right now there are two

16

phases that are being proposed, and they're mainly in the

17

context of transportation but not specifically related to

18

land use and density and community facilities that are

19

shown, and yes, phasing, this could also be shown as part of

20

a phasing plan and where several of us have been asking for

21

more specific phasing than what has been provided.

22

MS. NELSON:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. VEREECKE:

25

Andrew.

Thank you.
Any other questions?
Next, we have John -- no.

We have

We'll have Andrew and then John, and then Juanita
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2

will go last.
MR. GINGRICH:

Mr. Chair, Members of the

3

Commission, again, my name is Andrew from the Metropolitan

4

Planning Organization.

5

So one of the comments I was going to make was about

6

the -- that Exhibit Number 3.

So I think I covered that in

7

the last section.

8

transportation, and that's just I wanted to emphasize,

9

again, that when we talk about -- sorry to go back to that,

I did forget to mention one thing in the

10

but when we talk about funding for -- public funding to

11

roadway infrastructure, that in the MTP or the long-range

12

plan, it says that -- that the priority for public funding

13

is going to be in preserving existing infrastructure,

14

redevelopment, and that funds, federal funds that were

15

programmed through us are competitive, increasingly

16

competitive and that roadway expansion, capacity expansion

17

projects on the edge of the City is not something that's

18

being prioritized.

19

talk about public funding for some of these shared-cost

20

roadways, that the federal dollars are likely to not

21

prioritize those.

22

So just that's on the record.

Anyway, so back to land use.

When we

I can start with, I

23

guess, the -- you know, one of the bigger concerns that's

24

been talked about, and that's the concern around phasing.

25

We still have the same general concern we shared before that
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1

the phases, the 2025 and 2040 are quite large.

2

reference, Mesa del Sol had four phases on smaller --

3

smaller acreage than this.

4

Plan that's just to the north and the same group has six

5

phases and also has some of the same kind of transitional,

6

multistep, you know, like phase one to three or whatever a

7

maybe an urban center or village center, something like

8

that, but it's been -- it's been demonstrated before.

9

light doesn't like me.

The Westland -- the Westland

This

I don't know.

So we still have that basic concern, and it doesn't

11

seem that the 2025 and 2040 phase will necessarily even be

12

in subsequent phases, because my understanding is that there

13

could be another Level B plan that's submitted and begun

14

before the end of this one.

15

to clarify, our anticipation of what a phase is, is, you

16

know, it's a subsequent development.

17

and then you do the other piece, and then you do the other

18

piece.

19

us than the actual sequence.

20

So, you know, again, to just --

So you do this piece,

And the actual years are probably less important to

And Catherine mentioned, and I think the Commissioner

21

brought this up, too, that the jobs-to-housing condition,

22

which is very important to the transportation system, that

23

was a condition of approval, to submit a plan to achieve the

24

jobs-to-housing balance so that as Santolina develops, it

25

develops in a way that is reasonably balanced.

It's not
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1

waiting for full build-out to achieve some of these

2

benefits.
That, as far as we have seen, does not seem like it's

4

been developed much further than Level A, and so we would

5

expect that that condition implied that there be more detail

6

around the jobs-to-housing plan, and we do think that this

7

dovetails very nicely with our concerns around phasing, and

8

that the different phases could be a way of evaluating this

9

plan to achieve this jobs-to-housing balance, because as

10

Commissioner mentioned, that would have those measures in

11

it.

12

a suggestion as opposed to a possibility.

13

that's our concern on phasing there.

14

So that's maybe not the way it has to happen, but it's
So that's --

And then I'll talk about zoning and the design criteria

15

section.

16

over the past hearings, and things, I think, were tightened

17

up.

18

found where, you know, the urban center is described, for

19

example, as mixed use place, but then, as I looked at the

20

zoning, it doesn't look like it allows mixed use in the

21

zoning and things like that.

22

that need to maybe be cleaned up.

23

The zoning there was a lot of good progress made

There's still some contradictory components that we

I think there are some tweaks

Also, we disagree with -- we appreciate the -- the

24

attention to mixed use that was put in.

There's talk of

25

horizontal mixed use versus vertical mixed use, and the
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1

vertical mixed use piece we're fine with those -- with those

2

-- with parsing that out.

3

mixed use is saying the different uses on the same block,

4

and we -- we don't believe that that's quite specific enough

5

that it needs -- language needs to be that those are

6

integrated, that -- you know, it's not just that you have

7

this use on the same block as this use, but that all of

8

those developments are integrated with each other in a

9

pedestrian kind of a way or whatever so they're not just --

10

you know, they can't be separate from each other.

11

to be designed in a integrated way.

12

They need

So that brings then -- me to the final point, which is

13

the design criteria section.

That was -- it was drafted for

14

the Level B hearing.

15

It's not included in this most recent draft, and I thought

16

that -- we thought that the design guideline section really

17

had made a lot of progress to some of our concern about

18

creating these kinds of environments that would be

19

pedestrian-friendly, that would create the kind of

20

environment that would created a sustainable community,

21

create the kind of environment that would benefit active

22

transportation.

23

with this last round.

24

conversations since the land-use hearing.

25

what happened with that, but that was going in a good

It was never part of the first draft.

And that section's not -- wasn't submitted
We haven't been a part of any
So I'm not sure
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1

direction I -- we thought.

2

put back in and continued to be developed.

3

had to do with the sidewalks and orientation of parking and

4

building to the street, and those kinds of design features

5

that we thought were going in a good direction.

6

like to see those back in.

7

So that's all I have.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MS. HERTEL:

In fact, that

So we'd

I'll stand for questions.
Any questions?

Go ahead.

I have one really quick comment for

10

you, and this is back to the matrix, and maybe you will find

11

this helpful, but your May 3rd memo and your May 12th memo,

12

I could not find them any place on the matrix.

13

go back and you're reviewing your stuff, you can start with

14

those.

15

couldn't find them.

16

So when you

And maybe it's redundant with some other memo, but I

MR. GINGRICH:

Yes.

That's correct, Mr. Chair and

17

Madam Commissioner.

Those weren't in the -- in the matrix

18

that came out, but we tried to address the basic concerns in

19

our most recent comments and some of the follow-up in the

20

matrix, but we can make sure that we can put that into a

21

matrix and go through --

22

MS. HERTEL:

23

MR. GINGRICH:

24

MS. HERTEL:

25

If they're closed?
Yeah.
Great.

I'd just like to see that

recording and showing that they're closed and what probably
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got close.

Okay.

All right.

2

MR. GINGRICH:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

Thank you.

Sure.
Any other questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

5

MR. GINGRICH:

6

MR. BARNEY:

Thanks.
Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Members

7

of the Commission.

8

planning manager for Parks and Open Space at the County.

9

My name is John Barney.

I am the

I'm going to refer to basically an email.

First of

10

all, we -- Mr. Chair, Members of the Commission, we have met

11

with the applicant, and we've made -- a number of changes

12

have been made to the plan based on that meeting, based on

13

other correspondence.

14

Hertel's question, we do not have all our comments in the

15

matrix, nor are all of our responses.

16

the applicant to -- to get those in before the next time

17

this comes before this Body.

However, to address Commissioner

So we will work with

18

MS. HERTEL:

Thank you.

19

MR. BARNEY:

So I just wanted to reiterate, you

20

know, this is the first Level B plan under the planned

21

community criteria that's come before this Body, and it's

22

the first one I've had a chance to review as the Parks

23

Planner.

24

we do here and what you do here and what the Bernalillo

25

County Commission decides to do, and so I just want to --

So I think it's a really important precedent what
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1

you know, I think we're setting a precedent for future Level

2

B plans, and if that's been stated perhaps by other -- other

3

members of Staff, but I just think this is really important

4

-- a really important process.

5

opportunity to comment.
I just want to read a couple things into the record and

7

talk a little about -- through some of my comments and how

8

they've been addressed up to this point.

9

should be stated that Parks and Recreation at this time has

10

no funding or plans to plan, design, construct, or operate,

11

maintain any parks or recreation facility or open space in

12

the Santolina Level B plan area.

13

In general, it

Parks and Recreation has met with the agent for the

14

applicant, appreciates the changes that have been made to

15

date.

16

we'd like to see addressed further, and changed in the plan

17

prior to recommending approval, because this is a Level B

18

plan and will be the last time that these concerns,

19

especially those surrounding phasing and physical

20

implications of the plan can be addressed in a comprehensive

21

manner to ensure that the dedication and subsequent

22

operations and maintenance of Parks and Recreation

23

facilities at the Level B plan area will be at no net

24

expense to the government in this plan area.

25

However, there remains some outstanding items that

So I'm going to refer to, I think -- Mr. Chair and
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1

Members of the Commission, I think this was included as part

2

of your comments, our comments to Catherine.

3

was included in your packet or attached at one point or

4

another, but I just want to go through them.

5

essentially six comments that were addressed to the plan,

6

itself.

7

the planned community criteria and to meet the requirements

8

in the Parks and Recreation and Open Space plan.

9

number of -- progress has been made.

I think this

A number of them focus on the need to meet the --

And a

We really, really

10

appreciate what the applicant has done.

11

like the facilities that are projected for the Santolina

12

Level B plan area are sufficient to meet the level of

13

service requirements in the Parks, Recreation, and Open

14

Space Master Plan.

15

you look at one, three, four, in those -- the only issue we

16

still are concerned about is the way they're described as

17

either system infrastructure or project infrastructure.

18

I mean, we now feel

The only issue -- and that's in -- if

Now, from our perspective, if these are -- facilities

19

are intended to meet the level of service for this community

20

area, they are, by definition, project infrastructure,

21

because it's for that community.

22

we have a level of service standards.

23

considered system infrastructure, and this has important

24

fiscal implications based on the Level A Development

25

Agreement, because basically there's a delineation between

That's what -- that's why
So we should not be
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project infrastructure and system infrastructure.

2

Project infrastructure must -- the cost both in terms

3

of capital expenses and operating expenses must be sustained

4

by the revenues of the project for that area.

5

system infrastructure it's maybe kind of a split between

6

potentially between the County, other entities and the

7

developer for that -- for that particular area.

8

why that's a very important consideration from our

9

perspective.

10

Whereas, a

So that's

Moving down to comment 5 relative to dedication, I

11

think, again, a lot of progress has been made in terms of

12

our conversations with the applicant and what is now in the

13

plan.

14

by other members of Staff, but it's just the issue of

15

phasing, and how do we -- you know, how do we ensure that we

16

have the facilities to support the community as this project

17

gets built out over time as the overall area gets built out.

18

The problem we're still having, it's been addressed

So in terms of our response to the bullet item no. 5,

19

we came up with what is a suggested strategy.

We haven't

20

really discussed this in detail with the applicant yet, and

21

I'm not sure if they've had a chance to really respond to

22

it, but this is something we will be talking with them

23

about, but this could also change depending on how they're

24

going to deal with phasing relative to some of the other

25

comments today.
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1

But basically we established sort of thresholds or

2

benchmarks when, you know, a certain number of dwelling

3

units that is -- is being planned and coming before our --

4

be coming before this Body, again, through the subdivision

5

process, we want to make sure that there is also the

6

appropriate facilities in terms of Parks and Recreation to

7

support that community at that point in time.

8

So moving on to our comment 6, which really is focused

9

on phasing, it was helpful to -- for -- the applicant had

10

laid out in the very last section of the plan a series of

11

tools, what I would call for -- for how these facilities

12

will be funded over time, and I think that was helpful, and

13

that was -- came out of the discussion we were having.

14

However, they're -- the way they're laid out at this point

15

is a series of tools.

16

just to refer back to the planned community criteria, there

17

is -- it does require, under D, for -- for a Level B plan,

18

under D, Government Services, no. 1, strategy for funding

19

and maintenance of public facilities in sight, including

20

open space.

21

of these tools are going to be used and how, because

22

otherwise, it's difficult for us to evaluate is there going

23

to be enough revenues to actually support our facilities in

24

the future.

25

There isn't a strategy, and I -- and

So the strategy would show us, you know, which

So again, you know, the tools are really helpful, I
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1

think, but there, again, the concern is, you know, how do

2

they get put together into an overall strategy so that we

3

can be sure that we can -- that we're going to have

4

sufficient funding to support those facilities in the

5

future.

6

And I think this is all goes back also to a request

7

that we made both at Level A and Level B that the financial

8

analyses, you know, be updated, so that -- again, so that we

9

can really evaluate what's going on.

The financial

10

analysis, which is document here, at this point, the fiscal

11

and economic impact study has different numbers than the

12

numbers in the plan at this point, and I know -- I mean, I'm

13

sure they're struggling as much as we are to try to keep up

14

with all -- everything that -- you know, that's changing,

15

but those -- that really should fit lock step with this

16

document, and if it doesn't, then it's hard for -- again,

17

hard for us to evaluate what's happening here in terms of I

18

can't come before you say, "Yes, this will occur at no net

19

expense."

20

These are the tools that I'm using to value it, and

21

it's not clear to me, and so the -- in B under my email

22

letter, there's also a couple other comments relative to the

23

fiscal analysis, which have not yet been addressed.

24
25

I think -- oh, and one other thing.

Just to -- just so

it's clear to everybody else, the map that is shown here, I
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1

mean, this question has come up.

This actually did come

2

from the Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan.

3

started -- it is not -- does not reflect the most current

4

projections of the Council of Governments.

5

our planning process.

6

October.

7

commission-review process.

8

August, we were making changes.

9

numbers for the MTP 2040 were not included.

We

This plan was adopted last year in

It actually went before -- into -- into the
Actually, I think, back in
So this -- this -- the
I mean, this

10

map dates back to very early last year.

11

that it's necessarily relevant to anything in the plan.

12

probably should be removed at this point, I would say.

13

Basically, we were using it to show where the overall areas

14

are -- of major growth were going to be in the County, and

15

however, this -- you know, wherever that growth is

16

projected, still that new growth if it's, you know, pursuant

17

to the planned community criteria and in a Reserve Area, it

18

still has to meet the no net expense.

19

So it's not some -- so an area in the Reserve Area.

20

not an area that we would plan to have facilities, because

21

we would expect the applicant to come forward and show those

22

facilities and their correlation to the development that

23

they're proposing.

24

questions.

25

So I don't think
It

It doesn't matter.
It's

And I think with that, I stand for

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Questions.

Go ahead,
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Commissioner.

2
3

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

John, I have one question about the open space on the

4

western edge.

5

the open space sufficient to allow for a space between the

6

steep slopes of the western escarpment and the flatter playa

7

area up on top of the mesa?

8

saying?

9

Shelly Road, and then the open space that's shown to the

Okay.

Have you physically looked at that, and is

Do you understand what I'm

The plan shows industrial development along

10

west of that, my question is, is it sufficient to keep the

11

development away from these steep eroding slopes that go

12

down to the Rio Puerco.

13

physically looked at how that open space looks in the field

14

compared to the proposed industrial?

15

MR. BARNEY:

I'm just asking if you've

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Kelly, I

16

have not physically gone out there and looked at that, but

17

I'm happy to do so prior to the -- again, before this

18

appears before the Body again.

19

MS. KELLY:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

24
25

Any other questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

22
23

Thank you.

MR. BARNEY:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Members of

the Board.
MS. JUANITA GARCIA:
Commissioners.

Good morning, Mr. Chair,

My name is Juanita Garcia, and I'm the
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1

Zoning Administrator for Bernalillo County, and I just kind

2

of want to give an update on what has happened with the plan

3

since we met in May, which was the zoning focus for these

4

meetings, and so since that May hearing, I met with the

5

applicant and their staff probably around eight times

6

lasting around two to three hours to go over the zoning

7

chapter.

8
9

So there was lots of work that needed to be done, lots
of clarification in regards to how the uses were to be

10

structured, trying to get what their intent was for some of

11

the language to make sure that how it was written was going

12

to be enforceable.

13

language is written well and that somebody down the road can

14

understand, read the language, understand the language, and

15

interpret the language.

16

That's my major concern is that the

So it's -- that's very important.

I see the Level B plan as a sector plan.

It's

17

equivalent to a sector plan in my mind, so it needs to be

18

written similar to a sector plan in terms of the zoning

19

aspect and the permissive uses, conditional uses, prohibited

20

uses.

21

so we did meet, and I think that we -- we covered a lot of

22

the process part.

23

we went through the actual zone categories, went through

24

some of the uses, permissive uses, and you know, what the

25

applicant is trying to do is bring in uses that are found in

So as you can imagine, it's very detailed, and so --

We covered the definitions part, and then
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1

the County, bring in uses that are allowed in the City of

2

Albuquerque and try to regulate, mesh them together into

3

this one document, and you know, the fortunate part for me

4

is that I have experience in the City, so I know where

5

they're going.

6

coming in with specific language and how -- how it needs to

7

be clarified, and so there was a lot of -- a lot of work

8

done in regards to that.

9

I know where the pitfalls are when they're

So it got to the point where we ran out of time

10

unfortunately.

11

standards, and that's why that was not included in the

12

version that you see that was submitted July 1st, I believe.

13

We could not finish through the design

So the design standards are intended to be within the

14

zoning chapter, but we are still needing to work through the

15

zoning section, and -- I mean, the design standards.

16

also found that there were instance where is things were

17

getting removed just for the sake of, you know, let's try to

18

speed this along, let's move this along.

19

sections instead of reviewing those sections.

20

that happening, but you know, I'm hoping that with some

21

sometime we'll add some more stuff, so -- and I do know that

22

the applicant submitted the design standards, the latest

23

version of them, I believe it was last week for your review

24

and consideration, but I have not had time to review those

25

design standards, and so they are still -- you know, I have

So I

Let's just remove
So I did find
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2

no comments for those.
But I do believe that we've made a lot of progress.

3

What I did indicate to the applicant, indicated to our Staff

4

that, you know, what I'm finding in terms of permissive uses

5

in the residential zones is that the zones allow for what is

6

considered accessory dwelling units.

7

would allow for an accessory dwelling unit typically as a

8

conditional use, but in my mind, that would impact the

9

overall number of dwelling units for the general area.

So some of the zones

So I

10

think that needs to be vetted, considered by all to make

11

sure that even though we may allow for some as a conditional

12

use, I think those need to be considered as the count -- and

13

the number of dwelling units and the count of dwelling

14

units.

15

Potentially in some areas you could have a conditional

16

use, not knowing how many lots you're going to have in some

17

of these areas.

18

can you bring me that map again -- that where you have

19

middle density or high density residential where you can

20

have some of the accessory dwelling units.

21

was a concern of mine.

22

You've seen the areas -- sorry, Catherine,

So -- so that

The other concern of mine was that we didn't have the

23

zone category for the open space.

I thought that was

24

important to include in the -- in the document, and the

25

applicant has done that.

Thank you, catherine.

If you'll
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1

see that they -- the language is similar to what was

2

recently reviewed and approved for West -- for Westland, and

3

so we're -- we're kind of duplicating some of the language

4

there, and then still modifying it to fit the needs for

5

Santolina.

6

category inserted into the list of zone categories in the

7

sector -- in this chapter.

8
9

So I was glad to see that we had that new zone

So, you know, I don't have specific comments for the
matrix.

I can tell you right now if I include my comments

10

for the matrix, it would be very bombarding, because I just

11

have so many comments in regard to that, and so right now,

12

my only comment is that it's still being reviewed.

13

design standards are still -- need to be reviewed and work

14

through with the applicant, and so once we finish that

15

section, then I'll start to get to some general comments,

16

and hopefully, I won't have any comments because everything

17

has been reviewed and vetted through, and I have no comments

18

so -- so that's where I'm at with zoning.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Questions?

20

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

The

Commissioner.

I mean, I just have a

21

question.

22

at in timeframe?

23

how long do you think a process for you and your section

24

would take to get there?

25

You talked about it a lot.

What are you looking

I mean, if you were to put it out there,

MS. JUANITA GARCIA:

Well, right now, we have a
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1

meeting scheduled with the applicant next week.

2

don't think that we're going to be able to complete it

3

within -- and have it finalized and printed out for you all

4

to consider in 30 days.

5

days for me, and that's, again, working really hard like we

6

did between May and now, so -MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. KELLY:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

I had that same question.
Okay.

Thank you.

it?

11

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, we now have government

12

and public service.

13

and I believe, we have PNM is here as well.

14
15
16

Staff, is that

MR. BRIGGS:

So we have Don Briggs, Dan McGregor,

Good morning, Commissioner Chavez,

Commissioners -- Chairman Chavez, I'm sorry.
I had approximately 11 comments on this case, and the

17

applicant has essentially agreed to fix all of them, and

18

what it boils down to is essentially two things.

19

terminology in the document that I would like revised.

20

has to do with the MS4 permit requirements.

21

volume requirement that we have to meet, and the terminology

22

that the applicant used was "first flush," and I'm asking

23

them to change that to water quality volume, and so that's

24

an easy fix.

25

document.

There's
It

We have a water

I went through the latest revision of the

They had found and corrected some of that,
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1

although they didn't catch every instance, so that's an easy

2

fix.
The second issue that I had was this area that lies

4

outside the urban area of the MS4 urban area, so I'm asking

5

them that they provide us with predevelopment hydrology to

6

determine the water quality volume requirements, and they

7

have done that, and they've presented a revised technical

8

report to this Board, and however, they haven't submitted it

9

to Public Works yet.

Public Works has a separate case file.

10

It's a grading and drainage case file that this document

11

will go into and be commented on ultimately, and that has

12

not been done yet, and so essentially those are the only two

13

things that I have outstanding, and with that, I'll stand

14

for comments or questions.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. HERTEL:

Questions?

And those two outstanding things,

17

could you add that to your matrix?

18

also?

19

MR. BRIGGS:

Go ahead.

Don Briggs.

And what was your name,

I'm very sorry.

I'm the

20

drainage engineer for Bernalillo County, and they are in the

21

matrix.

22

MS. HERTEL:

They are?

23

MR. BRIGGS:

Yes.

24
25

Okay.

Great.

They are on page 1 and 2 of the

government and public services section.
MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Thank you.
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. McGREGOR:

Thank you very much.
Chairman Chavez, Commissioners, my

name's Dan McGregor.

4

infrastructure, planning, geo resources.

5

I'm interim director for

First off, my comments and response have been compiled

6

and put into Attachment 13.

They are all there.

The

7

changes that we want have been indicated that they would be

8

in the zoning section, which was submitted after the review

9

deadline, so I've not had chance to see that those were --

10

have actually been implemented.

11

criteria.

12

they're particular show stoppers.

13

moving forward with the developer to make sure we know where

14

they're headed.

15

They're more design

So while they're important, I don't know that
It's a matter of just

The large issue obviously for us is the ABCWUA

16

Development Agreement, and I think Chairman Chavez

17

summarized the situation closely.

18

that, and with you all's forbearance, I prepared some

19

comments that would like to read through and enter into the

20

record in that regard.

21

I do feel strongly about

So we have before us an unsatisfied condition of the

22

Level A Master Plan for an ABCWUA Development Agreement.

23

The Level A approval was based in part on July 29, 2014,

24

letter from ABCWUA wherein the ABCWUA outlined certain

25

contingencies, expectations, and requirements.

More
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1

specifically, that letter recommended that if approved, the

2

CPC provide conditional approval, which requires the

3

developer successfully execute a Development Agreement with

4

the Water Utility Authority for the Santolina Master Plan.

5

And it also stated that if the Santolina Level A Master Plan

6

is approved by the Bernalillo County Commission, only then

7

will Water Authority staff proceed in negotiating the draft

8

agreement with the developer.

9

Accordingly, finding 18 made reference to the letter as

10

being sufficient proof of water availability for a Level A

11

Master Plan approval.

12

and the CPC recommended condition number 8, that prior to

13

approval of any Level B or Level C planning document, the

14

applicant will provide a fully executed Development

15

Agreement with the ABCWUA, and also indicating the general

16

structure needed in such an agreement as outlined by the

17

ABCWUA.

18

Based on the letter, Staff developed

Approval of the Level A Master Plan by the BCC occurred

19

one year ago.

To date no draft agreement, status update, or

20

other communication regarding status of the ABCWUA

21

Development Agreement has been formally submitted to the CPC

22

by the applicant or by at ABCWUA.

23

communication from the Water Utility Authority occurred on

24

July 13st, 2016, wherein a staff from ABCWUA is now

25

requesting the CPC proceed with making a determination on

The most recent
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1

the Level B plan to provide some certainty on the approved

2

land uses for the Level B plan.
I would comment that certainly changes can occur during

4

the land-use approval process between Level A and Level B,

5

but those changes can also be reflected in amendments to a

6

Development Agreement, or a Development Agreement can be

7

crafted to incorporate such changes once they occur and are

8

approved.

9

I cannot recommend approval of the ABCWUA request to

10

revise the condition to state prior to BCC approval or

11

approval of the Level B Master Plan at the current time for

12

the following reasons:

13

been given to ABCWUA and the applicant regarding the July

14

29th, '14, letter as the basis for approval of Level A and

15

which resulted in the CPC condition.

16

condition has still not been satisfied after a year.

17

However, as it is a CPC condition approved by the BCC, the

18

CPC has the responsibility or option to determine when the

19

condition, before approval, must be satisfied.

20

First, consideration was previously

The resulting

Secondly, I believe that I should also point out that

21

the Level A Development Agreement with the County

22

specifically precludes the County involvement with ABCWUA

23

concerns and negotiations between the developer and the --

24

and the developer.

25

deadline at the request of the ABCWUA, which happens to

I, then, wonder whether extension of the
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1

benefit the applicant, constitutes such an infringement to

2

the responsibilities of the Utility.

3

that may need to be addressed before approval.
Information on land use provided in the Level B

5

application when coupled with the Level A approval should be

6

a sufficient basis for a Development Agreement negotiation

7

at least insofar as Level A land uses have been identified

8

and approved.

9

Level A and does indicate by ABCWUA, should have allowed

10
11

The intent of the land use was approved for

negotiation of a draft agreement to have occurred.
Again, certainly minor changes can occur during

12

land-use approval process, but any major changes would

13

necessitate -- presumably necessitate resubmittal of the

14

Level A plan.

15

this morning wonder if part of the reason for not being able

16

to enter into a Development Agreement is the lack of a

17

phasing plan and/or lack of specificity in zoning.

18

I, also, after hearing other Staff members

If uncertainty in Level B prohibits determination by

19

ABCWUA at this point, then I also have to wonder what's to

20

prevent a later request that it be delayed until Level C or

21

subdivision plan.

22

ABCWUA ordinance requires that a land-use master plan be

23

approved prior to the Water Authority providing service to a

24

master planned community outside the service area.

25

the concurrent process requested in the July 13, 2016,

As stated in the July 29, 2014, letter,

Hence,
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1

letter is already in place.

2

to proceed with negotiations as an approved land use, and

3

master plan has been designated.

4

would be the completed Level A, Level B, and Level C

5

agreements be provided by the Utility to the applicant to be

6

included with subsequent level planning submittals to the

7

CPC and prior to consideration of the next level of

8

planning.

A truly concurrent process

As stated in the July 29, 2014, letter, ABCWUA requires

10

that a land-use master plan be approved prior to the Water

11

Utility providing service to a master plan outside of the

12

service area, and it's through this agreement that the

13

planned community criteria will be addressed.

14

with the latter portion of the statement inasmuch as that

15

without the ABCWUA Development Agreement, the planned

16

community criteria have not been adequately addressed.

17

I would agree

Without a Development Agreement and without the

18

associated serviceability statement, which outlines the

19

specific water and sanitary sewer improvement needed to

20

serve the entire development and the Level B plan as stated

21

in the July 13 letter, then the planned community criteria

22

for a detailed plan including detailed location, phasing of

23

water systems, sewer systems, drainage systems, and mobility

24

systems can not have been satisfied, nor can the requirement

25

for statements of water availability and availability of
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1

public services, including liquid waste, have been -- have

2

been adequately addressed either.

3

Secondly, without the Development Agreement in place,

4

CPC approval would in essence be accepting the applicant's

5

Utility Master Plan as a recognized an appropriate document

6

without any assurance from the accepting utility that the

7

plan was, in fact, acceptable.

8

only the applicant's conceptual plan without adequate -- or

9

assurances from ABCWUA that that is implementable.

10

What we have before us is

If, in fact, the final negotiated utility plan was

11

significantly changed, say, for instance, use of existing

12

capacity versus extension of other areas was not acceptable

13

to the Utility for the initial development or say water

14

reuse was not adequately addressed by the ABCWUA, then the

15

level plan may to have been resubmitted to CPC as the

16

applicant's utility plan would be one of the basis for

17

approval and had been significantly altered.

18

I'm also concerned in that ABCWUA has indicated in the

19

July 13 letter, again, from Staff, not from upper

20

management, that they will determine the forecast of potable

21

and non-potable water demands, along with projected sanitary

22

service flows.

23

determination differs significantly from the analysis

24

provided by the applicant at Level A, then this could also

25

trigger need for a resubmission if the change is determined

I raise this concern because if the ABCWUA
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2

to be material.
Thirdly, approval of the Level B Master Plan without an

3

ABCWUA Development Agreement that at least addresses the

4

general infrastructure associated with the Level A approved

5

plan, which should, again, outline the specific water and

6

sanitary sewer improvements needed to serve the entire

7

development, hence, Level A, would essentially be approving

8

a subsequent plan with the -- no documentation of physical

9

or legal water availability, quantity, and quality, which is

10

actually a Level A planned community criteria, which brings

11

us full circle to the Level A approval that was based on the

12

ABCWUA letter indicating that ABCWUA needed a Level A

13

approval to be able to proceed with negotiating a

14

Development Agreement, which they also requested as

15

condition of approval.

16

By extension, then, approval of the Level B Master Plan

17

without a Development Agreement in place could then call

18

into question whether the July 29, 2014, letter documented

19

as finding 18, which required the Development Agreement,

20

was, in fact, sufficient documentation to have done the

21

Level A approval.

22

I think moving forward without the Development

23

Agreement puts us in several quandaries, and I just would

24

summarize it as this.

25

master plan applications for the applicant, it is a chicken

I do understand when starting these
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1

and egg question with regard to water availability, and I do

2

appreciate the Utility's need or nod from this CPC saying,

3

"Yes, this is a development that we're intending on seeing

4

going forward."

So I guess my challenging question and meant to lighten

6

the letter a little bit is, yes, we have a chicken-and-egg

7

problem.

8

provided the chicken, and what we really need from the

9

ABCWUA for the applicant to move forward is the egg.

10
11

you.

With the approval of the Level A Master Plan, we

Thank

I'll stand for any questions.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

You know, what bothers me is that

12

they haven't had board meeting to discuss this thing, and we

13

keep talking to Staff.

14

make policy there for everything?

15

like they -- the board is not interested in even hearing

16

this proposal, or what's going over there?

17

MR. McGREGOR:

I don't know.

Are they -- do they

I mean, what -- it looks

Chairman Chavez -- and I don't want

18

to speak or get too far into the Utility process as I'm

19

intimately involved with that.

20

have is that a draft of the Development Agreement hasn't

21

been able to be reached between the applicant and the Water

22

Utility Authority.

23

Utility staff could take something forward to the Board for

24

a decision or determination, and I'm not sure I'd really

25

want to go into any more detail than that.

I think the basic problem we

Barring that, there's no way that

That's how I
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understand the --

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, you know, the process here

3

is somebody applies.

4

then decisions are made here.

5

If staff don't want to hear it, the Board doesn't hear it?

6
7

MR. McGREGOR:

Is it different other there?

Again, Chairman, I don't -- don't

really have knowledge to speak as to their process.

8
9

They come in front of us, okay, and

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Because that's what it sounds to

me, that the Staff is saying, no, the board's not even going

10

to look at it.

I mean, if staff can recommend it not be

11

approved, but I still think that they should be able to have

12

a hearing.

13

I don't know what the process is over there, if the

14

applicant has applied for this Development Agreement and

15

it's just stuck there with Staff.

16

mean, I would like to hear those answers, you know, and I

17

think something's going to have to be done here, because we

18

have -- I mean, you know, it's not the applicant's fault

19

either if they don't even hear it, and if the board hears, I

20

mean, they can deny it or approve it, but here we have staff

21

denying and approving things, and I don't know if that's

22

their place.

23

with them, because this thing is -- you know, this went --

24

like you said, they sent a letter with the Level A.

25

pushed it over to Level B.

I mean, that's why they have a board there, and

I mean -- you know, so, I

So that's one area that I want to get into

We

The County Commission approved a
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1

condition that says that they have to have one before it's

2

approved.

3

over there.

4

Now, they're trying to change the rules, our rules

5

saying that we're not going to do anything until Level B is

6

approved, and the next thing they're going to say is we're

7

not going to approve anything until Level C is approved.

8

think that this needs to get to hearing somewhere over there

9

with the Board, and to make a final decision, because staff

I

10

keeps sending us letter from over there, but those letters

11

don't really have no teeth to them.

12

anything, and I'd like for the Chairman of the Water Board

13

to send us such notice, you know, that that's where they're

14

at or whatever, but I think we're going to have to

15

communicate this to them through our Staff and saying this

16

is where we're at, and we need -- we need some action.

17

mean, you know, either hear it or don't hear it, but they're

18

not going to be over here telling how we're going to run or

19

process so --

20

MR. McGREGOR:

They don't mean

I

And, Chairman Chavez -- and, again,

21

you know, I have a lot of respect for the particular staff

22

member that sent the letter, and I do understand being in

23

similar position.

24

navigate through some of these difficulties.

25

Sometimes it's hard to know how to

What I am concerned about is that, you know, they do
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1

have a Level A approval with an outlying of land use, and

2

yet, we've not even been able to get to an agreed to

3

conceptual plan in terms of how to serve the larger scale of

4

the development, and that's alluded to in the letter, and

5

that is the piece that I don't understand.

6

some reluctance to go too far with the Level B until they

7

have an approval, but even with that, you know, they have

8

the applicant's plan in front of this.

9

something that I would consider an 80 percent plan if you

I can understand

It would be

10

want to think of it that way, which should be adequate room

11

for discussion and at least some preliminary determinations,

12

and then it could be conditioned in a Development Agreement

13

just like we have conditions in ours with the applicant, and

14

therein lies my concern.

15

of forward progress at this point in time.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I just don't understand the lack

Well, you know, it just bothers

17

me that their agency is running this thing, and I understand

18

where we have our Staff and they come and recommend to us

19

what, you know, we should be doing, and they guide us in the

20

right direction.

21

going to get it, and I don't think they have the authority

22

to do that.

23

to start drafting a letter to the Chairman of the Water

24

Board, and I'll sign it, and we'll go through it, and I

25

think we need to put them on notice that, hey, we want some

Over there, they're just saying we're not

And, you know, I'm going to instruct our Staff
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1

action here, and you know, what they're telling is the

2

conditions that the County Commission put on here don't mean

3

nothing to us, and it kind of bothers me, because the County

4

Commission is part of that Board, you know, and I don't know

5

where the disconnect is, and we haven't been able to get to

6

that.

7

proceed on this thing as soon as, you know, we --

8
9

So I'd like to get to the bottom of that, and I will

MR. McGREGOR:

And, Mr. Chair, I'll be more than

happy to work with Zoning Staff on moving that -- drafting a

10

potential letter for you.

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

And, you know, so we get

12

some official notices here of what's going on.

I mean, you

13

know, we keep -- somebody said that they sent emails or

14

texts about -- I understand some of them.

15

from -- this last one that we got saying that they want us

16

to change the condition and which we don't have the

17

authority to do.

18

has that authority, but at the same time here we are trying

19

to recommend to the plan -- to the County Commission the

20

best document we can send up up there, and without those

21

documents, it's not a complete document, you know, and I'm

22

not blaming the developer, and I'm not blaming anybody.

23

blaming the Water Board at this point that their inaction

24

when somebody -- some staff is making decisions for the

25

Water Board, and I think that we need to get past that.

We get a letter

The County Commission's the only one that

I'm

So
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2
3

thank you very much.
Commissioner Chavez.
MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Thank you, Mr. McGregor, for

4

to that thorough summary.

5

were reading the document, I just want to make sure I heard

6

something clearly, that you think there may be a legal issue

7

that would -- I didn't watch that.

8

that and then --

9

MR. McGREGOR:

Could you -- in your -- while you

Yes.

Could you please restate

Chairman Chavez and

10

Commissioner, there were a couple of things, and I'm not a

11

legal expertise, so I really see my job is to raise

12

questions for Mike to answer.

13

spot a little bit with this.

14

that at Level A, the applicant is to show physical and legal

15

availability of water.

16

do thank the Utility for, because at least it was a nod

17

saying, yes, we are willing to enter into negotiations, but

18

there are certain things that have will to be met.

19

those that they said was they wanted a condition of

20

approval; i.e., that they -- the applicant had the

21

Development Agreement.

22

approval, and my question or query is if we were to move

23

forward with an approval without a Development Agreement

24

that was specified in the basis for the Level A approval,

25

does that then open the satisfaction of the Level A

So kind of put Mike on the
The problem that we have is

We have the initial letter, which I

One of

That was the basis for the Level A
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1

requirement to question in retrospect, and therein lies the

2

question, and I would hate to see the County, particularly

3

the CPC, get opened up to that unknowingly.

5

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Thanks.

That's

what I was --

6

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Chavez,

7

I'll try to make this as clear as possible.

It might take a

8

few steps to explain, but I think the short answer is that

9

the Bernalillo County Commission is the only body that can

10

change the condition that it adopted for the Level A Master

11

Plan.

12

only be a recommendation.

13

condition that's in the Level A Master Plan, and there --

14

whether the -- so whatever the Commission here would

15

recommend would be only that.

16

recommendation at any stage and on any part of the Level B

17

that we're looking at now.

18

That said, anything that comes up from the CPC will
So the CPC cannot change the

It would only be a

So -- and I think maybe the gentleman, Mr. Cadena, from

19

the Water Authority maybe misunderstood possibly what the

20

CPC's actual authority was when he wrote that last line of

21

the letter, or maybe he's asking for some sort of a

22

provisional recommendation of approval that could go to the

23

BCC.

24

that's just a guess on my part.

25

is that only BCC can change a condition.

It's possible that that's what he's asking for, but
So the bottom line though
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1

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. McGREGOR:

That's what I wanted to hear.

And, Mr. Chair and Commissioner, I

3

do -- in fairness to the applicant, the way the condition is

4

stated it says, "Prior to approval of the Level B."

5

not specify whether it's at the CPC or is it the BCC, so

6

there is a little bit of vagary in there, but again, I just

7

believe that that's your responsibility as a Board, not

8

meaning to tell you what to do, but I think that

9

determination does need to be -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I understand that, that we

11

don't approve the plan here.

It's approved at the County

12

Commission level, but the County Commission has instructed

13

us with commission -- with conditions that have to be met,

14

and our recommendation, how can we start applying zoning if

15

we don't even know if there's water available for this

16

place.

17

we could send it up to the Commission without the approval.

18

I mean, we're not going to change the condition.

19

to stay there.

20

Board here is -- needs to take some action.

21

need to -- and I think it needs to gets up to the Board.

22

mean -- because this is a thing that's been going on for

23

over a year.

24

they could -- that Board can say yes or no, too.

25

you know, if it's -- and if they're not going to give them

So, you know, it's kind of catch 22 here that, yeah,

It's going

I mean, you know, but I think the Water
I mean, they
I

They know what is required of the County, and
I mean,
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1

water, well, then what's the use of us wasting our time here

2

trying to put zoning on there.

3

where we're at.

So thank you very much.

Any other questions?

5

MR. McGREGOR:

6

MR. MAESTAS:

Thank you.
Thank you, sir.

Chairman Chavez, Commissioners,

7

thank you for the opportunity to speak in front of you

8

today.

9

of New Mexico, 2401 Aztec, Northeast, 87107.

My name is Ken Maestas with public Service Company

10

I have one comment.

11

language in the Zoning Code.

12

with the applicant's agent, and I believe we're on the same

13

page going forward to make sure that this language is

14

addressed.

15

that -- well, I can't speak for the other dry utilities, but

16

that the dry utilities are permissive use in all zones.

17

That's for clarification going forward.

18

mention that, too, that someone looking at this document at

19

a later date, we want to make sure that this is consistent

20

and clear.

21

Obviously we're mandated by the PRC to provide service to

22

individual houses and businesses, and we would like to just

23

see the explicit language in the Zoning Code, and I stand

24

for any questions.

25

It's regarding permissive use
Our concern -- and we have met

Our preference is for explicit language stating

I think Juanita

We want to be able to provide service.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Any questions.

If not, thank you
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very much.

2

MR. MAESTAS:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MS. VEREECKE:

5

10

Is that it?

Mr. Chair, that concludes the Staff

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

There was a request that

you mentioned a while ago.

8
9

Staff, is that it?

presentation.

6
7

Thank you.

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, yes, there was a request

from the Atrisco Land Grant to speak as -- as an agency.

So

you could consider that now, or they can speak later.

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Now, I mean, we're not here to

12

decide who's an agency and who's not.

13

recognize them as an agency, but who is here from the Land

14

Grant?

Okay.

15
16

So, you know, I can't

And how much time did you need?

MR. J. CHAVEZ:

Enough to just read this letter

into the record.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

And I am going to give you

18

the courtesy of doing that, and why don't you come up and do

19

it right away, and then we're going to take a five-minute

20

break.

21

represent.

22

And name and address for the record and who you

MR. J. CHAVEZ:

I'm reading this letter into the

23

record on behalf of the Town of Atrisco Grant, and the

24

Atrisco Elders Board, and it comes from Jerome Padilla,

25

who's the President of the Board of Trustees and the Elders
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1

Board of Town of Atrisco Grant, address 2708 Rosendo Garcia,

2

Southwest, Atrisco, New Mexico, 87105.

3

This is addressed to Bernalillo County Commission,

4

Mr. Joe Chavez, Chair, and to the Members of the Commission.

5

Subject, Town of Atrisco Grant, denial of the Santolina

6

Master Plan, today July 21st, 2016.

Mr. Chavez and Fellow

7

County Planning Commissioners, the Town of Atrisco Grant

8

Board of Trustees and the Town of Atrisco Land Grant Elders

9

Board have not received any requests for review or approval

10

from WALH, Barclays, or the Garrett Group for development

11

within the exterior boundaries of the Town of Atrisco Grant.

12

land patent area.

13

Furthermore, large scale development is not included in

14

our comprehensive plan.

15

major concern.

16

development and violations of the Treaty of Guadalupe

17

Hidalgo preserved, which rights and privileges are recognize

18

and humanity's civil, political, and religious guarantee to

19

people of New Mexico by the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo

20

shall be preserved inviolate.

21

II, Section 5, New Mexico State Constitution.

22

Water rights and impairment is a

Evaluation of in-fill versus sprawl

I said "inviolate," Article

The Atrisco Board of Trustees has previously

23

communicated concerns at both the CPC and County Planning

24

Commission meetings that Bernalillo County does not have

25

sole jurisdiction to approve or deny large-scale development
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1

without the approval of the Town of Atrisco Grant Board of

2

Directors and Trustees and the Elders Board.
Any future review would require addressing this

4

tremendous outcry by the Atrisco community against Barclays,

5

WALH, and the Garrett Group, whose lack of collaboration

6

with the residents of our great community has created huge

7

divide and distrust.

8
9

Therefore, it is decision of the Town of Atrisco Grant
Board of Trustees, Atrisco Grant Elders Board to deny the

10

Santolina plans and request that Bernalillo County refer the

11

developer to submit their plans for review to the Town of

12

Atrisco Grant political subdivision and entity, Elders Board

13

and Atrisco Planning Commission.

14

is also a municipal corporation as noted in numerous court

15

cases having voted to incorporate January 15th, 1892, under

16

the territorial laws and the Board of Elders successfully

17

petitioned the New Mexico legislature to a political

18

subdivision -- to become a political subdivision operating

19

under Chapter 49, New Mexico Statutes Annotated of the State

20

of New Mexico.

21

President Board of Trustees, Elders Board, Town of Atrisco

22

Land Grant.

23

The Town of Atrisco Grant

Submitted sincerely by Jerome Padilla,

So, yes, we're submitting this as --

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. J. CHAVEZ:

Thank you very much.
-- an agent.
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1

3
4

the record.
Okay.
(Note:

Submit it to Staff, and put it in

Thank you.
We're going to take a five-minute break.

Deposition in recess at 11:28 a.m.

5

and reconvened at 11:41 a.m.)

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MR. STROZIER:

Applicant, go ahead.
All right.

Mr. Chair,

8

Commissioners, my name is Jim Strozier, principal with

9

Consensus Planning, 302 Eighth Street, Northwest, 81702.

10

It's a pleasure to be back before you today to go through --

11

and I'm going to try and keep my comments brief and succinct

12

but also try and address some of the comments in the

13

conversation that's taken place up -- up 'til -- up 'til

14

this point in the hearing.

15

I'm going to try and follow along.

I did write notes

16

as I was going through in order to try and keep track of

17

specific comments that came up and questions that were

18

asked.

19

the previous hearings.

20

in order to bring all of those comments together.

21

response to some questions from Commissioner Hertel, want to

22

be clear that the matrix has all of the comments that are in

23

Accela.

24

are memos from MRCOG, for instance, that have come in in

25

between the comments that are in Accela.

So in terms of -- you've already heard or a recap of
We did try and update the matrices
Just in

So those -- and some of the comments -- so there

They're not
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2

reflected in Accela.

So they're not in the matrix.

We responded to those as sort of -- I'll refer to them

3

as outside Accela memorandums with a memorandum of our own

4

responding back.

5

matrix, but I just wanted to be clear, that's where that

6

disconnect may be, is there are comments that are -- that

7

have come in from outside of that process separate.

8

responded to those separately, and we'll bring those into

9

the matrix.

We can and will incorporate those into the

We've

We were trying to figure out why -- where that

10

-- where that wasn't all covered in the matrix as we were

11

going through the hearing.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. HERTEL:

So that's -Go ahead.

Okay.

I think that would be great if

14

you went through and made sure that every agency's, whether

15

it's a memo or, you know, a handwritten note, whatever, that

16

it ends up in that document and that you are actually able

17

to get the Staff response or that the Staff can add their

18

response, and so things can get closed.

19

serve everybody's purpose to have items closed out so that

20

we keep narrowing down and focusing on open items.

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

MS. HERTEL:

23

MR. STROZIER:

24

MS. HERTEL:

25

It's only going to

Correct.
And so I'd really appreciate -I completely agree.
If I was in your shoes, I'd go and

probably meet with every single agency and make sure that
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you've got all their comments, so that there's something --

2

that there is nothing lingering out there that all of a

3

sudden pops up in a memo.

4

recommendation.
MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

6

MS. HERTEL:

7

MR. STROZIER:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So that's a strong

Agreed.

Thank you.
And so I wanted to explain --

9

address for the record.

10

MR. STROZIER:

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

12

MR. STROZIER:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Jim, give me your name and

I did.
Oh, you did?
I did.

I'm sorry.

Let me ask you a question before

14

we get into this and, you know, about the Water Authority.

15

Now, you have applied -- because, you know, we've been

16

hearing from them directly and -- but not from you, what did

17

-- did you apply for an agreement with them?

18

MR. STROZIER:

So let me just make sure.

I did

19

write down some notes relative to that in terms of the

20

status.

21

we have been -- we have reached out to the Water Authority

22

recognizing that we had this condition.

23

discussions and meetings started taking place soon after the

24

Level A Development Agreement.

25

Level B submittal, we prepared the more detailed water and

So -- so basically soon after the Level A approval,

So those -- those

We have -- as part of our
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1

wastewater master plans, which we submitted not only to the

2

County as part of this process but directly to the Water

3

Authority.

4

Development Agreement, which we have formally submitted to

5

the Water Authority for their review, and to date we have

6

not received comments back, and we have not been scheduled

7

for any agenda before the Water Authority's Board.

9

So as -- I think from our side, all the materials have
been provided to them.

It is in their hands, and I know

10

that, just as another update, they are in the process of

11

updating their water resources management plan and are

12

incorporating Santolina and some of the -- trying to make

13

that as current an effort as possible.

14

proceeds, and I understand that they will be -- they

15

anticipate being complete with that process in September.

16

So I think that's one of the things that is, from their

17

side, from an internal side from the Water Authority, has

18

been -- they wanted to wait until they got that done.

19

They're in that

We certainly welcome any input or assistance from this

20

Body and the County in helping to move this along.

21

outside of our control to make that happen.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It is

Let me ask you a question, and I

23

don't have any -- I don't know how that process is when you

24

apply for something with the Water Board like you applied.

25

What's the process?

I mean, do you apply and then they go
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1

through what we go through and then have a hearing?

2

that -MR. STROZIER:

My understanding is it's not --

4

it's not like that, and so I'm not sure that I can speak to

5

exactly how it works, but basically the director determines

6

what's going to be on the agenda, and they work with the

7

chair to set those agendas as they go toward.

8

We would welcome the opportunity to be -- basically our

9

goal is, I think, similar to yours that we have a condition,

10

and we're trying to move this forward so that we can say

11

that we have met that condition and --

12
13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So do you feel that you have sent

all the documents that they need to have a hearing?

14

MR. STROZIER:

15

probably are some interim steps.

16

that we would get some comments back on the documents that

17

we've submitted.

18

forward in preparation for a hearing.

19

and we have been -- we have had meetings.

20

communication.

It's not that we haven't had those

21

conversations.

It's just moving it from where it is today

22

to getting an actual agreement done.

23

board hasn't happened to date, and we don't -- we don't seem

24

to have the authority to make that happen.

25

I believe -- I believe so.

There

I would -- I would assume

We could make any revisions and move

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So right now, it's -We're in

Getting before the

Now, one of the things that
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1

they're talking about is that they don't want to do anything

2

until Level B is done.

3

MR. STROZIER:

That's the --

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

there?

Is there a policy?

6

like the staff is just saying no, and that's it.

7

"We're not -- we don't need to consult the board on this

8

thing."

9

I mean, who -- I mean, it sounds
You know,

I mean, what's going on there?
MR. STROZIER:

I don't know.

I think we share

10

your frustration a little in that -- in that regard.

11

think it would be helpful if we -- if we were to get

12

communication from the board as to what they -- what they

13

want to see happen.

14

something that was recognized in the readoption of the

15

planned communities criteria when the County readopted that

16

document.

17

originally developed, the Water Authority didn't even exist,

18

and so there was an addendum that was included at the front

19

end of the PCC that said we recognize that some things have

20

changed, and that was certainly one of the big items that

21

have changed as it relates to that process.

22

I

I mean, this is -- and this is

When the planned communities criteria was

So when the PCC was done, the City was in control of

23

the Water Authority, and it was anticipated that all of

24

these urbanizing areas would be annexed into the City prior

25

to their development.

Obviously we are in a very different
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1

world.

Annexation is not the -- is not what's anticipated

2

to happen for these areas.

3

within Bernalillo County, and the Water Authority is now a

4

separate political jurisdiction that controls the water.

5

And we're -- and so it's -- this is one of the problems

6

whenever we have a condition that requires a third party who

7

neither the County nor the applicant has control over, but

8

they have to do something in order for us to meet that

9

condition, and so we're kind of stuck in between on that,

10

but we would welcome any -- any help we could get towards

11

moving that along.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And, you know, I understand, you

13

know, but we keep getting communications from them to us,

14

but they don't communicate with you, and you're the

15

applicant.

16
17
18
19
20

MR. STROZIER:

Well, we have -- we're having

communication with them as well, so we are -- we are -MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

No, but you were saying that you

haven't had any -- telling you, "This is what we need."
MR. STROZIER:

We have not -- we have not gotten

21

specific comments on the draft Development Agreement, and we

22

have not -- we don't have a schedule from them other than

23

their -- I think now, we have pretty clear indication from

24

the staff that their preference is that they would rather

25

have this condition moved, if you will, revised and moved to
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1

post Level B, and that's where their comfort level lies, but

2

that's not what the condition says, and so we've been

3

working towards trying to get a Level A Development

4

Agreement with the Water Authority.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, I think that if they want

6

that condition moved, it should come from the board, not

7

from the staff, because this is a legal thing that the

8

County Commission put a condition on there, on Level A, and

9

it's -- you know, that's almost like law.

10

MR. STROZIER:

11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Right.
Because, you know, it's done in a

12

public meeting, and these people, they're -- just have staff

13

telling us, "No.

14

this is -- this is getting a little serious not only for

15

this case but for any other case that we have to deal with

16

the Water Authority, you know.

17

board just like we do -- I mean, we have two boards.

18

have this one, and we have the County Commission, and what

19

confuses me is that the County Commission is part of that

20

board, and I don't know where the disconnect is or what's

21

going on with this thing, but the Commission put a condition

22

on there.

23

us.

24

if they wanted to, is the County Commission, but the point

25

is that we're in the County Planning Commission stage now of

We want this.

We want that."

I mean,

I mean, and if we have a
We

This condition is not -- it can't be removed by

The only one that can take the condition off, I guess
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1

hearing this thing, and we've got to abide by what the

2

Commission told us to do.

3

has to be in place.
MR. STROZIER:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Right.
Now

I share your -I grant you that it's not us

6

that's going to approve the agreement.

It's the County

7

Commission, but how do they expect us to do zoning not

8

knowing that there's any water available to this place?

9

they want us to zone this big project, and they're not

10

saying, "Yeah.

11

know.

12

frustration, and we're frustrated, and I don't know if

13

they're frustrated or what, but I think we need some

14

communication, who's frustrated more.

15
16
17

We'll provide water if it happens," you

So that's where we're at, so -- and I know your

Commissioner, go ahead.
MR. MALRY:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Jim, who are -- who are the individuals you're

18

communicating with Water Authority?

19

Mr. Sanchez was heading it up.

20

And

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

Last I heard, I think

Is that still true?
We are in communication with

21

I would say all levels of -- multiple levels of the staff

22

from Mr. Sanchez, Mr. Stomp, on down.

23

MR. MALRY:

It's my understanding when they put --

24

when they created the Water Authority, as I remember exactly

25

when they did it -- it's my understanding that there are a
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1

couple of County Commissioners, maybe a couple of City

2

Counselors, and --

3

MR. STROZIER:

4

MR. MALRY:

-- the Mayor and some other

individuals that serve on that board; is that correct?

6

MR. STROZIER:

7

MR. MALRY:

That is correct.

Mr. Chairman, I kind of share your

8

frustration toward that.

I think we need to have someone to

9

-- maybe someone else besides staff.

If our Staff are not

10

getting any information, maybe we ought to go to plan B,

11

which I don't know what plan B would be, but what I'm really

12

saying is that we need to get someone to really talk to

13

Mr. Sanchez who's headed this up since its inception, and

14

someone can maybe communicate with him and see whether he

15

can communicate with the board.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I'll be drafting a letter,

17

and it will go to the chairman of the board so that maybe we

18

can start some communication there.

19

to tell them what to do but --

20

MR. MALRY:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

Mr. Chairman, we need some directions.
Because the water and sewer is

very important to any zoning that we --

23

MR. MALRY:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

I mean, we don't want

Sure.
-- create in this County, you

know, and --
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1

MR. MALRY:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So I appreciate that, and --

okay.

I just want to do -- because I hadn't talked with the

4

applicant as to what's going on between the Water Board and

5

them, and so, you know, and trying to clear this thing up,

6

and I hate to hold anything back, because somebody -- but

7

they keep changing the thing, you know.

8

was an agreement almost that, you know, we push it from

9

Level A to Level B, and that was done by us and the County

First, I think it

10

Commission.

11

Level C, and then what after that?

12

it all approved, and then they might not give you water, you

13

know.

14
15

Now, they want us to push it from Level B to

So thank you.

I mean, you know, we get

Go ahead and do your presentation.

Oh, Commissioner.
MS. HERTEL:

16

presentation?

17

non-water related.

Do you have more of your

Otherwise, I have some other questions that's

18

MR. STROZIER:

19

MS. HERTEL:

20

MR. STROZIER:

I do have -- I do have, so if it -All right.

I'll wait for you.

And I'm happy if you stop me when

21

I'm at the appropriate time and get your questions in.

22

would -- that would be great.

23

MS. HERTEL:

24

MR. STROZIER:

25

That

Okay.
All right.

So, once again, we

compiled the different components of the matrix, and once
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again, those agency comments were the ones in Accela.

2

broke out the planned communities criteria and the Level A

3

conditions of approval, and we provided that both in hard

4

copy and then in the Excel spreadsheet for Staff so that we

5

could start filling out those -- those additional columns

6

that you had requested at the last meeting, and we're just

7

now going through those.

8

of those comments back from the various agencies that we're

9

reviewing right now, and I agree that our goal is to provide

10

13
14
15
16
17

MS. VEREECKE:

Do you want that shown on the

MR. STROZIER:

Oh, did it go away from the screen?

screen?

Let's see if we can -- it was on there.
MS. NELSON:

I guess our lights are on, but the

screen is off.
MR. STROZIER:

18

There we go.

19

on the screen.

20

We just got those comments -- some

that --

11
12

We

Okay.

All right.

But they'll flicker occasionally.

Thank you.

I didn't realize it was not

It was on my little screen.
So and then the Level A conditions of

21

approval, and we'll go through those as we move forward.

So

22

-- and I'm going to go through this real quickly in terms of

23

this part of the presentation, the various -- the various

24

hearings and what we -- what we went through in terms of the

25

initial introduction and then transportation.

So just so
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you all know, so the Level A transportation document, the

2

technical appendix has been revised and amended and

3

provided.

4

revised based on the comments and concerns that were

5

expressed, and so those places where we say that we've made

6

changes to the document for those technical appendices,

7

those have been made, and that new document, revised

8

document has been provided to Staff.
We have gotten requests through this process to add

10

additional cross-sections for the transportation system, and

11

we got some comments -- We've gotten some additional

12

comments on those, and we'll continue to make -- make

13

revisions.

14

I think just from a graphic standpoint, Commissioner

15

Kelly, your question about the wall, I think that's just

16

designed to graphically put an edge to the right-of-way.

17

It's not necessarily that there will be a wall there.

18

could be additional landscaping.

19

It could be a building, depending on where we are in the

20

context of the master plan, and so what that sidewalk -- you

21

know, these are all done as typical cross-sections.

22

anticipation is that as you move forward with specific

23

projects in the different character areas, that there --

24

these would be slightly revised or enhanced depending on

25

where they are in the project and what land uses they're

There

It could be a low wall.

The
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1

adjacent to.

So there is an incorporation and a correlation

2

between specific site development plans that will happen

3

adjacent to these roadways, but we just have no way of

4

nothing what that is, and we can't see them yet.

5

put that up as a -- kind of as a graphic delineated of what

6

happens within the right-of-way, and we can't see yet what's

7

happening on the outside of the right-of-way, and so it's

8

not meant to imply that there will always be a wall.

9

could be a wall.

There

There could be

10

landscaping.

There could be a number of things that happen

11

in that area.

So graphically that just indicates what the

12

-- what the -- what it is.

13

So with regard to land use and zoning, I think, number

14

one, you heard a lot of work has gone into a lot of

15

meetings, a lot of collaboration.

16

Juanita for all of her time and efforts relative to that.

17

As you heard, we still have a couple of things that we need

18

to make sure -- we need to go back through it.

19

comments on dry utilities, we will do that.

20

scheduling a meeting for next week.

21

Andrew from MRCOG in that meeting to make sure that we go

22

through the design standards at this time.

23

I certainly want to thank

PNM's

We're

We will also include

So we have provided new text in both the land use

24

element and the zoning element.

That's provided.

Once

25

again, the design standards, we're still working on those,
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1

so they weren't included in that latest draft.

2

to get that completed and back to you and incorporated into

3

that zoning -- that zoning chapter at that time.
All right.

Government Services, Parks and Recreation,

5

make sure I addressed -- oh, so maybe this is a good point

6

to go back to transportation just for a moment and talk

7

about -- and this applies not just to transportation but

8

this idea of system versus project infrastructure, and

9

that's a concept that is in the approved Development

10

Agreement, and basically what that Development Agreement

11

said is that project infrastructure is infrastructure that

12

solely serves the project itself, and system infrastructure

13

are those infrastructure items that may have a regional or

14

an outside of just the people that live in Santolina

15

component, and basically the agreement says that anything

16

that is project infrastructure, so only serves the project,

17

is 100 percent bourn by the developer.

18

system infrastructure is a shared expense, and so those --

19

those -- that share isn't determined at this point, but that

20

will be determined as you move forward with specific traffic

21

impact analyses and those type of things, and it's

22

anticipated that that will be part of maybe the MTP

23

conversation as that gets updated every five years, and then

24

we also heard that reference with Parks and Open Space, and

25

I'll -- I'll speak to that.

Something that is
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1

So I wanted to -- and I think that MRCOG mentioned it

2

and also Mr. Meadows with County Staff that we are working

3

with them to put together delineation on the transportation

4

side of what is project and what is system infrastructure,

5

and we're creating a list, and so we're going through the

6

process to do that, and that was a condition that Richard

7

had mentioned, and we're in agreement with that as -- as we

8

move forward.

9

In terms of government and public services as it

10

relates to parks, once again, that graphic that's in the

11

document that is the growth projections from the PROS plan,

12

if that's not helpful, we're okay with taking it out.

13

were trying to incorporate that in, because we were

14

referencing the PROS plan, and that plan actually got

15

adopted by the County in between Level A and where we are

16

today, and so it's a fairly recent document, so we pulled

17

that plan in.

18

take it out.

19

recommendation is to take it out.

We

If that map isn't helpful, we'll -- we can
Sounds like -- it sounds like the

20

I've talked to -- and so the project versus system

21

infrastructure, so what we tried to do in the text, and

22

we'll continue to work with Mr. Barney on refining this, was

23

recognize that on certain elements, so aquatics centers,

24

there's a -- there's a certain level of pool, typical County

25

pool that's an outdoor pool that's an aquatics center.

Well
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1

the West Mesa Aquatics Center is also an aquatics center,

2

and so what we were trying to recognize that -- and put

3

some, a little bit of an option, clarification, if you will,

4

in that text that most likely if it's just a typical pool

5

that's aquatics center that's anticipated in the PROS plan,

6

that will be project infrastructure.

7

If the County and the Parks Department wants to make

8

that something bigger, something more regional in nature,

9

like the West Mesa Aquatics Center that's going to bring

10

people in from all over the community to use that facility,

11

then that would be considered a system infrastructure.

12

not just for the neighborhoods in Santolina.

13

community as a whole.

14

in.

15

It's

It's for the

So that's why we put that language

It wasn't intended to imply that if it was a standard

16

-- the standard thing, that it wouldn't be project

17

infrastructure.

18

different levels of aquatic center or parks, regional parks.

19

For instance, the new West Side Baseball Complex, it's a

20

regional park, but it's really regional -- it's going to get

21

used and attract users from not only the whole City of

22

Albuquerque and Bernalillo County, but it's designed to

23

attract tournaments from with people from outside.

24

that's that -- that's the distinguishing element there that

25

we just wanted to recognize that there is a possibility that

It's just recognizing that there are

So
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1

some types of facilities might be -- might be needed, might

2

be anticipated, might be located here that would be more

3

system in nature.
All right.

The land-use plan, significant changes have

5

happened to the land-use plan as it has moved forward.

This

6

was our original application, and now, you can see that not

7

only do we have a finer breakdown in terms of those uses and

8

have responded to a number of requests and dialogue and

9

meetings that have taken place, but we have also tried to

10

use this to identify where those future facilities are going

11

to be, so neighborhood parks, schools and try and get those

12

incorporated into the land-use plan at this stage.

13

some of those aren't 100 percent defined yet, because we

14

don't know exactly how -- where they're going to be located,

15

but the intent is that this land-use plan sets the

16

expectation that that's -- that those facilities will be

17

incorporated.

18

And so

And I think Mr. Barney's request that we come up with

19

some thresholds or how -- a mechanism as to how those things

20

like neighborhood parks that are designed to serve a certain

21

population threshold, how they're -- what thresholds we have

22

built in and how they're incorporated into the platting and

23

development process.

24
25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Commissioner, did you have a

question?
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MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

2

platting of the zoning districts?

3

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

Will you be seeking

We anticipate that to be a

4

condition of approval, and so -- so the zoning which is --

5

which is the zoning map, that is sort of brought out into

6

more of a macro, bringing the zoning districts together.

7

those two things work as companion documents, the land-use

8

plan and the zoning plan, and it's anticipated that we will

9

plat the zoning districts at this time, and then as

So

10

individual neighborhoods come online and that finer grain of

11

streets and facilities come online and platting occurs at

12

the Level C plan level, that we start to break out pieces of

13

that, because we're not going to -- we're not going to

14

develop anything in -- and these are -- these are really

15

large blocks at the zoning -- at the zoning level.

16

that's -- I don't know if that answers your question, but

17

that's -- that's our -- that's what we've been working on

18

with this.

19

So

So the zone map, this was a new map that was -- has

20

been added, and in reference, I think there was also a

21

question on the open space and what we'll call the

22

escarpment areas of the major public open space.

23

create a specific zone for those areas, and those are

24

consistent with what was identified in the Level A Master

25

Plan that was -- and I'll just real quickly, that was done

So we did
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1

sort of with two components.

One is those are part of areas

2

-- there was a component of that that was identified in the

3

Comprehensive Plan as major public open space.

4

more schematic, and then we have actually enhanced and made

5

those areas larger based on the topography, looking at the

6

actual topography of the area.

7

detailed slope analysis, and that was used to develop those

8

areas.

9

specific areas that were identified as major public open

So at the Level A we did a

So it wasn't just -- we didn't just take the

10

space in the Comprehensive Plan.

11

areas to more completely conform to the data we that now

12

have, which I don't think they had when they -- when they

13

mapped some of those things.

14

All right.

We actually expanded those

So we've got the planned communities

15

criteria.

Just a couple of updates, one of the conditions,

16

PCC requirements is a class II archeological survey.

17

have a letter in your packet from the SHPO on that.

18

-- it has been completed.

19

actually scoped and came up with a survey with the sampling

20

criteria and the sampling plan in concert with the SHPO, and

21

they've -- and they've prepared that document.

22

SHPO for their review.

23

and that is being final -- I think that's -- if it hasn't

24

been finalized, it's being finalized as we speak.

25

get that letter back, and it actually provided some guidance

We
We have

SWCA was the consultants.

They

It's gone to

They had make minor comments back,

We did
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moving forward with Level C plans as we move forward.

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MS. HERTEL:

4
5

Commissioner.

And when will we see the mitigation

plan for the sites that were listed?
MR. STROZIER:

So the mitigation plan for the

6

specific sites will come as a part of the -- so there's

7

probably a couple things.

8

identified as part of this class II that are -- that are

9

included in that and that as those areas are developed, we

One is there are sites that were

10

will -- we will do the mitigation plans and either data

11

collection.

12

that will take place prior to development of those specific

13

areas, and then there's a number of areas that based on the

14

nature of a class II survey versus class III that have not

15

been class III surveyed yet.

16

class III surveys done as a -- prior to development or Level

17

C planning for those areas, and any sites that are

18

identified will be mitigated as a part of those specific

19

projects, so --

20

There's a number of ways that can happen, but

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Those will have to be -- have

My understanding from reading

21

the letter from SHPO was that some of the sites couldn't be

22

determined if they needed to be listed sites until they did

23

further testing like in the near future, not with

24

development or Level C or anything that's associated with a

25

class III survey, but they needed to do some additional
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study on a couple of those with if it scatters and whatnot.

2

MR. STROZIER:

I will have to follow up with

3

Mr. Ray Lee (sic) with SWCA and see if that's part of what

4

he has been asked to go back to provide to the SHPO as part

5

of the refinements for this.

6

MS. HERTEL:

7

MR. STROZIER:

8
9

Okay.

And then --

I will -- I will check on that for

you.
MS. HERTEL:

All right.

This kind of folds into

10

the whole matrix thing again.

Now, there's a comment that's

11

not carried in any memos.

12

this Board, from this Commission, and so I'd like that on

13

the matrix that needs to be followed up on, when mitigation

14

is necessary for the -- for the sites that were named in the

15

class II study.

It's a comment from this -- from

16

And then the other question related to that is the

17

arrow that was found, and that was suggested that, you know,

18

there be a work-around so that arrow could remain in place.

19

Is that something that you're contemplating?

20

MR. STROZIER:

Yes.

And that basically falls

21

within that arrow is located within the town center section,

22

and so we recognize that it's there.

23

the few things that a layperson can actually see on the

24

ground out there as opposed to a lot of what the

25

archeologists find, and so that has been recommended for

It's actually one of
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1

preservation, and that is -- that we don't know exactly how

2

that's going to be worked around, but it's anticipated that

3

it will be as part of a future site plan for that area.
MS. HERTEL:

All right.

And I understand this is

5

new topic, but I understand that the air quality report has

6

been completed?

7

MS. STROZIER:

8

MS. HERTEL:

9

MR. STROZIER:

And is there -- is that report

Yes.

It should be as part of the

technical appendices that are online.

12
13

Okay.

available?

10
11

Yes.

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

I did not find that.

with Staff.

14

MR. STROZIER:

Catherine is shaking her head yes,

15

so it should be there.

16

we'll make sure that it is.

17

MS. HERTEL:

If it's not, we can -- collectively,

Okay.

I just want to see a summary

18

of that.

19

jobs-housing ratio, a specific strategy for that?

20

I'll get

And then when can we anticipate seeing the

MR. STROZIER:

So -- so there is a strategy that's

21

put forth in the Level A Development Agreement, which you --

22

I think, is also available as part of --

23

MS. HERTEL:

24

MR. STROZIER:

25

MS. HERTEL:

You're saying Level A?
Level A.
I'm looking for something more --
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MR. STROZIER:

So then we addressed it in the

2

Level B -- in the document, we have broken out the

3

jobs-housing component based on the zoning and land uses

4

that are anticipated in Level B, and then it is anticipated

5

that there will be a refinement of the jobs-housing balance

6

component in the Level B Development Agreement.

7

MS. HERTEL:

Yeah.

I'm talking about the strategy

8

to achieve that ratio, you know, something more specific,

9

not general comments like, "We're going to do it."

10
11

MR. STROZIER:

more guidance from you as to what you're looking for there.

12
13

I'm -- I probably need a little

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

and it's from the Level A approval conditions.

14

MR. STROZIER:

15

MS. HERTEL:

16
17

It's a comment in the matrix,

comment.

Yes.
So if you'd refer back to that

You want me to read it to you?
MR. STROZIER:

So in the Level A Development

18

Agreement it actually creates thresholds of -- and has

19

required numbers of jobs per.

20

that -- that table that's in the Level A Development

21

Agreement is relevant to this initial Level B plan, because

22

it refers to the first 1,000 dwelling units.

23

can't -- I can't remember off the top of my head what the

24

various thresholds were, but it has a specific requirement

25

in terms of relationship between dwelling units and jobs

So we anticipate a portion of

The first -- I
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1

provided, and there actually is a mechanism for the County

2

to hold back new residential approvals if those thresholds

3

are not met.

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

I'll read through that and

5

make sure that that answers my question so we can discuss it

6

in the future.

7

general concern about the population data.

8

population data from MRCOG, and there's population data from

9

Albuquerque Economic Development, and there's population

10

statistics also from APS, and now, there's this business

11

about how it's just the population may be shifting from one

12

side to the other.

13

different fact sets and different agencies.

14

convinced that everybody's using the same -- the same

15

projections when they analyze what the needs are, just a

16

concern.

17

forma, I don't know.

18

And then my last comment is, it's just a
There's

Just seems like there's a lot of
I'm not

Even you, for your physical analysis and your pro
That's -- that's your business.

MR. STROZIER:

So we -- I think that everyone is

19

trying to utilize -- and I won't get the agent.

20

group at UNM that takes the census data and does --

21

MS. NELSON:

22

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. STROZIER:

It's a

GPS.
BBR.

So Kendra has, I think, in her

24

testimony has referred to the specific entity over there

25

that does it.

It used to be BBR.

I think there's a
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1

different name now, but it basically -- they put -- they put

2

out the control totals that we all collectively work with,

3

and Andrew can correct me if I say something wrong here, but

4

so in the -- that's what we use.

5

those control totals for Bernalillo County, for the

6

different counties, and for the region.

7

use in developing the scenarios that are in the MTP, and

8

that's what gets incorporated into the transportation model

9

that MRCOG is also the keeper of.

That's what they

When we -- so Santolina was not an approved Level A

11

Master Plan at the time of the 2040 plan's adoption.

12

worked collaboratively together as -- so when we initiated

13

Level A, those projections weren't ready.

14

were coming out.

15

them to determine where we thought they were going to end

16

up, and then we subsequently revised it to reflect the real

17

numbers.

We had a general idea.

18

MS. HERTEL:

19

MR. STROZIER:

So we

We knew that they
We worked with

Okay.
It's a -- it's a bit of a moving

20

tar- -- I mean, every five -- they update them -- I don't

21

know how often they update, but certainly we update the MTP

22

every five years.

23

update the distribution of those trips based on approved

24

plans and policies as -- as we move forward.

25

had to do work within that context.

We update those control totals, and we

So what we've
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I believe that APS uses those same control totals maybe

2

in a slightly different way, because they have to apply it

3

to kid generation and the various age cohorts that are

4

concerning to them, and they also probably take it to a more

5

micro level, because they look at it within their school

6

planning boundaries, the boundaries for each elementary

7

school, for each middle school, each high school, and then

8

they look at the total.

9

the hardest job in terms of working with those projections.

10
11

MS. HERTEL:

MR. STROZIER:
know.

I'll find out.

MR. GINGRICH:

Geospatial Population Sciences, I

believe.

16

MS. HERTEL:

17

MR. GINGRICH:

18

MS. HERTEL:

19

MR. GINGRICH:

20
21
22
23

I don't -- I don't

It's --

14
15

Tell me again the agency that you

said -- or the group at UNM that is --

12
13

So they have -- I think they have

G -GPS.
GPS.
Yeah, Geospatial Population, I

believe, Sciences.
MR. STROZIER:

We can make sure and get the

correct name.
MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

As long as everybody's using

24

pretty nearly the same set of data, that's -- you know, just

25

seem like various attachments had a little bit different
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twist on it, so okay.

2

MR. STROZIER:

Some of that is dependent upon when

3

-- so if you look back at -- so the PROS plan, it was

4

started at a certain time.

5

projections at that time.

6

review and approval process, those things have been updated,

7

but so it's --

8

MS. HERTEL:

9

MR. STROZIER:

They used the population
By the time it gets through the

All right.
-- it's going of an ongoing

10

challenge, but I think everybody -- everybody in metro area

11

tries to use that same data set.

12

MS. HERTEL:

13

Okay.

That answers my questions.

Thank you.

14

MR. STROZIER:

All right.

We've talked that the

15

Water Authority.

16

Once again, any help about -- about moving off of that dime

17

-- it's not that we're not talking about water.

18

lot of time talking about water and water conservation,

19

water delivery, green infrastructure in the design

20

standards.

21

water is very important, and water is an integral component

22

to the plan, and it's an integral component with our

23

interface with the Water Authority.

24
25

I'm not going to talk about that anymore.

We spent a

So it's -- once again, it's not that water --

Want to just give you an idea of what we hope to move
forward with from this point on, and that is really drilling
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1

down on those -- on the matrix and those areas that are

2

complete to the point that we can get them at this stage and

3

working with Staff to craft findings and conditions that

4

relate to that.

5

So it is -- it's always part of the process is that we

6

have conditions that move up as part of this process, and so

7

we anticipate working with the various agencies and Staff to

8

make sure that when we come back before you, that we have

9

specific conditions that as close as possible we are in

10

agreement with and have worked collaboratively on.

11

that's what we anticipate doing, and that will help us to

12

close out those items that are outstanding today in the

13

matrix, that they may not be -- so some of those things may

14

be done, may be -- may be completed, and others may be

15

addressed with a condition, and so that's our goal in coming

16

back to you all, and I just -- I'm not going to go through

17

the details of that.

18

So

Once again, the Level B, we have -- we have revised the

19

master plan document.

That's red-lined.

20

that.

21

indicated where those are.

22

information associated with those, and we've tried to

23

address all of the agency comments and the criteria in

24

moving forward with that document, recognizing that there

25

are some things that will need conditions and a few further

We've revised the maps.

You have a copy of

We've added new maps.

We've

We've updated the tables and
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1

discussions like the design guidelines and the zones --

2

zoning that we've talked about.
With that, we would like to schedule a time to come --

4

hopefully come back to you all with a consolidated

5

recommendation with findings and conditions and work with

6

Staff on that in order to get to the County Commission and

7

begin that process.

8

are some incomplete items.

9

appreciate the level, not just from our side, but also from

10

the Staff's side that we really have been working very hard

11

to address these comments and concerns on multiple levels as

12

we -- as we try to move forward, and there's been a lot of

13

-- a lot of work, and I -- and I certainly want to thank all

14

the different Staff for the level of collaboration that has

15

been working to get to this point.

And -- and so we understand that there
We are -- hopefully you all

16

We've -- there's really been a lot of good work, and I

17

think that because of that collaboration, the document that

18

we have today, while maybe not 100 percent, I think it's in

19

the high 90s in terms of percent complete, that it is --

20

that it is an improved document because of that -- because

21

of that work.

22

And with that, I was talking to Mr. Gradi about

23

potential if -- if there was an opportunity to set a date to

24

be back before you, possibly a 60-day window that --

25

actually a little bit longer than that.

It would take us to
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1

the regular meeting in October.

So that would be our

2

request.

3

of these items.

4

we're in agreement.

5

a couple of things, and the zoning and design guidelines are

6

probably the biggest outstanding item outside of the Water

7

Authority, and hopefully we can get some movement on that

8

side as well.

9

additional questions, and go from there.

We think we have the time.

We're close on a lot

You've heard from a lot of the Staff that

So with that, I'd be happy to answer any

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MS. KELLY:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

Questions?

I have one.
Go ahead.

It might be in here, Jim, but I didn't

14

see it.

15

open space areas as was included in the Westland Master

16

Plan?

17

Are you proposing single-loaded streets next to the

MR. STROZIER:

I believe that we are, but I will

18

verify that.

19

There's too many parts, but I can check that and verify that

20

for you.

21
22

I -- I don't know off the top of my head.

MS. KELLY:

Thank you.

And, Mr. Chairman, I wanted to just read a very short

23

email that I wrote and was forwarded to you about the TIDs,

24

and I wrote this several days after our last Santolina

25

meeting.

Basically, "Applicant's economic consultant said
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1

that he would provide a summary of the 40 pending TIDs

2

submitted to the County that are contained in binders.

3

knowing much about how they are structured, it seems like a

4

useful starting point would be to know for each the

5

infrastructure or facility being proposed for financing;

6

two, its location; three, the anticipated timeframe for

7

construction; four, the cost of the infrastructure or

8

facility; and five, what proportion is being proposed for

9

public versus private funding?
"No doubt the proposals are complicated, and if there's

11

a better way to concisely summarize and cover these key

12

points, that is fine.

13

outside CPC's purview, but this summary might provide

14

information regarding WALH's Level B plan and how it

15

addresses timing, funding, and responsibility for

16

infrastructure at Santolina."

17
18

I understand that approval of TIDs is

And that was dated June 27th.
MR. STROZIER:

I don't recall seeing that, so I'm

19

-- but so we will -- I will address -- I will make sure we

20

address those questions, and we'll get back to you on that.

21

I don't think that I -- I don't think I saw that, but --

22
23
24
25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Is that it?

Commissioner.
MS. NELSON:

Okay.

One of my serious concerns is

the lack of detailed phasing in the plan.

This effects
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1

several areas, transportation, zoning, infrastructure, and I

2

would like to know if you intend to remedy that situation.
MR. STROZIER:

So we were -- we were just talking

4

-- one of the things that -- and -- so phasing, in general,

5

and that -- and that level of crystal ball, sort of looking

6

out into the future for how things happen, we have tried to

7

address that to date in more of a strategy standpoint and in

8

text as opposed to a map.

9

conclusion that everybody wants a map.

10

I think we've come to the
We will bring a map

back.

11

MS. NELSON:

12

MR. STROZIER:

Good.
So we do try to listen.

It's just

13

we're a little, you know, dense sometimes, but yes, that was

14

part of our anticipated changes as we move forward.

15

MS. NELSON:

I'm really glad, because I would have

16

a real problem if you didn't come back with something.

17

thank you.

18

MR. STROZIER:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So

All right.
Any other questions?

I just have

20

a comment on the scheduling, and what I would like to see is

21

we probably won't be having any more special hearings.

22

We'll schedule it on our regular schedule meeting --

23

MR. STROZIER:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

with it.

Right.
-- when you and Staff are ready

You know, I really don't want to see it back here
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1

until it's complete, and so, you know, that's something that

2

you're going to have to work with Staff where there's a lot

3

of conditions, I guess, that haven't been met yet, and

4

you're working on them.

5

would really work hard to get all the information back to

6

Staff, and it will be up to the Commission after the meeting

7

what we're going to do as far as scheduling it for how long

8

or, you know, I don't know how much time is going to be

9

needed to do something like this to finalize it, but we'll
work on that.

11

MR. STROZIER:

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

Okay.

Thank you.

Any others questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

14

MR. STROZIER:

We appreciate your time.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

So we've got -- we're

16

going to move into the public comments.

17

to call three names out.

18

behind the speaker so that you can move up right away as

19

soon as we -- you're going to have two minutes to speak.

20

go ahead and start.

21
22
23
24
25

Okay.

She's going

Please come down and sit down

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

So

Rod Mahoney followed by David

Vogel, and Kristine Suozzi.
MR. MAHONEY:

If I could get the overhead to work

here, that would be much appreciated.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Staff.
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MR. MAHONEY:

And then the zooming feature would

2

be great, too.

3

my name is Rod Mahoney.

4

Southwest.

5

Coalition of Neighborhood Associations.

6

All right.

Very good.

Very interesting --

I live at 1838 Sadora Road,

I'm the current President of the South Valley

Very good discussions here today from all parties.

We

7

very appreciate -- very much appreciate that.

8

deck that I prepared today basically would be redundant.

9

We've talked about so many topics, I think, that are very

10

critical here.

11

record.

12

The slide

I will submit this slide deck into the

Couple things that have actually come out that I think

13

are very important that I think we need to readdress.

14

is, is the -- the net cost expense, the no net cost expense

15

piece is woven through all of this.

16

that actually was available is dated January of 2016.

17

There's a number of things, I think, that actually changed

18

as a result of that.

19

system infrastructure is one of those, the issues with the

20

Department of Transportation.

21

I think, is very important or that needs to be addressed.

22

One

The economic analysis

The definitions of various projects or

APS is another one of those,

I do have a question here about the zoning piece.

23

know, as we discussed, this zoning is very, very

24

complicated.

25

to me.

You

I pulled one out, which is actually concerning

It has to do with number 3, which is the high
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1

density residential zone and wondering whether or not this

2

is actually -- should be conditional as opposed to

3

permissive.

4

DUs per acre, and heights of building that are up to 78

5

feet.

6

A number of us were actually at the presentations in the

7

hearings for the Westland Master Plan, and that was also a

8

discussion about densities.

9

upon, 30 DUs per acre, that sort of thing.

That sort of thing.

That seems to be extremely high.

I believe that was settled
There really

10

needs to be a consideration of that ultimately.

11

toward the future.

12

residents in these areas need to have consideration of that,

13

and actually, to have that permissive, I think, is a bit

14

aggressive.

15

That's

Folks that are actually going to be

I touched of the fact that I believe that this economic

16

analysis needs to be updated to include some of components

17

that we actually have been talking about today, and this is

18

a very important one that really stuck out when I started

19

looking at these documents is that I'd like to have Staff

20

comment on what is the process for Level C?

21

the Level B is really the only place where findings and

22

conditions can actually be assigned and be enough -- be

23

robust, because there is really no further review basically

24

at the Level C process, and I think that's why your job is

25

extremely important for the Level B here to make sure it's

It appears that
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1

extremely robust and as clean as possible for any of this

2

moving forward.
The -- I think the water aspect of it is the -- is the

4

one that's very, very important, because the review of

5

anything after Level B, you know, needs to happen at some

6

level.

7

thank you very much.

8
9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Appreciate it.

Questions?

Thank

you.

10
11

So I'll submit these documents to the record, and

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

David Vogel followed by

Kristine Suozzi and Roberto Roibal.

12

MR. VOGEL:

Good afternoon, Chairman Chavez and

13

Commissioners.

My name is David Vogel.

14

Drive in Albuquerque, 87108.

I live at 601 Aliso

15

I've submitted my comments in writing to you, and you

16

can see them in packet page number 972 in case you want to

17

follow.

18

deny approval of the proposed Santolina development for the

19

following reasons:

20

an obsolete and archaic planning model.

21

Santolina development will not be built at no net expense to

22

the County or to adjacent jurisdictions.

23

radically speculative land use and planning strategies such

24

as -- let me see if I can -- such as are being used by

25

Santolina promote sprawl and sprawl development.

To summarize my written comments, I'm asking you to

One, the Santolina proposal is based on
Number 2, the

Number 3,

They
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1

exacerbate private and public sector disinvestment in

2

economic -- economically depressed communities, and it's

3

clear that the projections used by WAHL are in the radically

4

speculative arena, and I just point out to you the

5

distinction in terms of the current projections and the last

6

ten years of growth.

7

The last ten years of growth are under 10 percent of

8

what is being projected in the current Santolina proposal.

9

What is going to change economically or population-wise to

10

grow at the substantially faster than that rate, ten times

11

that rate in the next decade or two?

12

that whatsoever.

13

speculative categories.

14

is simply not needed.

15

the public more than double the cost of compact urban

16

development, and let me wrap up.

17

abundance of vacant land within -- within the County.

18

is a better alternative that I presented to you in June at

19

your meeting, which involves a land swap between Santolina,

20

the City, and the County.

21

to explore it as an option to the plan that's currently on

22

the table as a win-win for everybody, including the County,

23

for WAHL and Barclays Bank and particularly the residents of

24

Bernalillo County.

25

your time.

There's no evidence of

It's -- these fall in radically
Number 4, the Santolina development
Number 5, suburban development costs

There's already an
There

That idea, I would encourage you

Thank you very much for your service and

I appreciate it.
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

4

Kristine followed by Robert

Roibal and Renee Horvath.
MS. SUOZZI:

Thank you.

Mr. Chair and Members of

5

the Commission.

6

1312 Bryn Mawr, Northeast.

7

of them are redundant, and I apologize for that.

8
9

My name is Dr. Christine Suozzi.

I have several comments.

Some

First of all, though, I want to thank each and
every one of you for all the work that you've done on this

10

and all the other things that you hear.

11

greatly appreciated.

12

I live at

Your service is

I strongly urge you to vote no to this proposal, and

13

I'll give you several reasons.

14

wanted by your constituents, and as David pointed out, it's

15

not needed, and if you question the need, I would ask to you

16

drive around Mesa del Sol and look at the vacancies there or

17

do a search on vacancy rates within Bernalillo County and/or

18

look at the statistic on out-migration and lack of growth.

19

Number one, it's neither

This is a proposed development that will, if it were

20

approved, make some few people a lot of money at a great

21

cost to the rest of us.

22

understand how that is no net expense and especially when we

23

look at that would be diverting much needed funding for

24

infrastructure within the County already.

25

net expense.

$2.8 billion in TIDs, I just can't

So it is not no
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Water, you know we're in a drought, and just -- you

2

have a lot of questions about the Water Utility Authority.

3

Just for the record, I wrote them over a year ago and asked

4

them where the water for this project would be coming.

5

haven't heard back from them.

6

I

The notion of three jobs per roof -- or, sorry, two

7

jobs per roof top is absurd.

Even Minneapolis, one of the

8

richest cities in our country, can't guarantee two jobs per

9

rooftop.

I fully support David's suggestion that we do a

10

land swap, and I also want to thank Mr. McGregor for

11

pointing out our problem with the chicken and the egg and

12

that we don't have an egg.

13

job and deny this egregious development.

So I just urge you to do your

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

16

Thank you.

Thank you.
Roberto Roibal, Renee Horvath,

and then Antonio Maestas.

17

MR. ROIBAL:

18

2233 Don Felipe Road, Southwest.

19

Pajarito Village Association and Vice-President of the South

20

Valley Coalition of Neighborhood Associations, and I do work

21

at the Southwest Organizing Project.

22

My name is Roberto Roibal.

I live at

I'm the President of the

Again, the Pajarito Village Association, our

23

neighborhood association is dead opposed to Santolina, and

24

we beg you to deny Santolina, to recommend denial to the

25

County Commission for many reasons.

We're very concerned
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about the water.

2

frustrated by the lack of a water development agreement, it

3

can't happen without that, and I can't imagine that's going

4

to happen even before October as was suggested as the next

5

hearing be.

6

As the Staff has said, as you are also

We also have concerns about the money, the TIDs, the $2

7

billion in TIDs is just ridiculous, because the developer,

8

Mr. Strozier, all along they've been talking about no net

9

expense.

All of a sudden, today, he's talking about shared

10

expense.

That's not no net expense.

11

to cost us money.

12

the County, per se, money.

13

taxpayer's money.

14

Those TIDs are going

It may not cost the developers money or
It's going to cost the

So we're dead oppose to do it.

The schools, our schools are overcrowded on the West

15

Side already.

The developer is saying that, "Oh, we can

16

just incorporate the students in these overcrowded schools."

17

Those students are going to be -- ended up being bussed all

18

over the city, more transportation problems and headaches to

19

all the parents there.

20

still outstanding that are laid out by the Staff, open

21

space, the archeology, et cetera.

Just way too many questions that are

Way too many questions.

22

I was taken aback by Mr. Strozier's request that the

23

County Planning Commission assist them, the developers in

24

moving this plan forward.

25

if it's inappropriate question to ask.

That's their job.

I don't know

It's definitely not
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1

personal, but I'd love to see Mr. Strozier lay that egg that

2

we're talking about.

3

much.
MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Thank you very

Renee Horvath, Antonio

5

Maestas, and then Jeremiah (sic) -- I can't pronounce the

6

last name.

7
8
9

Sorry.
MS. HORVATH:

Hello.

My name is Renee Horvath.

I'm representative of the West Side Coalition.
I wanted to give some comments.

We missed most of the

10

public hearings that you've held before, and again, it was

11

because we weren't notified that there were these hearings.

12

I learned about the Santolina hearings because I heard about

13

-- from another neighborhood about the Westland hearing.

14

through that, I heard about the Santolina.

15

make sure that we get notified with future Santolina

16

hearings.

So

So I'd like to

17

I did talk to the President of the West Side Coalition.

18

One of the biggest concerns that the public has is the water

19

issue.

20

that we're not moving forward with this, and I know the

21

president will be, too, because he doesn't feel like we

22

should be rushing this.

23

that there was a water agreement that needed to be approved

24

before we moved forward, so he'll be happy to hear we're not

25

doing that right now.

I think -- I'm very happy -- glad and very pleased

He was always under the impression

So thank you very much.
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I did have a few questions.

I was just kind of

2

curious.

There's 4,000 -- about 4,200 acres that we're

3

looking at.

4

space land, the land on the east side, and in the Ceja and

5

the Rio Puerco area on the west side?

6

the 4,200 acres?

7

or does the County have to purchase those lands?

I was just curious, does that include the open

Is that included in

And was -- are those going to be donated,

8

And in regards of the density question, I'm glad

9

Mr. Mahoney raised the question of the density and some of

10

the Commissioners have, too, I was just curious, is -- when

11

you calculate the density because we're looking a 3 DUs per

12

acre, does that include the open space land in that

13

calculation that we're looking at all that land or just the

14

parts that are being developed, 3 DUs per acre?

15

curious how they're calculating, because it seems like the

16

density is a lot higher when you read what they're

17

proposing, so those are the questions I wanted to ask.

18

Thank you.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

So I'm just

Thank you.
I have a question for Staff.

21

Following on that, can you speak to the notification process

22

on how folks are notified and how come Ms. Horvath wasn't

23

notified?

24
25

MS. VEREECKE:

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Chavez, my

understanding is that Renee represents Taylor Ranch.
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1

MS. HORVATH:

2

MS. VEREECKE:

3

MS. HORVATH:

5

So I know for Taylor Ranch -We were notified because we

registered.
MS. VEREECKE:

Right, because you -- anyway, we

6

probably don't need to have a discussion, but for Taylor

7

Ranch, it wouldn't have been given the initial notification

8

because it doesn't abut the property, and then for other

9

associations, again, it would depend upon the call that was

10

made by the neighborhood association coordinator.

11

not -- I would have to check and see if the West Side

12

Coalition was -- was notified initially, because they are on

13

the north side of I-40, so -- but for Taylor Ranch, because

14

it doesn't abut the property, that's why they wouldn't have

15

gotten an initial notification of the request, and I think

16

Enrico wants to say something, too.

17

MR. GRADI:

So I'm

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Connie

18

Chavez, at the time the notifications went out, the West

19

Side Coalition was not in the jurisdiction of the Santolina

20

Level B Master Plan area.

21

application to extend their boundaries throughout the West

22

Side, all the way to the Isleta Pueblo and along the Rio

23

Grande within the South Valley, and that is why.

24
25

They have since made an

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:
clarification.

Thank you.

Thank you for that

I just want to thank the community for
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1

coming out, and you know, how the word travels, and

2

appreciate you coming out to speak and testify.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Who's next?

4

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

A name that I can't pronounce,

5

and then followed by Luis, so we have -- is it Jeriah?

6

Antonio Maestas, then Jeriah?

7

name?

10

Is that how you say your

Followed by Luis.

8
9

Yes.

MR. MAESTAS:
Commission.

Hello, Chairman Joe Chavez and

My name is Antonio Maestas.

My address is 94

Moriarty Road, Chilili Land Grant.

11

So I'd like to thank you just for all the service that

12

you guys have put in and also for recognizing that the

13

developers had and have lack of details in their -- in their

14

plan.

15

deny the Santolina Master Plan for a few reasons:

16

our compadre over from the Atrisco Land Grant talked about

17

as it being a disrespect to our land grants and our

18

traditions and our cultural lands.

19

like I said, from Chilili Land Grant, and I would hate to

20

see several colonialism taking over, you know, these

21

communities as well and these traditional lands, especially

22

because, you know, countless constituents, community members

23

come out throughout the past meetings, whether it's been CPC

24

or whether it's been County Commission, and have voiced

25

their opposition and, you know, have not heard, you know, as

So thank you for recognizing that, but I urge you to
One, that

I am from Merced myself,
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1

many people in favor of it coming from the community.

2

only heard people against it, and I've been to several of

3

these.

4

these community members and their concern about this

5

development.

So, you know, I would just urge you all to listen to

Also, I do believe that there are other ways to invest

7

in our city like in-fill and also bettering the properties

8

that are here and our schools.

9

going to cost 162 million in order to instate five more

We heard from APS that it's

10

schools, and I believe that we could use that money to

11

better the schools that we have instead of overcrowding our

12

schools on the West Side and having to, you know, worry

13

about all that.

14

well.

15

So I urge you guys to consider that as

So, yeah, just please listen to the community.

Listen

16

to what your constituents are staying, and their concerns

17

matter a lot more than these corporations to others.

18

thank you.

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. POUNCIL:

Thank you.
Okay.

So my name's Jeriah Pouncil.

22

youth intern at Southwest Organizing Project.

23

9220 Lower Meadow Avenue, Southwest.

24
25

So

I'm a

My address is

So right now, I live in the school district of Atrisco
Heritage Academy High School.

I went there, and it was, I'd
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say, very crowded.

2

and currently it's hard to get one-on-one time with every

3

single teacher, and also, it's hard to get to class on time.

4

There's two bathrooms, I'd say, in the whole building and

5

every single student during passing period trying to get to

6

the restroom.

7

It's also Rio Grande High School, Jimmy Carter Middle

8

School, Truman Middle School, and Rudolfo Anaya Elementary

9

School, a few other schools around the West Side.

10

There's 50 students in each classroom,

So it's not only like that with Atrisco.

But currently I think the Santolina -- yeah, I would

11

just say that it's a bad idea, because that would be adding

12

more houses, and that would be more vacancy, because all on

13

the West Side, my whole community, they literally built

14

houses off 118th and Dennis Chavez on both the north and

15

south side of Atrisco.

16

of the Mesa del Sol and also houses added to Rio Rancho as

17

well as my community, but thank you for your time.

So that would add to the vacancies

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

19

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

20

MR. COLINGA:

Hello.

The last speaker is Luis.
My name is Luis Colinga

21

(sic).

22

also a youth intern at SWOP, Southwest Organizing Project.

23

I work in the area of food justice, and over this summer I

24

have learned the importance of water, food, and culture.

25

I live 7520 Astro Road, (sic) Southwest, 87121.

I'm

I do think it is very important to our community that
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1

we have sufficient water, and I think it is irresponsible to

2

have -- not have a plan for the water issues here for the

3

Santolina proposal.

4

generations, and I think the lack of infrastructure here in

5

our County needs more attention than Santolina does.

6

would urge to not vote for this until we see a fully

7

developed plan and that's it.

9
10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
Okay.

I

Thank you.

Thank you.

Staff, closing comments.
MR. GINGRICH:

Mr. Chair and Commissioners, I just

11

wanted to clarify a couple of things.

12

transportation documents that were presented as revised,

13

that there's still some small edits to be made to those.

14

those aren't completely done.

15

things that need to be edited there.

16

clear or not at both the Level A and Level B.

17

minor, but another draft would need to be submitted of those

18

completely finalized.

19

The -- just that the

So

There's still some -- some
I'm not sure that was
They're

And to the system infrastructure and project

20

infrastructure, I can't speak to open space and what those

21

needs are, but I believe that with these current studies

22

that have been done with the roadways that are classified

23

collector and above, that those -- you have those.

24

the anticipated level of development.

25

should be able to generate a proportionate cost for those

You had

It seems like you
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roads.

2

kind of kicked to Level C or further down the road or

3

something, not to make a pun, but that -- I think that as

4

far as I can tell that, I could be wrong, but it seems like

5

some of that system infrastructure proportionate cost should

6

be able to be generated with what's been done.

7

wrong on that, but from my read, it seems like that should

8

be possible.

9

So I don't -- there's some mention of that being

I could be

Yeah, I think the jobs-to-housing balance discussion

10

came up again.

I just iterate, again, I think that that

11

could be really rolled into the phasing plan very easily.

12

think that would make a lot of sense.

13

to just say, again, because I feel like there's still maybe

14

some confusion about it, that in terms of the forecasting,

15

that the control totals are consistent.

16

number people coming into the region, the COG doesn't even

17

generate those numbers.

18

numbers, and our process for creating our long-range plan is

19

to figure out where are these people going to be.

20

don't -- we don't figure out how much.

21

where.

22

going to be?

23

generated?

24

then we can measure the performance of the future

25

transportation network according to those forecasts, so

And finally, I want

Across the total

They come from GPS.

Where are they going to be?

I

We take those

So we

We try to figure out

Where are the jobs

What are the trips that are going to be
What is the future transportation network, and
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2

that's why we do the process.
Our trends scenario is based on -- is our official

3

forecast of where we're going.

It's not an endorsement of

4

where we should go, but where we're going with current plans

5

and policies at the time of our plan.

6

preferred scenario that says if we tweak certain things, we

7

can maybe make an improvement in the performance of our

8

transportation plan in the future.

9

for Santolina is a Santolina scenario, which, again, has the

We also have a

What's being submitted

10

same total number of people, but it is a different

11

allocation of where those people and jobs are.

12

to have a better look at the differences, this is page 23 in

13

the Level A transportation document that shows the

14

differences between our trends scenario and the anticipated

15

other -- the Santolina scenario, which is the anticipated

16

level of development by the applicant.

17

If you want

That did not come from us, that level of development.

18

That came from them.

So I just -- it's really important

19

that that's made clear.

20

things.

So I wanted to clarify those

So thanks.

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

22

MS. VEREECKE:

Thank you.
Mr. Chair, I had a few points of

23

clarification, too, just related to completing this process

24

and that I think from the discussion and also from talking

25

to different Staff and agencies, too, that there are some
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1

specific things that are being requested that hopefully will

2

come out of the work over the next few months.
It sounds like there is a request for some agreements

4

with agencies at least in some form.

5

both requested agreements, and that is not unprecedented in

6

these types of processes.

7

there's -- there's hope that that will happen.

8
9

APS and NMDOT today

So just to point that out that

In addition, it appears that there are a number of
strategies that are being requested by Staff with

10

illustrations and maps to go along with them where we are

11

seeing a lot of language being added in the plan, but then

12

there's really nothing concrete or visual to tie it to, and

13

I think that will be very helpful to see in addressing some

14

of the concerns such as like phasing definitely could

15

require some illustrations, and also, there's been a request

16

and it comes from the planned communities criteria, for a

17

funding strategy or financial strategy.

18

we've heard that needs to be clearer.

19

although there is language in the Level A Development

20

Agreement, there is a condition from Level A that says, "A

21

plan for attaining the ratio shall be provided in subsequent

22

Level B plans," so I'm thinking that there need to be more

23

done in that area.

Utility strategy,
Jobs-to-housing,

24

Water, definitely more of a strategy needs to be

25

provided in collaboration with the Utility Authority.

A
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1

mitigation strategy for the areological study that was done.

2

It's a study, but it really doesn't have a mitigation

3

strategy with it.

4

different intensities that some of which appear to be

5

deserving of additional investigation or possibly

6

preservation.

7

sites, but it doesn't state out the applicant proposes to

8

deal with them, and that is one of -- part of the planned

9

communities criteria for the class II study.

The report that was provided identifies those

I did hear -- Jim Strozier stated what the plans --

11

what he thinks the plan will be, but we'd like to see

12

something more definitive about that, and then further

13

addressing that, potentially with a condition of approval so

14

that we make sure that those sites are properly -- properly

15

located, identified, and then the proper mitigation takes

16

place for those sites.

17

strategy related to that.

18

So I think we need more -- more of a

Also, make sure that all of the plans are consistent.

19

That has come up several times as we've been changing

20

things.

21

are based on the same -- the same information including the

22

fiscal impact study.

23

being updated.

24
25

We need to make sure all the plans in the document

We've heard a few times that it is not

I think all of those need to be done.

Mr. Mahoney also raised an issue about the Level C
approval process, which is identified in the current
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1

planning document that after Level B, which is done by the

2

Commissions, then Level C would -- would apply to subsequent

3

planning, and just to state that in the planned communities

4

criteria zoning, in the Zoning Code this procedure is

5

defined.

6

site development plans is by the County Development Review

7

Authority.

8

will be pursued.

9

are approved, then it would go to the County Development

Adoption and amendment of Level C subdivision and

So that is the process that we're anticipating
After this Level B or other Level B plans

10

Review Authority as it is currently stated.

11

subdivisions and site plans, Level C plans would be reviewed

12

through that, and it is basically an administrative process.

13

So individuals

I think the last thing I wanted to mention, too, we

14

talked about a deferral or continuance of this request, and

15

just to say, too, if we're looking at potentially hearing

16

this in October, that the applicant would need to be back in

17

about a month, month-and-a-half -- no less than a

18

month-and-a-half in order to allow the proper review of the

19

document.

20

that the documents can't be brought in at the last minute.

21

So that's about the timeframe that you would be looking at

22

for like a 60 -- 60-day deferral.

23

questions.

So just if you can take that under consideration

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. MALRY:

So with that, I stand for

Any questions?

Mr. Chairman.
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1

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

2

MR. MALRY:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First of all, I want to thank the Staff for the hard

4

work they've put into this.

5

overtime.

6

working on this.

7

Go ahead.

I know they put in a lot of

So I want to thank all the Staff members who are

Secondly, Mr. Chairman, I just ask you to work with

8

Staff, make sure they get all their questions answered

9

before they bring it back to us.

I think we're just

10

treading water here until -- I agree with you, Mr. Chairman.

11

We do not need a special session, but I'm sure that you will

12

work with Staff, Mr. Chairman, and when they got all their

13

questions answered, whether it be a month-and-a-half, two

14

months-and-a-half whatever.

15

questions answered, I think it will go pretty fast and,

16

Mr. Chairman, I just ask you and thank you for the work you

17

to do, and thank you for being on top of this.

18

say, Mr. Chairman, whenever you get ready to bring this back

19

before this Commission, we'll deal with this.

20

Mr. Chairman, for your hard work.

Whenever they get their

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

22

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

I'll just

Thank you,

Any other?

No.

Applicant, come on down.

24

Work needs to be done.

25

decision when do we want to continue it to.

Okay.

We're going to have to make a
You heard her,
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what she said about the timetable.

2

MR. STROZIER:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

Month-and-a-half.
Is that a timetable that's

workable?

5

MR. STROZIER:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

We think that that's workable, yes.
Okay.

So what I'm going to ask

7

the Commission or recommend that we -- well, not differ it

8

but continue it to the October regular meeting.

9

MR. STROZIER:

10

October 5th, I believe.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

over three months.

12

else you need to --

13

That's --

Well, it's three months, a little

So I just want -- and is there anything

MR. STROZIER:

No.

That's -- I think -- I think

14

we will -- we will work with Staff.

15

matrices.

16

concerns, the phasing plan, and we will take a look at the

17

jobs-housing strategy and tie that to the Level A

18

Development Agreement, make sure that we're taking that and

19

moving it forward at the appropriate level for the Level B,

20

and we've been taking notes of the comments and concerns,

21

and we will -- we will do our best to work with Staff to

22

make sure that we have things resolved and/or conditions

23

that allow -- hopefully allow this to move forward with your

24

concurrence.

25

We will update the

We will address the Commission's comments and

So we're happy to --

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And I want you to understand that
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1

all the conditions that the County Commission put on there

2

are not things that we can change here.

3

MR. STROZIER:

Correct.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

on there, and I will, with Staff, work on a letter to the

6

Water Authority, see if they can resolve their end of it.

7

MR. STROZIER:

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

Okay.
And, you know, that it's urgent

for us to know what they're thinking and, you know, what

10

direction they're going to go.

11

us.

12

and like I say, I don't know their procedure, if they -- you

13

applied, set you a hearing, or it seems like it's not that

14

way.

15
16

So that's why I was asking you about have you applied,

MR. STROZIER:

It's not as defined as your

process, so --

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MS. NELSON:

19

So that's very important to

Go ahead.

I would be looking for things to be

more resolved and less conditions.

20

MR. STROZIER:

21

MS. NELSON:

Yes.
Okay.

Conditions are inevitable, but

22

I don't want to look at, "Well, we'll do this and that and

23

the other," on the conditions, because you have plenty of

24

time, or if you don't have plenty of time, we can give you

25

more, because our goal is, I believe, as stated by our Chair
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is to provide a clean document for the BCC.

2

MR. STROZIER:

3

MS. NELSON:

4

MR. STROZIER:

5

We think we can do that.
Okay.
And our goal is the same, to have

minimum conditions.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Commissioner Chavez.

7

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

So I would agree that we want

8

to have a clean document, and I'm not confident we can do it

9

in 60 days.

There are way too many outstanding issues at

10

least for me.

If you brought it back in 60 days, I'm not

11

sure that we're going to get that there.

12

MR. STROZIER:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

MS. KELLY:

15

Understood.

Commissioner.

Mr. Chairman, I'd like to make a

motion.

16
17

Okay.

Just saying.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Go ahead.

I haven't closed the

floor yet.

18

MS. KELLY:

Oh, okay.

19

MR. STROZIER:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. KELLY:

Any other questions for me?
Is that it?
No.

I'm good.

Okay.

Thank you.

Go ahead, Commissioner.

I move that CPC recommend to the

24

Bernalillo County Commission denial of SPR2016-0001 based

25

upon the following findings:

The BCC Level A conditions of
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1

approval and PCC criteria for Level B have not been met,

2

specifically, one, there's not an executed Development

3

Agreement with the Water Utility Authority outlining timing,

4

responsibilities, and maintenance of water and sewer, and it

5

is not likely that such an agreement will be finalized in

6

the foreseeable future since it is contingent upon a water

7

system master plan, which will identify design parameters,

8

infrastructure improvements, timing, phasing, and

9

maintenance responsibilities.

10

Further, the Development Agreement with the Water

11

Utility Authority may be impacted by the water resource

12

management strategy currently under way.

13

include alternative water supply and storage strategies,

14

water reclamation and treatment and reuse strategies, and

15

revised water conservation goals and strategies.

16

Impacts might

Two, regarding transportation, traffic mitigation

17

commitments and other concerns have not been addressed.

18

trails, bike, and pedestrian system map is not excluded in

19

the Level B July 2016 draft.

20

and funding in accordance with DOT and Metropolitan

21

Transportation Long-Range Transportation plans have not been

22

addressed.

23
24
25

The

DOT concerns regarding phasing

Three, APS concerns regarding current overcrowding and
location and funding of schools has not been addressed.
Four, the no net cost criteria for Level B has not been

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7.A.e

TR-138
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5681

7.A.e

met.

2

which discussed potential revenue, but there's no detail

3

related to costs to various agencies including Bernalillo

4

County Public Works, Parks, the Sheriff and the Fire

5

Marshal, the DOT, APS, and other agencies.

6

insufficient information on infrastructure plans that

7

address timing, funding, and responsibility and

8

clarification of system versus projects costs so that

9

agencies can know of and prepare for upcoming budgetary

10

There's a three-page fiscal and economic analysis,

There's

impacts.

11

Next one, I think I lost track of my numbers, the

12

proposed Level B size is 4,263 acres and is beyond the range

13

anticipated by the planned communities criteria of 650 to

14

1,200 acres.

15

which may result in large incomplete developments that are

16

not self-supporting.

17

address law enforcement and fire protection.

18

2016, draft says new facilities will be built, but there's

19

not clarification on how or when this will occur.

20

another section, the draft plan says that Level B will rely

21

on City of Albuquerque law enforcement and fire facilities.

22

The Fire Marshal stated in testimony that law enforcement

23

and fire facilities will be needed to provide protection to

24

this area.

25

Portions of three villages are being proposed,

It is not clear how Level B will
The July 16,

In

The land uses proposed do not reflect the correct
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1

overall density for the Level B plan, and more detail is

2

required.

3

as required by the PCC.

4

draft form, and concerns are stated in the Staff Report.

5

needs significant review to accomplish planned communities

6

goals and criteria and create a more robust process to get

7

from Level B to Level C.

9

Zoning and design guidelines are in
It

Finally, Level A was approved over a year ago.
Applicant has not submitted a plan for Level B with complies

10

with the Level A conditions of approval, the Level A

11

Development Agreement, and the planned communities criteria.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

13

MS. KELLY:

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15
16

Okay.

Is that it?

That's it.
Do we have a second to that?

Motion died because of lack of a second.
Do we have another motion?

17

MR. MALRY:

Move we adjourn.

18

MS. NELSON:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

You wait, wait, wait.
We're not through yet.
So, Commissioner Kelly, I

21

appreciate that, and it's really getting to the heart of --

22

really getting to this final place, right?

23

a 90-day continuance, not 60, 90, because I don't think

24

we're going to get there in 60 days, and I do not want to

25

take us to the point of having to come back.

I would move for

I need some
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1

real clarity.

I only want it to come back one other time,

2

and at that moment in time, to make decision based on all

3

the outstanding issues and conditions.
MS. NELSON:

Second.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

6

because it's not exactly 90 days.

7

the November meeting?

8

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

10

MS. NELSON:

14

MS. NELSON:

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

November the 2nd.

Okay.

Do we

have a second to that?
MS. NELSON:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yes.
All those in favor signify by

saying aye.

20

COMMISSION:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Aye.
Okay.

We're -- is there anything

Okay.

We're -- can we have a

else, Staff?

23

MR. GRADI:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

Our regular november meeting.

November the 2nd.

17

22

So let's -- the second agrees to

let's see.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

Yes.

Second, yes, and that will be --

13

16

So you're talking about

that?

11
12

She's -- let's set a --

No.

motion to adjourn.
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1

MR. MALRY:

2

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

3

MS. KELLY:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

COMMISSION:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
(Note:

So moved.

He said it.
All those in favor say aye.
Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7

That's what I said.

Aye.
Thank you.

Hearing adjourned at 1:17 p.m.)

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

TR-142
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5685

7.A.e

2
3

STATE OF NEW MEXICO
COUNTY OF BERNALILLO

)
)
)

ss

I, B. JULIAN SERNA, Certified Court Reporter in the

4

State of New Mexico, hereby certify that I reported, to the

5

best of my ability, the above Bernalillo County Planning

6

Commission special hearing; that the pages numbered 3

7

through 142, inclusive, are a true and correct transcript of

8

my stenographic notes, and were reduced to typewritten

9

transcript through Computer-Aided Transcription; and that on

10

the date I reported these proceedings, I was a New Mexico

11

Certified Court Reporter.

12
13

Dated at Albuquerque, New Mexico, this 26th day of
September, 2016.

14
15
16
17
18

B. JULIAN SERNA
New Mexico CCR No. 206
Expires: December 31, 2016

19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

1

TR-143
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5686

7.A.e

1
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2
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1

MR. COLLIE:

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Moved and second.

favor signify by saying aye.

4

COMMISSION:

Aye.

5

MS. NELSON:

I abstain.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7
8
9
10
11

carries.

Okay.

One abstain.

Motion

Thank you.

Next order of business is election of the Chair and
Vice-Chair.
MS. NELSON:

I move that -- I mean, I nominate Joe

Chavez as Chair.

12

MR. COLLIE:

Second.

13

MS. NELSON:

All in favor?

14

COMMISSION:

Aye.

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

16

MS. NELSON:

17

All those in
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Second.

Opposed?

All right.

Motion carries.
I nominate Connie Chavez

as Vice-Chair.

18

MR. COLLIE:

Second.

19

MS. NELSON:

All in favor?

20

COMMISSION:

Aye.

21

MS. NELSON:

There you go, Connie.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. NELSON:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MS. VEREECKE:

Thank you.

Sorry.
Okay.

Item No. 6.

Good morning, Mr. Chair and Members
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of the Commission.

2

and the Rodey Law Firm, agents for Western Albuquerque Land

3

Holdings are proposing a planned communities Level B Master

4

Plan for more specific development within the Santolina

5

Master Plan on a property on the -- on the West Mesa

6

containing approximately 4,243 acres.

7

This is Item No. 6.

Consensus Planning

So as you are aware, this plan -- this Level B plan

8

includes more specific details for land use, zoning,

9

transportation, environment, open space, government, and

10

public services.

11

The more conceptual Level A plan for nearly 13,700 acres

12

was adopted by the County in June 2016.

13

Level B plan was first submitted in January of last year for

14

approximately 4,200 acres, and there were four special

15

hearings that were heard during 2016.

16

plan we're now referring to it as the Level B.1 plan, because

17

other Level B plans eventually will be submitted for this

18

area.

19

this is the general boundary, and then within the general

20

area we're now considering more specific development that it

21

shown in color.

22

This particular

For this particular

So in this -- this is a land-use map, and you're aware

This request was -- then after the four special

23

hearings, it was heard and then continued at the November 2nd

24

hearing.

25

address Staff and agency comments and issues.

A number of changes have been made to the plan to
I'm sorry

TR-
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1

there had been changes made up to the time of that hearing,

2

but there were a few that were not fully resolved such as

3

transportation, archeology, and language relating to process,

4

and then also language relating to the ABCWUA water

5

requirements.

6

Findings and conditions of approval were also provided

7

just before the last hearing so that the Planning Commission

8

voted to continue the request to this hearing so that those

9

remaining issues could be resolved.

10

Since the November 2nd hearing a number of actions have

11

taken place to address the outstanding issues with the

12

Santolina Level B.1 request.

13

between Staff and the applicant's agent.

14

made to plan language to address the remaining Staff

15

comments, and revisions have also been made to the findings

16

and conditions that were being circulated at the time of the

17

hearing.

18

60 of the Staff Report for such areas as transportation,

19

zoning, parks, recreation and archeology.

20

go into those.

21

Meetings have taken place
Revisions have been

The details of the revisions are included on page

I'm not going to

A revised pan dated 12-6-16 was submitted and forwarded

22

to Staff for final review.

Staff has indicated that the

23

comments provided over time in Accela were submitted directly

24

to Staff also as shown in comments matrix have been addressed

25

through modifications to the plan document or through

TR-
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1

specific findings and conditions.

The previous Level A

2

condition for platting of the property has been met.

3

Findings and conditions of approval that became available for

4

the last hearing have been revised.

5

indicate consistency with the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County

6

Comprehensive Plan, the planned communities criteria, and the

7

Level A master plan and Development Agreement.

8

also indicate that the plan includes more specific plans and

9

regulations or guidelines for such areas as land use, zoning,

The findings

10

transportation, drainage, and parks and open space that must

11

be followed as Santolina develops in subsequent Level C plans

12

or development of the property or platting of the property.

13

The conditions include the need for additional --

14

additional activities further down in the process,

15

development -- the Development Agreement, transportation

16

projects and funding, class III archeology studies, fire

17

protection, and any additional corrections that may come up

18

in this process.

19

The Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility

20

Authority requirements for a Development Agreement are

21

addressed in Level B findings and conditions that recognize

22

the establishment of the ABCWUA since the planned communities

23

criteria were adopted and the need for a land-use plan to be

24

approved by the County before the ABCWUA will grant approval.

25

The findings and conditions have been -- have been

TR-
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modified to address this process.

However, some additional

2

modifications may be necessary to those specific finding --

3

conditions and possibly findings that relate to the ABCWUA.

4

The agent has also raised concerns about the specific

5

findings and conditions but otherwise is in agreement with

6

the findings and conditions proposed by Staff, which are in

7

the Staff Report and which have been circulated and have been

8

available for the last couple of weeks so that there could be

9

a full review of everything in time for this hearing.

10

There has been concern expressed previously by community

11

members, and we've seen this at the hearing and in documents

12

submitted previously, but for this particular hearing no new

13

documents have been submitted so far by the community.

14

So Staff is recommending approval of this Level B.1

15

request noting that the request will also proceed to the

16

Board of County Commissioners in a public hearing for further

17

consideration so that there will be another public hearing

18

after this before the Board of County Commissioners, but

19

Staff is recommending approval with the findings and

20

conditions in the Staff Report, and I stand for questions.

21
22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
at this time.

23

Okay.

Any questions?

If not, not

Thank you.

MS. VEREECKE:

Other Staff?

24

Staff?

25

do you want to wait until later?

Do we have any other

Mike, did you want to say anything at this time, or
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1

MR. GARCIA:

2

MS. VEREECKE:

Okay.

So I guess there are no more

-- no more Staff comments.

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

of our Commissioners.

6

MS. HERTEL:

We have a question here from one

Okay.

So all the comments -- I'm

7

going to go back to the matrix because that's, you know, a

8

way of tracking everything, but you're -- what I'm

9

understanding is all comments from all the agencies that were

10

put into the matrix, everything was put into the matrix, and

11

now, everything has been addressed to the satisfaction of the

12

various agencies who put comments in there; is that correct.

13

MR. PADILLA:

14

MS. HERTEL:

15

MS. VEREECKE:

Except the Town of Atrisco.
Okay.

I'm talking about the agencies.

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, the

16

comments that were input into Accela and submitted to us that

17

-- Staff has concluded that the comments have been addressed.

18

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

And I know we did have Accela,

19

and then we have the matrix, which I understood that the

20

developer was more or less monitoring what went into the

21

matrix.

22

comments were going in as the agencies submitted them, you

23

know, with the correct wording and what not.

24

taken care of?

25

At one point there was some question that the

MS. VEREECKE:

That's all been

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel, yes.
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We did one more revision to the matrix.

2

to state the current status of the comments, and they

3

responded that all of the comments had been addressed.

4

Either completed comments had been worked out through

5

revisions in the document or that they had been included as

6

findings and conditions.

7

and included in the record, and it was posted online as well

8

with the Staff Report.

9

MS. HERTEL:

We requested Staff

So that document has been updated

Okay.

I just wanted to confirm that

10

that document has become part of the record and that we've

11

advanced from the point when we -- when it was said that it

12

was only, like, 85 percent complete, the comments were only

13

addressed about 85 percent.

14

or open -- loose ends are part of the findings and

15

conditions?

16
17

That's what I want to make sure of.

MS. VEREECKE:
that's correct.

Mr. Chair, Commissioner Hertel,

That's the view of Staff.

18

MS. HERTEL:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20
21

Now, we're beyond the 85 percent

Okay.

Thank you.

Is there anybody else?

Okay.

Will the applicant and anybody that -MR. PADILLA:

Can I ask for the Town of Atrisco to

22

be addressed as an agent?

We're completely disregarded as

23

agent, which is fine.

24

addressed as a unit of government, political subdivision

25

under the Chapter 49, statutes of the State of New Mexico,

We'll leave, but we would like to be
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1

and I cannot continue to come to these meetings and have two

2

Chavezes sit on the Board, which the founder of the Town of

3

Atrisco Grant is a Chavez, and the lack of knowledge of the

4

history and the rights and privileges of our community are

5

continued to be ignored, and I'd like to be able to address

6

this committee as an agency instead of having to sign up for

7

public comment.

Is that going to be allowed?

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. PADILLA:

10
11
12

Come up here to the mic.

And I'd like to ask for this --

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Come up to the mic if you're going

to speak.
MR. PADILLA:

Sure.

Sure.

I notice that the

13

developer stands up right after the Staff talks, and so the

14

Town of Atrisco has been -- has a longstanding history.

15

Commissioner, Chair, Members of the Committee, my name is

16

Jerome Padilla.

17

Board of Trustees.

18

the State of New Mexico since 1892.

19

And,

I'm the president of the Town of Atrisco
We have been a political subdivision in

In 1848 the Town of Atrisco petitioned the federal

20

government for statute and protections under the Treaty of

21

Guadalupe along with many tribal communities and native

22

communities, and as a result --

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MR. PADILLA:

25

Keep it -- keep it short.

Sure.

I will.

I think that our

history is long, and we've been asked to be given agency
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1

status in the past.

2

make sure that I'm speaking as an agency or I'm speaking as

3

an individual?

4

point, because I think the processes that the County has

5

filed in this process are detrimental to the heirs of the

6

community and the lack of understanding of the political

7

subdivision under entities and the community for

8

self-determination, self-government are sadly represented in

9

this -- in this committee.

So I want to

It really does not matter to me at this

You know, we have not had any opportunity to meet as an

11

agency with any other political subdivision in the community.

12

The Water Authority does not have the right to extend

13

services in our community without our approval.

14

Department of Transportation does not have --

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

The

Look, we're not -- we're going to

16

hear the case now.

17

saying that you want to be recognized as -- again, say what?

18

The only thing I want to hear is you're

MR. PADILLA:

I would like to be recognized and

19

make sure that the rights and privileges as an agency are

20

afforded under this, and what I'm hearing by Staff

21

recommendations, they have a matrix that they've left off a

22

significant majority of people.

23

here from our community.

We've raised many, many concerns.

24

I'm an elected official.

I take an oath office, and I'd like

25

to actually read that oath of office, because the oath of

We have people that show up
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office of elected officials state that they have to --

2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. PADILLA:

4

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

Mr. Padilla:

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Hold on.

Hold on.

-- uphold the constitution -You know what?

I'm not --

-- both state and federal.
I'm not going to recognize you as

7

part of our Staff.

8

to speak, if you want to speak on behalf of whoever you're

9

speaking, you can declare that for the record.

10

If you -- when you -- it's time for you

MR. PADILLA:

It's not whatever.

We're an elected

11

-- I'm an elected official under the oath of office, and I

12

have an obligation to come to this committee and speak on

13

behalf of the people that I represent.

14

governor or --

15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

No different than a

You can speak on behalf of anybody

16

you want.

17

to me and Ms. Chavez here about -- you know, about history of

18

Atrisco Land Grant and everything else, you know what?

19

have five grandfathers, great grandfathers that were born in

20

Atrisco when it first started.

21

preached about the history of the Grant, myself, so -- and I

22

know you directed that thing towards -- towards me and her,

23

and I don't appreciate that, because you don't know what I

24

know about that Land Grant or what I've studied or what --

25

Now, as far as me and -- I guess, you addressed it

MR. PADILLA:

I

So I don't need to be

All I know, Commissioner, is that
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1

what you do here in this committee, and so all I can say is

2

that we have not been afforded the rights and privileges

3

afforded to other agency in this committee, and all we ask

4

for is, as a professional member of this community and a

5

professional member of our parties and -- involved in

6

politics -- I work in large corporations here in New Mexico.

7

I was with Presbyterian Healthcare Services.

8

fall off the bean cart yesterday.

9

the rights and privilege of the heirs, and all we're asking

I didn't just

We're here to stand for

10

for -- we have not publicly said we're against the

11

developer's right to do what he --

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Let me tell you where I stand as a

13

Chairman here, okay?

I let everybody speak and speak for

14

whoever you want to.

It's not this Board's responsibility or

15

to declare who's an agency or who's not, okay?

16

MR. PADILLA:

17

understand who they -- who the --

18

I think you have an obligation to

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I think if you want to get

19

recognized by the County as that, I think you need to take it

20

to the County Commission, okay?

21

MR. PADILLA:

Not us.

I would hope that -- you are members

22

of our community appointed by our District County

23

Commissioners, would reflect the opinions of the people, and

24

what I find is that the egregious actions by Members of this

25

Board who live in our community have either been ignorant to
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1

the rights and privileges of the heirs or have been bought

2

out by the developers.

3

and without coming to our committee --

In either case, that's unacceptable,

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

5

MR. PADILLA:

Hold on.

-- we have not had one question

6

addressed by the Town of Atrisco --

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

take this abuse from you.

9

Land Grant or that I've been bought by developers, okay?

10

Hold on, I said.

I'm not going to

I don't know anything about the

That's it.

11

MR. PADILLA:

So if you're not going to recognize

12

us as an agency, that's fine.

13

podium, and I want it noted in the record that we have not at

14

any of the meetings you've had been recognized as an agency

15

in the matrix addressed.

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MR. PADILLA:

18

of us.

I will step away from the

Okay.

That's fine.

That's fully better for

When this goes to litigation --

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

MR. PADILLA:

Are you signing up to speak?

I don't have to as an agency.

I've

21

signed up in the past, tried to understand the protocols of

22

this hearing, and I'm appalled at the time situation where,

23

knowing that we have a letter brought to the last meeting by

24

Jessie Chavez Anzures from the Attorney General and their

25

committee stating that the political subdivision in the State
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1

of New Mexico must start talking to the Town of Atrisco Grant

2

within the exterior boundaries of our Grant.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

And like I said, you need to take

4

that to the County Commission if you want to be recognized as

5

such in this County.

6

MR. PADILLA:

Take it to the County Commission.
I'll stand here for questions,

7

because I think you're running the meeting, and I will

8

address myself for questions to anybody on the Board.

9
10
11

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
MR. PADILLA:

We don't have any questions.

You don't have.

Any other members

have any questions for me?

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

No.

Hey, I'm the Chairman here.

13

I decide who talks at this meeting.

14

anywhere else if you don't go through the Chairmanship here,

15

and I'm not trying to be the thing, but you know, you're

16

being abusive --

17

MR. PADILLA:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

going to stand here and take that.

Okay.

You do not go

No, I'm simply stating some facts.

20

MR. PADILLA:

21

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

-- to me, Ms. Chavez, and I'm
Okay?

I'm simply stating the facts for -Thank you very much and appreciate

22

it if you'd move off the podium.

23

MR. PADILLA:

I will step away from the podium

24

noting that I've never been recognized -- our community is

25

never recognized with agency status as a political
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1

subdivision of the State of New Mexico since 1892.

2

okay --

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

4

MR. PADILLA:

No, fine.

If that's

That's --

5

allowing to step forward, and I thank you very much, and I do

6

want that noted for the record and have a great day.

7
8
9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
Okay.

Thank you.

Everybody that's going to speak in this case

please stand up os I can swear you in.

Is -- everybody

10

that's going to speak has signed this form?

11

(Note:

12

If not --

Witnesses sworn.)
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

If you -- if you

13

haven't sign the form, please sign it so we can recognize

14

you, and so, applicant, come on down.

15

MR. STROZIER:

Good morning.

Mr. Chairman,

16

Commissioners, my name is Jim Strozier, principal with

17

Consensus Planning, 302 Eighth Street, Northwest, 87102.

18

It's a pleasure to be before you this morning at this stage

19

of the process.

20

I'm here today representing Western Albuquerque Land

21

Holdings, or "WALH" as we refer to them, regarding the

22

Santolina Level B.1 Master Plan.

23

you heard from Ms. VerEecke and Staff, we've worked very hard

24

to get together with Staff and go through the draft

25

conditions and findings that were presented at the -- at the

Since our last hearing, as
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last hearing.

2

was to make sure that, number one, if there was a proposed

3

condition that we could address at that time, make the

4

change, take care of it, we did that, and so a number of the

5

conditions that had been in the list of -- at the original --

6

at the last hearing have gone away, and the reason that

7

they've gone away is because we were able to make the

8

appropriate changes in the document, come to agreement on

9

what those changes were, and basically take those items off

10
11

And just so you know, collectively our goal

the list.
And, Commissioner Hertel, your comments about the

12

matrix, we use that along with those conditions to make sure

13

that we have addressed each and every one of those points,

14

and so the end result was that either one of those items were

15

considered complete, closed, or they were addressed in either

16

a finding, a condition, or both in some cases.

17

how we proceeded jointly to try and get to the point we're at

18

today, and I feel very good, and I'm happy to say that I

19

think that we have addressed all of those outstanding issues

20

and are in agreement with the findings and conditions with

21

the exception of and just -- I'm going to speak to, very

22

briefly, our concern so that you understand that we do still

23

have some concerns with the finding no. 19 and conditions 5

24

and 6 as it relates to the Water Authority, and I just -- I'm

25

not going to go through those in detail, but in terms of our

And so that's
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1

concerns, I just want to go through those quickly, and then I

2

have a more detailed report that I can provide to Staff, but

3

we felt that it was important.

4

Rather than finding no. 19, we would suggest that -- we

5

really need to make sure that we're addressing the fact that

6

there is a franchise agreement between Bernalillo County and

7

the Water Authority and recognize that that franchise

8

agreement is in place and actually provides direction related

9

to the relationship between Bernalillo County an the Water

10
11

Authority.
We also felt it was an appropriate to recognize the

12

addendum that was part of the planned communities criteria

13

when it was readopted, and that basically relates to the fact

14

that things had changed since the original adoption of the

15

PCC, and one of those -- and one of those significant changes

16

is the establishment of the Water Authority, because when the

17

planned communities criteria were written, the water was

18

provided by the City of Albuquerque, and it was all tied to

19

annexation requirements, which no longer exist, and that

20

addendum is included as part of the adoption of the PCC.

21

Also wanted to note that there was, as requested in

22

writing and in public testimony at the County Planning

23

Commission hearings, that the ABCWUA has requested that the

24

County move forward with the Level B.1 Master Plan, and

25

consistent with what was done with the Mesa del Sol planned
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1

community that was processed through the City of Albuquerque,

2

also that the ABCWUA has represented in writing and in public

3

hearings that it has sufficient water resources to address

4

the Santolina planned community, and that some of this is

5

addressed in the Level A Development Agreement, specifically

6

section 6.2.5.

7

So with that, the other -- and we do have concerns with

8

the wording of conditions 5 and 6 related to that.

We just

9

wanted to go on record so that doesn't come as a surprise if

10

this moves forward that we still have concerns with the

11

language of those, and we would anticipate additional work on

12

those as this project moves forward.

13

Level A B.1 -- Level B.1 Master Plan that's provided to you

14

all, I believe.

15

website, and it's part of the record that reflects the

16

changes that we have made since the last hearing.

17

turned in in early December.

18

Staff, we have also provided as part of the record the

19

updated -- final updated matrix that goes through all of the

20

specific points that were raised by the agencies and Staff as

21

it relate to the project, and with that, I'd be happy to

22

answer any questions at this time.

23

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

24

MS. HERTEL:

25

We do have a revised

It's been on the public -- the County's

It was

Once again, as requested by

Any questions?

Go ahead.

So your concern with conditions 5 and

6, are you in general agreement with the two-step process or
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is it specifics about the two-step process?

2
3

MR. STROZIER:

creation of a new process.

4
5
6

It's -- there are concerns with the

MS. HERTEL:

The two steps being considered the new

process?
MR. STROZIER:

Yes, and the concern is -- you know,

7

it's the relationship between Bernalillo County and the Water

8

Authority in terms of -- and this is where I think the

9

franchise agreement is an important fact that needs to be

10

incorporated into this decision, and specifically, if I might

11

just -- so that franchise agreement -- make sure I get my --

12

has a -- has a section 13, which states, "In accordance with

13

the terms hereof, the Authority shall furnish water and

14

wastewater service within the corporate limits of the County

15

or any actions thereto to the County and to the inhabitants

16

thereof and to any person or persons or corporation doing

17

business in the County of any additions thereto."

18

written kind of legalese, but the gist is that the Water

19

Authority, as part of their franchise agreement with

20

Bernalillo County has agreed that it is their responsibility

21

to provide water and wastewater service to projects within

22

the County, to projects and people within Bernalillo County,

23

and so we want -- I think it's important that it gets

24

acknowledged as part of this process as it moves -- as it

25

moves forward.

It's
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MS. HERTEL:

So if this Commission were to approve

2

Level B.1, are you suggesting in -- under these conditions 5

3

and 6, are you suggesting that you're not going to adhere to

4

conditions 5 and 6?

5

MR. STROZIER:

We want to preserve our right to

6

continue that discussion as it moves up to the County

7

Commission.

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MR. GARCIA:

Hold on.

Go ahead.

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

10

I think that we've been going back and forth on this -- these

11

conditions and findings for probably months now trying to get

12

-- trying to get it so it's precise and accurate, and I think

13

I have something of a solution that I'd like to offer to the

14

Commission whenever Mr. Strozier is finished and whenever

15

your questions are answered.

16

MS. HERTEL:

Well, I was just going to suggest a

17

couple of tiny modifications to finding 19, but it's going to

18

be academic if we're not going to adhere to the two-step

19

process, so --

20

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

21

would you like me to go through what I propose first and see

22

if that will answer your concerns?

23

MS. HERTEL:

Yes.

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. GARCIA:

I think so.
Go ahead.

Chairman Chavez, I'm trying to get the
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1

overhead to light up, and basically I want to explain where

2

this -- where the solution comes from.

3

Garcia found a similar provision in the Mesa del Sol plan,

4

which is -- has been approved, it's effective, and one of the

5

attractions to this solution to me is that we have a

6

precedent for something that's already worked, and it hasn't

7

-- it hasn't been challenged and -- or at least offers us a

8

way forward that's been done before.
And the other solution -- the other aspect of this

10

solution is that we have sort of the ever-present condition 8

11

in Level A, which requires a fully developed -- a fully

12

executed Development Agreement with the Water Authority

13

before Level B approval.

14

So what I'd like to do is read into the record what I

15

would propose condition 6 become, and it goes like this:

16

"The Level B.1 approval shall not be effective until the

17

Level B.1 Development Agreement with Bernalillo County and

18

the Level B.1 Development Agreement with the Albuquerque

19

Bernalillo County Water Authority are finalized and fully

20

executed.

21

Agreement shall occur within one year of the BCC decision

22

date.

23

Agreements have not been fully executed by the one-year

24

deadline, the Bernalillo County Planning and Development

25

Services director may extend the deadline for up to an

Completion of both the Level B.1 Development

In the event that both the Level B.1 Development
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additional six months."

2

That would be condition 6, and the rationale for

3

approaching it this way is it gives sort of a conditional

4

contingent approval by the BCC, but it's not a full approval

5

until the developer -- until WALH comes back with a fully

6

executed Development Agreement with the Water Authority.

7

I think that this keeps us in line with the existing

8

condition 8 from Level A that requires a fully executed

9

Development Agreement with the Water Authority before the

10
11

But

Level B approval.
In addition to that change, I would also recommend

12

changing a couple of "shalls" in condition 5 to "shoulds,"

13

and what that does is -- is it also, I think, keeps us in

14

line with condition 8, which only require one thing.

15

requires a fully developed -- I'm sorry.

16

-- a fully executed Development Agreement with the Water

17

Authority.

18

change the "shalls" to "should."

19

and the County are in discussions about what's going on with

20

the Water Authority, the developer can bring preliminary

21

drafts of their water agreement and other documents that

22

they're working on with the Water Authority, but it's not

23

mandated, because in compliance with condition 8, condition 8

24

only mandates the fully executed water agreement.

25

It only

I keep saying that

And so I would -- I would recommend that we
That way if the developer

I think those changes more or less would answer all the
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1

concerns that we've been dealing with at this point about the

2

two-step process and about complying with condition 8.
If -- if these don't satisfy the CPC or they don't

4

ultimately satisfy the BCC, then there's an option open to

5

the -- to the developer by which they could actually move to

6

amend Level A, but what we have before us is the condition

7

that does exist at Level A, and that's kind of the world that

8

we're living in, the world that we're dealing with in

9

approaching this issue with the -- with the Water Authority.

10

So, please, I'll stand for any questions if any of

11

that's unclear or if you have any concerns about it.

12

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Go ahead, Commissioner.

13

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

14

MR. GARCIA:

Okay.

15

MS. HERTEL:

-- it says "should" or "shall,"

In 5 --

16

whichever wording gets used there, "submit."

17

whom.

18

Doesn't say to

So I would just suggest we add that.
MR. GARCIA:

That's a good question.

I think that

19

-- my understanding, and granted this was an assumption, was

20

it was going to be to the Planning Department.

21
22

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

Just so we have it clear,

that's all.

23

MR. GARCIA:

That's it.

That's a good point.

24

MS. HERTEL:

And there's no timeline in --

25

MR. GARCIA:

No, it would just have to be before
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the final approvals obviously with the BCC.

2

MS. HERTEL:

Well, six is before the final

3

approval.

4

here you're saying the timeline presented in 6 was the year

5

with the one six-month extension is encompassing of 5 and 6,

6

kind of?

7

Five is a step towards that, but there's still --

MR. GARCIA:

I think so.

I think so.

I mean, I

8

think that we could make it clearer if that would be

9

satisfactory.

10

That would be more --

MS. HERTEL:

Yes, and then your suggestions for

11

paragraph 6, how does the developer feel about that?

12

going to be -- I mean, we're trying to get this worked out

13

and not go, "Hey, let's do this.

14

appealed."

15

Is that

We know it's going to be

We don't want to do that.
MR. GARCIA:

I think they have some reservations

16

about it, I think, but I'm going to let them talk and since

17

Mr. Strozier's right here.

18

MS. HERTEL:

I mean, it's an iterative process

19

regardless, and so just defining, you know, step A and step B

20

are one and two of the iteration seems to be not too noxious.

21

MR. STROZIER:

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Hertel,

22

we would -- we would agree with that -- with that statement,

23

and I think that that these proposed changes address a lot of

24

our concern with how that was -- those two conditions were

25

originally written, and so I think what we can say is we
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1

still have some concerns in general about the water and

2

findings and conditions as I've expressed, but these -- these

3

changes to condition 5 and 6 address some of the concerns

4

that we have expressed early on to Staff, and we would

5

request that the Commission move this forward with the

6

changes as -- as delineated in the previous discussion.

7

MS. HERTEL:

I would like to see that paragraph 6

8

in writing.

9

you're saying and study it.

10

I mean, it's hard to just kind of listen to what

MR. GARCIA:

Do you have a copy?

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

11

my apologies, but I was kind of drafting this and working on

12

it, and I'd be happy to hand it to you.

13

chance to make copies of it yet.

I haven't had a

14

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

15

MR. COLLIE:

Let's make copies.

16

MS. NELSON:

I think we need five copies.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

I think we all --

Staff, can you send somebody to go

get some copies.

19

MS. HERTEL:

20

copies, I have another question.

21

regarding the Water Authority, and then we're being read this

22

stipulation from the franchise agreement.

23

the condition that was imposed in the Level A approval or the

24

franchise agreement which is old news?

25

MR. GARCIA:

Okay.

And while we're getting the
Level A has this condition

Which supersedes,

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,
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1

if I'm understanding the question right, you're asking which

2

holds precedent, the Development Agreement?

3

MS. HERTEL:

Which can we rely on?

4

MR. GARCIA:

For the franchise agreement?

5

MS. HERTEL:

Right.

6

MR. GARCIA:

So let me start by saying that the

7

franchise agreement is itself is just a statement of what is

8

regarding the County regarding the Water Authority.

9

Development Agreement and the findings and conditions from

The

10

Level A, those are more specific.

So I think that

11

ultimately, the Development Agreement and the Level A

12

conditions and findings are going to -- are going to control.

13

MS. HERTEL:

They're going to govern.

Great.

14

MR. GARCIA:

Yes.

15

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

16

MR. GARCIA:

But I guess this also -- I think I

17

would like to address one the points that Mr. Strozier made

18

regarding the franchise agreement that exists between the

19

County and the Water Authority.

20

are -- that's a truism for lack of a better word.

21

a fact that exists.

22

exists between the Water Authority and the County, and I

23

understand the developer's concern that they would -- that

24

they want that to be emphasized in the findings and

25

conditions, but I think it's a reality regardless of whether

I think that that -- those
It's just

There is a franchise agreement that
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1

we put it into the findings.

2

between the Water Authority and the County.

3

don't think it adds or subtracts much one way or the other if

4

it's in route, and -- but I leave that -- I think it's up to

5

you.

6

don't.

7

discretion.

Obviously it's all up -- it's all up to your

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
what does it do?

What does -- what does that --

The Water Authority has -- actually the

10

County creates the Water Authority through statute and then

11

they have an agreement as to what -- how they're going to --

12

MR. GARCIA:

Well, Chairman Chavez, I think that

13

the provision that Mr. Strozier has cited kind of -- kind of

14

outlines what the Water Authority's obligation of service is

15

to residents of the County.

16

maybe oversimplifying a little bit, but to answer your

17

question, I don't think it does -- I don't think it does a

18

whole lot more than that in this particular instance.

19

just -- it emphasizes the fact that this obligation does

20

exist, but it doesn't make it more or less true by adding or

21

anything else.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I don't think I'm over -- well I

Because the Water Authority and

23

the County, are they negotiating right now for their

24

agreement?

25

MR. GARCIA:

It

Chairman Chavez, regarding the
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2
3
4

Development Agreement with the -- in this case?
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Not on this case.

I'm talking

about the County and the Water Authority.
MR. GARCIA:

Oh, on the franchise agreement?

We

5

have in place -- the short answer is it's kind of in process.

6

We have sort of an extension on the franchise agreement.

7

have met with them to rework a new franchise agreement.

8

the short answer is yes, but it's -- it's not -- there's not

9

an endpoint in sight at this time.

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MR. GARCIA:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15
16

So is that the concern that the

I didn't understand that.

now and that agreement?

Is that going to change between

MR. GARCIA:

That's not -- okay.
I think we had the copies, too,

Chairman Chavez.

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

MR. STROZIER:

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

20

So

applicant has?

12

14

We

Okay.

That's all right.

Okay.

Any other questions for -Do we have more questions,

Commissioners?

21

MS. HERTEL:

Not right now.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MR. COLLIE:

Thank you.

Commissioner.

I'm a little bit confused about your

24

positive acceptance of the kinds of suggested changes and

25

then saying, "But we still have problems."

It seems to me
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1

that the Commission is here to address those problems, and so

2

I don't want you walking away saying, "Yeah, I like a lot of

3

what you guys said, but we still have problems."
MR. STROZIER:

Well, Mr. Chairman, Commissioner

5

Collie, so just to try and address that, obviously we have --

6

we have expressed our concerns to Staff.

7

appreciate that Mr. Garcia and Ms. Garcia have been working

8

to try and address some of those concerns, and this certainly

9

goes -- these changes that we just went through go a long way

We certainly

10

to address those concerns, and so it's -- it's difficult to

11

say, yeah, we're good to go on this.

12

been very technical, frustrating at times in terms of trying

13

to engage the Water Authority in the conversation.

14

have stated is that they would like this to be approved --

15

recommended by the CPC before they will really sit down in

16

earnest and talk about that Development Agreement.

17

had a draft of the agreement.

18

and wastewater master plans in hand for a year.

The water issue has

What they

They've

They've had our proposed water

19

And so I just want to make sure that I'm clear that it

20

-- it is anticipated that if this is recommended to the BCC

21

for approval, that there are additional conversations that

22

will take place, and we certainly hope that they will take

23

place between ourselves, our consultants, the Water Authority

24

and Bernalillo County, and that if something gets refined

25

between now and the Commission's action, on -- on your
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1

recommendation, then we certainly want to preserve the right

2

to have those conversations, to continue to work on this to

3

make sure that whatever gets finally approved -- and also,

4

there will be a Level B Development Agreement that the County

5

considers as well, and we want to make sure that all of those

6

things work together.

7

And -- and so we're good with this moving forward as --

8

as amended but want to be clear that there may be additional

9

refinements that occur that would be refinements that are

10

made in concert with ourselves, our consultants, Bohannan

11

Huston, the Water Authority, and Bernalillo County Staff

12

prior to the County Commission taking action.

13

And, Mr. Chairman, going back to Commissioner Hertel's

14

question about the relationship between the Level A condition

15

of approval and the franchise agreement, I would agree with

16

Mr. Garcia's response that we recognize that the County

17

Commission placed that condition no. 8 on the Level A

18

approval, and we've been -- that's what we've been struggling

19

with how to address that in a way that allows us to move

20

forward and have these really more substantial conversations

21

with the Water Authority, and that's what we've been trying

22

to get to for a year, and we think that moving this forward

23

out of the CPC with a recommendation as previously discussed

24

with these changes would -- would really been a step, a very

25

stop step in that direction, and we've trying to get that --
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that to occur.

2
3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
concerns here.

Okay.

Are you through?

4

MR. COLLIE:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. COLLIE:

7

hear the answer to my question.

8

the problem is.

9

To do what?

10

You know, I've got two

Well -Go ahead.

I'm sorry.

I appreciate your response.

I didn't

So I still don't know what

You're saying we need more conversations.

What would you hope to accomplish that's not

here?

11

MR. STROZIER:

Well, there may be an opportunity to

12

get -- actually to get an agreement in place in one sense.

I

13

mean, we really haven't had those -- that conversation with

14

the Water Authority to date, and so while we have initiated

15

those conversations, we have provided information to them, we

16

have not sat down in earnest to discuss what that Level B

17

Development Agreement with the Water Authority is going to

18

look like.

19

that's made specifically towards that agreement during this

20

interim time between the County Planning Commission's

21

recommendation and the BCC taking action.

22

really my point is I don't want this Body to think that just

23

because there is a recommendation of approval with specific

24

findings and conditions related to the Water Authority

25

Development Agreement, that that might not get refined

There may be changes that occur or progress

That's -- that's
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1

between now and then.

That's really my point, and it's --

2

and we appreciate all the work that has gone in to get it to

3

this point.

4

sure that you're aware that there may be some refinements

5

that take place between now and the County Commission taking

6

their final action, because ultimately it's their decision

7

based on your recommendation and potentially any additional

8

items that come to light between now and then.

9

answer your question?

10

MR. COLLIE:

11

MR. STROZIER:

12

MR. COLLIE:

Did that

No.
No.

I'm sorry.

Mr. Chairman, it just seems to me that

13

the job of this Commission is to do as much of the work as we

14

can before it gets to the County.

15

MR. STROZIER:

16

MR. COLLIE:

And I agree with that.
And I don't think you're giving us any

17

-- any help in terms of how we can do our job.

18

understand there's plenty of time and plenty of room between

19

this Commission's action and what the County Board will do.

20

I got that.

21

MR. STROZIER:

22

MR. COLLIE:

Okay.

And, yeah, I

That's really my point.

What is -- what is different about

23

these issues than any other condition in any other finding

24

upon which things can change between now and then?

25

MR. STROZIER:

I don't disagree with that,
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1

Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Collie.

I think it's just that

2

with the other -- with the other conditions that are in

3

place, we have had the opportunity to sit down with the

4

agencies Staff.

5

to County -- County Staff, County agencies, where we have sat

6

down and we have -- we have worked through this.

7

my point is really with the Water Authority.

8

that opportunity to date, and it is important that -- I think

9

in answer to your question, that at this time, the finding

We have --

We have not had

10

and conditions related to the Water Authority at this stage

11

are as far as they can go at this point in time.

12

-- without a recommendation from this Body, the Water

13

Authority came to this Body and said they -- they need a

14

recommendation from this Body in order to feel comfortable to

15

sit down with us and the County to negotiate -- start

16

negotiations on that Development Agreement.

17

said.

18

Without a

That's what they

And I just want to make sure that we're all aware of

19

that.

20

comfortable with what's before you.

21

we can get on that issue today, and we've -- and there's been

22

a lot of hard work done by on our side, by the County Staff's

23

side to try and get to where we are today, but it's only as

24

far as we can go.

25

That's really -- that's really my point, and I do feel

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I think that's as far as

So what you're comfortable with is
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1

the conditions as they're written?

2

MR. STROZIER:

4

yes.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

But you're not saying that, see.

5

You're saying that the conditions that we have here, you want

6

them changed, and I think -- I don't know if you can, you

7

know, read this Board, but I'm not very comfortable either

8

sending something to the Commission, telling them, you know,

9

"You can fix it."

That's what we're here for, to recommend

10

to them what should be in this thing, and I just don't --

11

going to go along with anything, sending it up to the

12

Commission and tell them, "Well, we're going to leave this

13

one vague so you can -- so you can fix it up there."

14

MR. STROZIER:

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate that, and

15

I think what I'm trying to say, obviously not very clearly,

16

is that we are comfortable with and in agreement with the

17

findings and conditions as discussed moving forward.

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. STROZIER:

Not as written but as discussed.
As discussed, as -- with the changes

20

that have been discussed, and we think those -- those are --

21

are good changes.

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. HERTEL:

Go ahead.

Okay.

So let's do this one at a time.

24

My understanding from what you're saying is you are good with

25

condition 5 with the addition of the "shoulds" instead of
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1

"shalls" with an indication of to whom you're submitting and

2

a timeline?

3

There's no further discussion on that from -MR. STROZIER:

With clarification that it's turned

5

into the planning department I think is what we -- what was

6

said, yes.

7

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

And then on condition 6, I have

8

a little -- I have a few questions on this.

I'm not sure

9

what you didn't like about the original wording of condition

10

6 other than it's a little wordy.

11

not like about the original wording of condition 6?

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

MR. STROZIER:

What specifically did you

The original wording included the

word "rescind" in terms of -- so -MS. HERTEL:

Well, it's the timeline, if you don't

meet the timeline.
MR. STROZIER:

Right.

The timeline we felt was too

restrictive and -MS. HERTEL:

The 180 days, okay, and so you wanted

a longer timeline.
MR. STROZIER:

A longer timeline and the ability

21

for the Planning Directory to extend that if in the

22

situation, that we're making progress towards that.

23

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

What about this -- what about

24

the phrase that you've got to have this approved prior to

25

additional applications for Level B or level C?
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2

MR. STROZIER:
that's acceptable.

We -- that's -- that is -- I think

That's what we --

3

MS. HERTEL:

4

MR. STROZIER:

5

MS. HERTEL:

6

MR. STROZIER:

7

MS. HERTEL:

8

That's acceptable?
That's what we've been -I do like that -Yes.
-- in there, and it's not in your

rewording, counsel.

9

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

10

I was just talking to Dan McGregor about that, and he also

11

agreed that should have been in the new rewording.

12

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

All right.

But if -- I want to

13

understand, if there isn't a fully executed thing, even after

14

the extension, what happens?

15

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

16

then it's -- the way we have it right now it's kind of in

17

limbo.

It's, you know --

18

MR. STROZIER:

19

MR. GARCIA:

Yeah.

Not good.

I mean, I think that's the realistic

20

answer.

21

you know, put it before the BCC again for review if there

22

isn't a finalized plan at that point.

23

that would even be another condition to add to it.

24
25

There may be some mechanism that we could send it --

MS. HERTEL:

Maybe -- and maybe

I think there has to be some kind of

ending to it in some fashion, but I understand your point,
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1

because I can see you sitting there trying to negotiate when

2

somebody goes, "Hey, times up.

3

Okay.

4

right?

And then there's no consequence for anybody, all
And so there has to be, you know, some kind of -MR. STROZIER:

And just to add to that, what we've

6

heard from the Water Authority at these hearings has been a

7

very clear statement on their part that they do water and

8

wastewater.

9

Land-use regulations, land-use planning is the County's

The County is responsible for the land-use plan.

10

authority, and so it gets difficult, and you can see that end

11

-- we got ourselves into a problem with the existing

12

condition 8 from Level A in that it required an action by

13

someone that neither the County nor the developer and their

14

-- and their consultants have the authority to do.

15

MS. HERTEL:

16

MR. STROZIER:

I got it.

Yeah.

That has been -- that has been our

17

issue with condition no. 6 as it was originally worded.

18

There was no -- and in our -- our opinion, if the County

19

believes that the -- that the land-use plan is valid, we all

20

understand that we can't move forward to any development

21

without an agreement from the Water Authority.

22

given.

23

moved forward.

24
25

That's a

We have to have water and wastewater in order to

MS. HERTEL:

So do you have a suggestion on

additional wording that somehow there's -- you know, this
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1

Development Agreement with the Water Authority is not

2

unreasonably withheld or -MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

4

I'm offering this for consideration to date, if anybody

5

disapproves, disagrees with it as well, and we could put a

6

sentence on condition 6 that goes like this:

7

Development Agreement with the Water Authority after the

8

prescribed time, the matter shall return to the BCC for

9

further consideration," and then it will be back in front of

"If there is no

10

the BCC for them to decide what needs to be done and where

11

they are.

12

Maybe grant more extensions or not.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

So the Bernalillo County

13

Commission has already put a condition on there that before

14

it's approved, they have to have an agreement.

15

are we to change that condition or try to?

16

MR. GARCIA:

Okay.

So who

Chairman Chavez, I don't think that

17

that changes the condition.

18

acknowledging it but allowing the developer to go forward

19

with the Water Authority, and I don't think it changes that

20

condition.

21

trying to kind of stay in accordance with that condition.

22
23

I think this is a way of

In fact, every -- most of these efforts are

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Well, that condition says that you

won't get approved unless they have an agreement.

24

MR. GARCIA:

Right.

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

We're talking here about an
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extension a year after the --

2

MR. GARCIA:

But it's not an approval.

It's sort

3

of -- it's not a final approval the way this is written.

4

It's sort of a contingent-at-best approval and it only -- the

5

approval only becomes final once the developer has submitted

6

an agreement with the Water Authority to -- to the County.

7

MS. HERTEL:

I think basically we would be agreeing

8

to a preliminary go ahead with some preliminary negotiations

9

to get a preliminary draft that comes back to the Staff just

10

to check off the box that's going, "Hey, this is moving

11

forward."

12

we're not going to do anything.

13

contingent approval.

14

this is actually an executed agreement."

15

understanding of what's kind of this two-step process.

16

Then it goes to BCC, and then they go, "Well,

MR. GARCIA:

We're going to give you a

You won't get a final approval until
That's my

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

17

I think -- I think that I caught most of that, and I think

18

that -- I think that I understand that -- I understand you to

19

be saying that the two-step process would involve allowing

20

the developer to kind of bring drafts to the -- to the -- to

21

the County and then how the County would look at things, but

22

I do want to emphasize at the same time --

23
24
25

MS. HERTEL:

To the County or to the Water

MR. GARCIA:

No.

Authority?
It would be -- they would be

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

1

TR- 43
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5725

1

bringing their drafts of the water agreement and the other

2

things to the County, so the County can sort of see where the

3

progress is.

4

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.

5

MR. GARCIA:

And I do want to emphasize the way the

6

changes -- by changing the "shall" to "should," sort of makes

7

it a non-mandatory.

8

recommended process, which I think we really do have to do

9

because of how condition 8 is already written, but I think

Makes it sort of an aspirational

10

that there's some benefit to that, but it doesn't require it

11

of the developer.

12

If --

MS. HERTEL:

Is the Water Authority good with this

13

two-step process?

14

pushback from those guys going, "No, I'm only going to do

15

this once?"

16
17
18

It's not -- there's not going to be any

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

my understanding is that, yes, that they're fine with it.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

It has been an issue since we

19

started this thing with the Water Authority that they're a

20

separate -- they're a separate board, and do they -- you know

21

my main -- one of my main concerns is that I want this thing

22

to be as complete as we can when we go to Commission, because

23

I don't want it for them to say, "Well, we're going to remand

24

it because it's not complete.

25

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, I think that -- I
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1

think that this gets it 99 percent of the way there, because

2

this has been -- I think we spent about probably 80 percent

3

of our time on this issue, because -- because of trying to

4

figure out how to the gears mesh between the Water Authority

5

and County under the PCC, and I think that -- again, I think

6

this gets us 99 percent of the way there.

7
8

The BCC, when they look at it, they can say, "Yes, no.
Let's modify," or whatever.

9

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

As I understand it, the -- you

10

know, the County Commission can change anything here.

11

mean, this is a recommendation that's going to them, but they

12

take our recommendations pretty strongly, so, you know,

13

that's why I -- you know, we have to be very careful of what

14

we do here, that it's done right.

15

wind up back here.

16

MR. GARCIA:

Right.

I

Otherwise it's going to

And, again, I think that given

17

what we've been dealt kind of with -- the condition 8

18

originally

19

Level A, part of that was to figure out how to make things

20

work with the PCC and then the new coming into existence of

21

the Water Authority after the PCC were written, and that was

22

part of trying to solve that issue, and so we've kind of

23

remained in this -- in this situation trying to figure out

24

how to make all these moving parts work together.

25

as I recall when it was before the BCC back at

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Yeah, because you know, down the

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7.A.e

TR- 45
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5727

7.A.e

1

line if the Water Authority doesn't approve water or sewer,

2

there's nothing going to be built, period.

3

doesn't matter what we do here, so -MS. NELSON:

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MS. NELSON:

7

MR. GARCIA:

MS. NELSON:

So would you please

Okay.

Let me see -- I'll try to read

Well, whatever way you read it is what

I'm going to write down.

12
13

Hi, Mr. Garcia.

it exactly the same way.

10
11

Go ahead, Commissioner.

repeat that last sentence that you came up with?

8
9

All right.

MR. GARCIA:

I'm going to make sure it's really

precise this time.

14

MS. NELSON:

All right.

15

MR. GARCIA:

"If there is no water Development

16

Agreement with the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water

17

Utility Authority after the prescribed time, the matter shall

18

return to the BCC for further consideration."

19

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

I mean, Commissioner, go ahead.

20

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Yeah, so all the -- I

21

appreciate

22

would be helpful for me is to see a clear, type, printed --

23

if we could take a break now or something and get that typed

24

up so that we could --

25

all the work that's gone into this, but what

MS. NELSON:

Yeah, I agree.

I agree a hundred
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1

percent, but I would also like to address Commissioner

2

Hertel's question, and that is the sentence from the old no.

3

6 having to do with, "Prior to additional Level B or Level C

4

applications for the Santolina Master Plan, the applicant" --

5

so, in other words, put that in there, too.

6
7

MR. GARCIA:

Nelson, yes, we will do that.

8
9

MS. NELSON:

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

MS. NELSON:

As Commissioner Chavez said, then

we'll look at the whole thing in one piece.

14
15

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Get that -- can you get that typed

up and make enough copies so the audience can get one, too.

16

MS. NELSON:

17

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

18

Yeah, we'll take a break now for

ten minutes.

12
13

So can we take a break and do that

and --

10
11

Chairman Chavez and Commissioner

(Note:

So do we have a break?
Yes.

Deposition in recess at 10:13 a.m.

19

and reconvened at 10:37 a.m.)

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Call this meeting back to order.

21

Is there any more questions for the developer?

22

just move on to the audience.

23
24
25

MR. COLLIE:

If not, we'll

We need to -- we need to adopt the

revision.
MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Not yet.
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1

MS. NELSON:

Until we make a motion.

2

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

3

followed by Rod Mahoney, Jaime Chavez.
MS. JUAREZ:

5

My name is Sarah Newton Juarez.

6

Alliance and Bridge Mainstreet.

So Sarah Newton Juarez

Mr. Chairman and Commissioners.
I'm with the South Valley

I appreciate that archeology has been mentioned for the

8

first time in the plans, and my concern is the environment in

9

general on the mesa.

I would ask where is the environmental

10

impact statement?

11

whatever entity needs to do it before this can go forward.

12

Live munitions are still being found on the Santolina

13

property as it was a bombing range in the '40s.

14

will the water come from?

15

plant in Los Lunas will take thousands and thousands of

16

gallons of water a day, plus Santolina's 97,000 people.

17

surprised that this hasn't been addressed, and I think the

18

Water Authority can't pin down how much water is available,

19

because they don't have the stats, and it's going to be a

20

problem.

21

I would assume that has to be fulfilled by

And where

Facebook and a water bottling

And I'd like to read a quote from Mr. Paul Lusk.

I'm

"This

22

development as presently proposed is not needed.

Sufficient

23

capacity for growth including the proposed industrial

24

performances identified exist in the utilities served and

25

committed development areas of the Comprehensive Plan.

It
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1

would be located on a highly erodable area of large sand

2

dunes.

3

would increase aquifer depletion in the Rio Grande Basin."

4

So I hope you would give water and climate change and
drought some consideration.

6

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

7

MR. MAHONEY:

Thank you.
Thank you.

I need to have the overhead.

8

it's turned on.

9

at 1838 Sadora Road, Southwest.

10

Any questions?

Thank you.

My name is Rod Mahoney.

Oh,
I live

I'm the current president of

the South Valley Coalition of Neighborhood Associations.

11

I just have a few slides today.

I realize we've been

12

together here for a long time.

13

and appreciate all the work that everybody's done.

14

Development Agreement that will actually be before the Level

15

B.

16

is concerned.

17

is actually the sequencing and also the density issue, which

18

I'll bring up, and then I want to bring up one final point

19

about the PCC criteria, which I think has been somewhat

20

ignored.

21

Happy New Year to everybody
There's a

I want to refer you to table 10 as far as the sequencing
One thing that has not been talked about today

So the table actually in the document, I would request

22

that actually -- and the Development Agreement that this

23

table actually be cited there, because it talks about the

24

sequencing of development, the number of acres and the number

25

of residences and jobs associated with that, which I think is
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1

really where the rubber meets the road with this particular

2

proposal.

3

it on one slide, but table 10 actually in the document, and

4

I've referenced in the packet the number -- the location

5

where those occur.

I couldn't get

I'm a bit confused about the density issue.

The PCC --

7

the criteria talk about 3 DUs per acre, and if you take a

8

look at this number right here, it's 17,384.5 dwellings

9

associated with this mix -- mixture of development with

10

densities and so forth.

If we talk about 3 DUs per acre and

11

we talk about 42, 43 acres, we come up with 12,729.

12

actually the number it looks to be for the number of DUs for

13

this particular acreage.

14

actually keep track to assure that 3 DUs are actually in the

15

Reserve Area.

16

and match of various densities here, how do we really keep

17

tract of that.

That's

So I'm a bit confused about how we

It seems to be -- because we have such a mix

18

The other issue that I have is -- and we have talked

19

about this at length, and there's actually a draft of the

20

conditions that I've yet to see, but we're operating under

21

the guidelines of the PCC criteria, and we're talking about a

22

two-step process.

23

this the last time I stood up and talked about this is that

24

it seems like we're defining this process without any really

25

guidance.

There's no mention -- and I talked about

The PCC criteria doesn't lay out a two-step
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1

process.

Do we need to modify essentially the PCC criteria

2

situation before we even moved forward here?

3

talking about something that really is not defined, we don't

4

have any guidance for.

5

ultimately there's another piece of this besides redefining

6

these particular conditions is that if another one of these

7

unfolds in the future, are we going to go through this same

8

sort of ad hoc adjustment about two step, how do we interact,

9

that sort of thing.

Because we're

There's nothing really laid out that

10

actually provides a guidance for a panel like you in the

11

future or the community to really understand what these

12

processes are.

13

Thank you.

So that's really a key question I think.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MR. COLLIE:

16

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Chairman Chavez.

17

quick question.

18

that you have yet to see."

19

Any questions?

Mr. Mahoney, I just have one

While you were talking you said, "Conditions

MR. MAHONEY:

Those were circulated.

Well, I mean, I was taking notes as

20

we were on the fly here with condition 5 and condition 6

21

adjusting the timeline, the words, and that sort of thing,

22

and ultimately there was, you know, a recent basically to

23

redraft 6.

24

now, so --

25

So I just -- I just -- just received that right

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

As did we.

So I just --
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MR. MAHONEY:

Yeah.

So I'll look that over, and I

2

mean, if -- I mean, the key for me, though, is this two-step

3

process, because it's really -- I mean, we're adjusting a

4

process and the procedure on the fly, and that's really kind

5

of an issue for me.

Thank you.

6

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

9

Thank you.

Any questions?

Thank you.

Jaime Chavez, Gerome Padilla,

and Diana Vargas.

10

MR. CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, Members of

11

the Commission.

12

trustee, and I'm going to just add in for the record some

13

addendum items with regard to testimony that was submitted

14

prior to this Body, the Atrisco testimony regarding the

15

proposed Santolina development and conversion of historic --

16

can you control this volume -- historic rural common lands to

17

urban land uses, the impacts of urbanization submitted to the

18

Bernalillo County Commission on behalf of Atrisco Land Grant

19

Rural Coalition, National Rural Coalition, Nation Latino

20

Farmers and Ranchers Trade Association out of Washington,

21

D.C.

22

My name is Jaime Chavez, and I'm an Atrisco

This plan symbolizes manifest destiny, suburbanization

23

of an agricultural area historically and culturally integral

24

to the native landscape that is called to be destroyed for

25

profit, save for the existing communities in favor of
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1

nonexistent communities.

2

based on the Phoenixization and antiquated grid plan imposed

3

on a preexistent cultural landscape.
The bottom line is developer profit in a partnership

5

with Bernalillo County that I think is broke right now that

6

aspires to this way of thinking.

7

this type of development is still in recession waiting for

8

the next bubble to pop while failing to plan for infill and

9

real community-based development.

The economic climate for

An ecological niche is

10

being violated here that must not be destroyed that extends

11

itself through precolonial and clononial times by our native

12

ancestors and mestizo ancestors.

13

by advocating a zoning change from A-1 agricultural to urban,

14

two, because it has failed to identify real water, water

15

rights, et cetera, for this intrusive development.

16

typical cart before the horse mentality without the public

17

consensus.

18

seeks to impose itself on our already existing communities.

19

This plan is out of order

Three,

It is a politically motivated corporate plan that

Finally, I'd like to mention for the record, because I'm

20

leaving some stuff out, I'm just going to read my conclusion

21

that this is really an act of ecocide of the worst kind.

22

It's environmentally insensitive, short-sided, and promotes

23

climate change by the large carbon footprint that it will

24

cause.

25

a traditional indigenous landscape referred to historically

As a result of that, it will cause the destruction of
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1

as oasis America for your information, destruction of

2

Atrisco's future agricultural reserves on our historic common

3

lands and in violation of historic treaty rights.

4

leave that on the record, and just let you know that continue

5

-- the Town of Atrisco continues to stand oppose to this

6

development.

7

Mr. Chairman, if you would please also give me back my

8

handbook on community land grants when you have a chance or

9

if I see you at the next meeting.

10

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

11

MR. CHAVEZ:

12

The one I gave you last time regarding

the laws and governance regarding community land grants.

13

MS. VEREECKE:

14

MR. CHAVEZ:

15

Ms. VEREECKE:

16

MR. CHAVEZ:

17

What handbook is that?

I have it.
Oh, okay.

Yes.

I'll bring it back.
The Chairman hasn't read it?

Has the

Chairman read that?

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MR. CHAVEZ:

20

MR. PADILLA:

No, I haven't.

Okay.

Thank you.

My name is Gerome Padilla.

21

of the Committee, Chairman Chavez, I'll be short.

22

for the opportunity earlier to speak.

23

I have some major concerns.

Members
Thank you

I enjoy watching people

24

with process.

So Ms. Hertel, I appreciate your laborious

25

looking at the process, because process helps people to
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1

understand where they're going, where they're coming from,

2

and creates roadmaps for our community.

3

think the processes here today and I've seen through the

4

interaction with the County Planning Commission here, it

5

would seem to me that the Planning Zoning Commission, Staff

6

works for that side of the room and not for this side of the

7

room, and I think it's really unfortunate that the feedback

8

from the community stands so lightly upon our elected

9

officials that take an oath of office and under the Treaty of

10

the Guadalupe, the United States Constitution, and the State

11

Constitution, I would remind you to take a look at that oath

12

of office that people take and people -- poor levels of

13

economic stature fair much worse against money.

14

And so the face of WALH and the people that speak today

15

here are not the owners of the property.

The property owners

16

are the heirs of Atrisco, and you have -- administrative

17

title was transferred by the County through a foreclosure,

18

and the heirs of the community had no idea that they were

19

going to have slight of hand.

20

And I didn't mean to insult you or impose anything on

21

you, Mr. Chavez, but most of our heirs understand that the

22

land grant was a shareholder company, and it's really not.

23

Less than ten percent of the heirs -- and those heirs would

24

be your children, your grandchildren that you leave your

25

legacy to, and you have only one family member out of ten in
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1

control of the assets of a grant or in control of assets of

2

your family, and that one person in control, controls only

3

ten -- a hundred percent of the assets but only ten percent

4

of the family get to vote on any trust activities or any

5

family activities.

6

So the situation within Atrisco was that a majority, 90

7

percent of the people had no idea that the land was going to

8

go up on an auction block for a merger, and it was a merger,

9

not a sale, and the sale resulted in foreclosure,

and the

10

Bernalillo County process, so the process for title was

11

administrative process is the way that this company got it.

12

We have never, ever seen the face of Barclays, whoever

13

that is.

14

Strozier.

15

the past because I stand up for the rights of the people, and

16

so that's the face of who present here.

17

the people that are -- actually own the property show up?

18

Have the owner of the property -- or the alleged owner of the

19

profit actually shown their face in New Mexico?

20

think so.

21

They send the lobbyist Vanessa Alarid.

They send

They send Jeff Garrett, which has threatened me in

Have we ever seen

I don't

So I would just ask that you consider that the people --

22

that you ask your Staff to make an assessment of the risks

23

associated with the continued violation of the rights of the

24

heirs, and if you want to cut me off, you can.

25

We'd just ask that -- I would make one request.

I'm sorry.
I'd like to
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1

request that a committee of Atrisco elected officials and

2

County elected official meet and discuss the risks associated

3

with the continued issues facing our community today from the

4

past and into the future.

5

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

6

MR. PADILLA:

Thank you.

Any questions?

Is there any questions or not,

because I --

8

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

9

MS. Hertel:

Yeah, I think we have --

This is really a question for the

10

attorney.

11

insurance on that land transfer as that he described?

12
13
14
15

Was there title insurance on -- was there title

MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Hertel,

I don't know.
MR. PADILLA:

Great question.

I can actually

answer that if you would like to know.

16

MS. HERTEL:

17

MR. PADILLA:

Okay.
The recent -- I'm not a -- I'm not a

18

juris doctorate.

I'm a commuter science person.

19

(Inaudible.) I'm sorry for that.

20

way the transaction was handled, I don't think that during

21

the foreclosure process and the process of transitioning it

22

from the debt that was on the books at the Bernalillo County

23

put as an encumbrance on it, and then they put it into

24

receivership.

25

reconstituting the land grant under Chapter 49, and so we

It's just who I am, but the

We were in the process, as a community, of
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1

were not involved, and that's why to this point we still

2

don't have any communication coming from County government,

3

and this was back in 2007.

4

losers, if we were to file quiet title -- and quiet title

5

suit is very expensive to file for that large of a property,

6

but as I understand, only an idiot would build on property

7

they don't own.

8

done during the merger, but from hearing the transition to

9

the County, when they did the administrative transfer of the

And so I think there was title insurance

10

property over to the banks -- and then what happen is the

11

banks that owned the notes, Barclays bank, turned around and

12

repurchased their own loans.

13

And so I would leave a very simple legal concept here,

14

control, ownership, and jurisdiction are all each mutually

15

exclusive of them, and our community has the right since 1848

16

to have all three bound together to have them mutually

17

inclusive of each other, but currently through administrative

18

process or legal process, that statute and ordinances, they

19

break up that mutual inclusiveness, and so what happens is

20

you have the concept of breaking up a community between water

21

and land, which to us, our people, you can't break that up.

22

We have a long history of acequias, of water flowing into the

23

bloodlines of our community.

24

So one of the things we looked at, we did look at -- so

25

title insurance is only done, as far as I know, up until the
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1

merger agreement between SunCal and the Westland Development,

2

which only made up 10 percent of the heirs, and so the

3

majority of people that were shareholders have a concept that

4

they're the heirs, but we have 90 percent disenfranchisement

5

of the heirs.

6

negative toward the Chavezes here, but most people understand

7

the land grant through the eyes of shareholder, not through

8

at eyes of an heir.

9

only up until the merger process.

10

So the perception -- and I didn't mean to be

So I would say, yes, it was done but

They may have subsequently applied for title insurance

11

now, but I don't know how the title insurance would validate

12

that since we currently fall under real estate law, not land

13

law, and Article II of the United States Constitution

14

protects treaties under the sovereignty clause, and there

15

Azuma vs. California (sic) case where title -- title --

16

colonial title, basically directly from the federal

17

government to a community is perfect title, and so they have

18

what they probably call futile or color title, and so really

19

the loser, if we were to win over taking the property back is

20

probably the title companies, because if they're research

21

shows that they didn't do the right amount of historical

22

adjudication of the property, they were -- they're basically

23

ensuring, because what they do is they get a policy by the

24

owner and the title policy guaranteeing a transaction.

25

the person who really owns the property shows up, they get

If
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1

the property back, and then you get the title insurances to

2

pay.
So land law in New Mexico and law land law in the United

4

States has gone into the abyss basically, because in 1933,

5

the gold standard came into play, and banks loan on real

6

estate, not on land, and to this date, they still can't loan

7

on land.

8

the boundaries of the Grant, and I don't want to get too

9

technical.

So we are the landlords.

We have jurisdiction over

Maybe the book -- I would recommend that the book

10

be passed maybe to the other members of the committee and

11

just to educate themselves on the historical history, rights,

12

privileges of our community, and so in answers to your

13

question.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

15

MR. PADILLA:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. VARGAS:

Thank you.

Thank you.
Who's next?

Good morning, Chair Chavez and Members

18

of the Commission.

My name is Diana Vargas, and I'm a

19

lifelong resident of the great State of New Mexico, and I can

20

prove my lineage, and I'm from the Town of Atrisco.

21

And my objection today is that -- that the elected

22

officials for the Town of Atrisco were not notified or given

23

opportunity to participate in the process concerning

24

Santolina.

25

Council and the County Commission, and I believe I was

I remember noting my objection through City

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

3

TR- 60
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5742

7.A.e

1

standing where I was earlier at a City Council meeting

2

recording when they asked if even Santolina was going to come

3

after our tax credits, and I remember they said no.

4

I remember.

5

and object for yet another thing.

6

was allowed to move forward in such a way that they did,

7

bypassing the public process, not notifying people, entities

8

like the town of Atrisco and other community members

9

cityside.

And so, again it's offensive to stand before you
I don't know why Santolina

And so the problem with the process currently in

11

Albuquerque is that it's a usual shakedown.

12

feels like all the time, because typically it is, and I am

13

confused as well as to who these people here represent,

14

because it doesn't seem like they represent people of the

15

City of Albuquerque or anybody but the developers.

16

That's what it

And it's like, you know, Jimmy figured out how words

17

work, because he's like "shall" or "should."

18

that mean?

19

"Should" is like, eh, if you want to, because that's the kind

20

of language they like, because they're tricky like that.

21

They're tricksters.

22

and they fool you all the time.

23

Like what does

Well, "shall" is like, you know, you obligated.

That's what they do.

They use words,

Now, the sale in New Mexico has been discontinued in

24

case that message wasn't clear last year, and likely there

25

will be a tent sitting on Santolina before there will be a
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1

house in occupation.

2

States -- or of the New Mexico State Constitution says, "All

3

political power derives from the people," period.

4

what it says.

5

positive way, not what Jimmy wants or not what the people

6

from Santolina or Barclays or whoever wants, but for the

7

people.

9

That's

It is instituted for our good, like in a

Thank you.
MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

That's it.

Applicant, closing comments.

10

MR. STROZIER:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

11

Commissioners.

12

some of the comments and questions that were just -- that

13

were just raised.

14

briefly.

15

overall density, and that, of course, is done as a part of

16

the Level A Master Plan, which takes into account the open

17

space, the nonresidential areas, and we've taken great pains

18

with this Level B plan and with Level A coordinating with the

19

-- with the Planning Staff to ensure that we're staying

20

within the bounds of the overall density that's permitted as

21

a -- as a part of the Reserve Area designation of the

22

Comprehensive Plan.

23

Just a couple of responses based on the --

I just want to go through those very

So there was a question regarding the density,

With regard to zoning, I just want to correct.
It is not A-1.

It was

24

mentioned that this property is A-1.

The

25

property was rezoned with the -- to PC, so it's now actually
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1

zoned planned community consistent with the Level A Master

2

Plan, so that's -- I just wanted to make sure that that was

3

clear.
With regard to the question regarding title, there is

5

title insurance for this property, and there's actually -- so

6

there's a letter in your -- in the record from Bill Chappell

7

from the Chappell Law Firm dated June 20th, 2014.

8

it's been in the record for a while.

9

as part of the Level A addressing the Town of Atrisco issue,

It was --

It was originally done

10

and there's -- attached to that is a First American Title

11

Insurance Company letter to that, and so we can certainly

12

provide more information to that, but that has been

13

addressed, and it is part of the record in terms of that

14

letter.

15

With that, I think we have the -- some proposed new

16

language for the finding.

17

printed.

18

with this moving forward.

19

-- those changes are good, and so we are -- we are certainly

20

in agreement with the revised language to, I believe, it was

21

conditions 5 and 6 that is being -- that is being presented

22

for your consideration, and if there are questions that come

23

up when you're looking at that, I'd be happy to answer those

24

at that time as well.

25

I've reviewed that before it got

We -- once again, we are in agreement with that -We have reviewed -- I think that's

Thank you.

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

Any questions?

Attachment: Attachment 4 - CPC Minutes Santolina Level B.I combined (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

4

TR- 63
B. JULIAN SERNA, CCR
CERTIFIED COURT REPORTER

Packet Pg. 5745

7.A.e

1

3
4

I was going to -- I was just going to

clarify something.
Okay.

I want to make sure that even though the printout

that was handed out says "finding," it is a condition no 6?

5

MR. STROZIER:

6

MS. HERTEL:

It's condition no. 6.
In addition, where it says, "No

7

further Level B or C plans will be submitted," I want that to

8

say to, "Applications will be submitted."

9

MR. STROZIER:

10
11

MS. HERTEL:

Okay.
So those two clarifications on that --

on that.

12

MR. STROZIER:

13

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

14

Okay.

That's fine.

Any other questions?

If not,

thank you very much.

15

MR. STROZIER:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. VEREECKE:

Thank you very much.
Staff.
Mr. Chair, Members of the

18

Commission, I have no further comments except to state that

19

Staff has recommended approval of this request with findings

20

and conditions as in the Staff Report but as have been

21

modified at the hearing today, and Mike Garcia might want to

22

add another -- another change to that, but I do stand for

23

questions if you have anything else.

24

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

25

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Just --

Go ahead, Commissioner Chavez.
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MR. GARCIA:

Chairman Chavez, Commissioner Chavez

2

-- Vice-Chair Chavez, actually I was going to address a

3

change, consideration to you and condition 5.

4

will become "shoulds," but also in that paragraph -- and I

5

think it's more of a typo than anything, it's the very --

6

very last sentence and the very last phrase where it says,

7

"Prior to a Level B Master Plan hearing before the BCC," I

8

was going to suggest a change that we say, "Prior to a Level

9

B Master Plan final hearing before the BCC," and my reason

The "shalls"

10

for that change is if you read this very literally, it would

11

mean that you can't -- the BCC can't even hear it until this

12

other stuff is done.

13

It's more typographical than anything else.

But anyway that's a suggested change.

14

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Okay.

15

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

16

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

17

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

18

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

19

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

I still --

You have questions?
I still have questions.

Go ahead.
So -- okay.

20

that.

21

So what was the change in the language in finding no. 19?

22

We talked about finding 19?

I -- thank you for

MR. GARCIA:

Am I correct about that?

Chairman Chavez, Vice-Chair Chavez, we

23

didn't change anything in condition -- or sorry, finding 19.

24

I think the effect of it is that it is sort of a recommended

25

process but not a mandatory process, but the change was made
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in condition 5.

2

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

3

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

Thank you.

Okay.

At this time I'm going to

4

close the floor, and we're ready for a motion or discussion

5

from the Commission.

6

MS. HERTEL:

7

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

8

MS. HERTEL:

9

I'll make a motion.
Go ahead.

In the matter of SPR2016-0001,

I make

a motion for recommend for approval subject to the findings 1

10

through 21 and conditions 1 through 9 as prepared by Staff

11

with the modifications discussed today to condition 5 to be

12

modified "shall" to change to "should," "master plan hearing"

13

to state "master plan final hearing," and earlier in that

14

same paragraph, submit -- add the phrase, "To the Planning

15

staff."

16

with the change where, "No further Level B or C plans,"

17

becomes, "No further Level B or C applications."

18

motion to recommend approval subject to those changes.

That's condition 5, and the reworded condition 6

19

MS. CONNIE CHAVEZ:

20

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

21

MR. COLLIE:

22

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

23

MS. NELSON:

24

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:

25

So I make a

Second.

Okay.

Moved and second.

I'll second.
All those in favor --

I'll second, too.
All those in favor signify by

saying aye.
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2

MR. JOE CHAVEZ:
Okay.

3

Opposed?

Motion carries.

Item No. 7, go ahead, Staff.
MR. PIERSON:

Chairman Chavez, Members of the

4

Commission, the next Item before you is a continuance of

5

CSU2016-0028.

6

Albuquerque International Balloon Fiesta, Inc., and

7

Territorial Communications, Inc., request approval of a

8

special use permit for overnight campground, for RV uses,

9

temporary, specific O-1 use as a parking lot and office, and

10

specific C-2 use of automobile truck, recreational vehicle,

11

and trailer storage, the specific C-LI use of equipment

12

storage, and a single-family dwelling on Lot B17-53, Lands of

13

Sisters of the Order of St. Dominic and Lot A, Lands of

14

Robert P. Scott, located at 10424 and 10316 Edith Boulevard,

15

Northeast zoned A-1 with a special use permit for two radio

16

towers and a transmitter and a special use permit for a radio

17

station and three antennae containing approximately 18.8

18

acres.

19

Consensus Planning, Inc., agent for

This case was continued from the December 7th hearing.

20

Staff has determined that the request could be approved, but

21

conditions of approval have been the issue.

22

generally meets the requirements for the rural area, and Comp

23

Plan, North Valley Area Plan by preserving the view from

24

Edith, which is historically north.

25

maintain the open feeling of the area and would prevent more

The applicant

The application would
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Comments to the Bernalillo County Commission
Regarding Santolina Level B.1 Master Plan

Before even considering the findings and conditions contained in the County Planning
Commission's approval for the Santolina Level B.1 Master Plan, the Bernalillo County
Commission should not proceed unless and until WALH complies with the requirements in the
Level A Development Agreement and the Planned Community Criteria.
1. The County has a responsibility to analyze the impacts of providing water for growth. .......... 1
a. Background............................................................................................................................. 1
b. ABCWUA's Water Plan ......................................................................................................... 2
c. The Franchise Agreement....................................................................................................... 4
d. The Role of the County Planning Commission (CPC) .......................................................... 4
e. Bernalillo County's responsibilities ........................................................................................ 4
2. WALH's failure to provide required water information, including the ABCWUA
Development Agreement, prevents the County from fulfilling its responsibilities ........................ 7
3. WALH is always demanding that rules be changed for it and to its advantage. If rules are to
be meaningful, then they have to be applied to all equally and consistently. ................................. 9
4. The request to remove and/or revise Conditions #8, #9 and #11 to approval of the Santolina
Level A Community Master Plan violates process and product. .................................................. 10
5. Re-Run the IMPLAN economic model ................................................................................... 12
a. Background........................................................................................................................... 12
b. Implementing Santolina will reallocate growth already planned elsewhere ......................... 14
c. A 60% reduction of projected growth will mean more distortions ...................................... 14
d. A 60% reduction of projected growth requires a re-evaluation of the no-net expense
calculation ................................................................................................................................. 15
6. Some initial suggestions to include as Findings and Conditions ............................................. 17
Endnotes........................................................................................................................................ 18
CPC - County Planning Commission
BCC - Bernalillo County Commission
PCC - Planned Community Criteria
ABCWUA - Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority
WALH - Western Albuquerque Landholdings
1. The County has a responsibility to analyze the impacts of providing water for growth.
a. Background
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April 4, 2017
Elaine Hebard

The water issue is much more than WALH obtaining a development agreement from the
ABCWUA. The County has a responsibility to protect its current residents as well as future
ones, which responsibility includes analyzing the impacts that such projected growth will have.
Those residents may be in the form of birds, fish, insects and animals, including humans.
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The Rio Grande Compact apportions water within New Mexico as well as between Texas,
Colorado and us. The Middle Rio Grande Basin, between Otowi Gage and Elephant Butte
Reservoir, has been over-consuming its apportionment for more than twenty years. While there
was a reserve in the past, that has been used up, and no buffer remains. This past year, a small
deficit in deliveries caused Texas to invoke Article 8 of the Compact. Texas has sued NM in the
Supreme Court for claimed under deliveries from the lower basin (below Elephant Butte
Reservoir). We need to prevent the possibility of adding fuel to the fire.
The State Engineer has determined that the waters of the Rio Grande were fully allocated by
1907. That means that any new depletions must mean an existing user ceases such depleting
activities. New uses --and Santolina represents new uses-- have to be evaluated with care so as
not to increase consumptive uses.
Many of the new (post-1907) uses are urban, using water --whether from the San Juan-Chama
Project or from wells-- provided 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and not dependent on the
availability of river flows. Complex accounting rules based upon impacts to other water users
are administered by the State Engineer. Utilizing the current rules, the ABCWUA has recently
adopted a plan. However, it has not been reviewed by the County to determine the impacts it
would have to current users, nor has the County reviewed the impacts of providing water to
Santolina will have on current users.
b. ABCWUA's Water Plan
WAHL claims that it will be served by the ABCWUA. The groundwater plan recently adopted
by the ABCWUA claims groundwater may be pumped, used, treated and poured into the river
without the need for additional water rights. (Pumping groundwater causes the river to lose
water as it tries to replace that pumped water. Pouring the treated groundwater into the river is to
offset the depletions caused by pumping that water to begin with. An administrative rule allows
for this scheme, calling it a "return flow.")
ABCWUA's claim is that it can pump "a long-term average of about 75,000 [acre-feet/year] of
groundwater while maintaining a water balance that results in no change in total system storage,
and therefore, no long-term change in groundwater storage."1 This equilibrium state might be
reached in 20-75 years if a huge number of assumptions are collectively correct -- including a
parenthetical "(as long as river water is available in sufficient quantity)."2
1
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Our region depends on water for a huge diversity of reasons. Providing water for growth such as
projected for Santolina will certainly have an impact on current users of that water and our
obligations. ABCWUA will not necessarily be evaluating them. For such reasons, the County
should not proceed further with this application until such time as the development agreement
from ABCWUA is completed and an analysis as to the impacts of providing such water is
completed.

Water 2120:Securing Our Water Future, http://abcwua.org/uploads/files/Water_2120_Volume_I.pdf.

2

"While there is a lag time associated with pumping, drawdown, and river effect, the NMOSE model suggests that,
if pumping were relatively stable over a long period, the river effect would approach an equilibrium state in which
2
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That assumption alone flies in the face of what is already transpiring. River flows across the
Otowi Gage, the top of the basin, have been noticeably declining for a least the past decade and
are projected to continue to decline.3 Furthermore, it assumes that the ABCWUA owns the "total
system storage" from which it pumps water. In truth, it has more like a line of credit. The utility
has to pay for the impacts due to the amounts withdrawn, so less withdrawals would mean the
less it has to pay back, and more withdrawals mean it has to pay back more.
Moreover, it is difficult to believe that 75,000 afy of mostly fossil water --some 90+% is aged
between 12,000 and 17,000 years old4-- can be removed with no change to the aquifer -- and no
consequences to future generations who will not have the surface water supplies available today.
(Not to mention that the drawdowns are not uniform across the region to begin with.)
The assumptions also fly in the face of what the State Engineer / Interstate Stream Commission
declared in 2002:
Framework for Public Input to a State Water Plan
Prepared by the New Mexico Office of the State Engineer and the Interstate Stream
Commission, December 20025
“Many groundwater users, including municipalities and industries, in the Middle Rio Grande
were allowed to begin pumping without securing water rights. Because of return flows of
treated wastewater and the delayed impact of groundwater pumping on river depletions, this
practice has not resulted in net river flow diminishment. However, the accumulated eventual
need for groundwater users to acquire and transfer water rights is very large and exceeds the
quantity of currently transferable water rights. Under current practices, only pre-1907 water
rights can be transferred. The 1930 water rights developed by the Middle Rio Grande
Conservancy District have never been available for transfer. Further, the ability of return
flows from pumped groundwater to offset river depletions caused by pumping depends on
ever increasing groundwater pumping. When pumping levels off, which it must, return

recharge from the river equals pumping from the aquifer. Timing to reach the equilibrium state depends on how far
from equilibrium the system is, and could be on the order of 20 to 75 years.
"Once this equilibrium state is attained, groundwater elevations stabilize (i.e. no additional drawdown). The deeper
the equilibrium state drawdown, the greater the river effect and the more pumping could be sustained in perpetuity
without continued drawdown (as long as river water is available in sufficient quantity). This equilibrium concept, or
water balancing approach, is central to the [Groundwater Management Plan] presented below." (Page 6, Chapter 4,
Water 2120:Securing Our Water Future)
3

West-Wide Climate Risk Assessment: Upper Rio Grande Impact Assessment, December 2013,
http://www.usbr.gov/WaterSMART/ wcra/docs/urgia/URGIAMainReport.pdf
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Hydrogeology, Water Chemistry, and Transport Processes in the Zone of Contribution of a Public-Supply Well in
Albuquerque, New Mexico, 2007–9, by Laura M. Bexfield, Bryant C. Jurgens, Dianna M. Crilley, and Scott C.
Christenson U.S. Geological Survey National Water-Quality Assessment Program, Scientific Investigations Report
2011–5182, http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2011/5182/sir2011-5182.pdf
5

http://www.seo.state.nm.us
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flows will no longer be sufficient to offset the depletion of the Rio Grande caused by
historic pumping. (emphasis added)

Evidently, WAHL claims that the ABCWUA is obligated to provide water to the proposed
Santolina development based on the “County-Water Authority Franchise and Right-of-Way
Agreement, fully executed as of June 27, 2006.” 6
If true, that would be extremely careless by both the ABCWUA and the County. It would also
catch us all in a giant Catch 22, where the impacts of providing water for growth are never
analyzed and there is no need to ever consider water availability. But if true, it is even more
reason for the County to assume a larger role in reviewing the impacts of providing water for
growth.
d. The Role of the County Planning Commission (CPC)
The CPC has a vital role in studying issues and providing advice to the BCC. They are to "study
planning matters and means of protecting and improving the environment," and provide advice
to the County Commission on such matters.7 They are to recommend "measures to mitigate
negative consequences of the village’s development," as required under the PCC for Level B.
And they are to consider whether the proposed use diminishes or otherwise negatively affects
current County water or sewer service, pursuant to §6.2.5 of the Level A Development
Agreement. Lacking the information from the ABCWUA left the CPC unable to provide the
expected advice.
e. Bernalillo County's responsibilities
The County has a responsibility to ensure that not only that there is water available to supply this
new development, but it also must ensure that its constituents are not harmed by supplying that
water. Hence it does have a role and cannot hand it off totally to the ABCWUA.

6

A Franchise and Right-Of-Way Agreement dated June 21, 2006 can be found on the ABCWUA's web,
sitehttps://abcwua.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=2192496&GUID=642F55FB-2A71-4913-9420-FD2724F4E937.
Assumed this is the same agreement WALH used. See Endnote B for more information about this Agreement.
7

County Planning Commission. http://www.bernco.gov/boards-commissions/county-planning-commission.aspx

Authorization: Bernalillo County Commission Ordinance No. 212; amended by Ordinance No. 84-16.
Purpose" The duties of the County Planning Commission (CPC) are as follows:
(1) Study County planning matters and means of protecting and improving the environment. The CPC shall have
available to it the assistance of the County Manager.
(2) Advise the Board of County Commissioners concerning the promotion of health, safety, morals, or the general
welfare.
(3) Other such duties, responsibilities, and powers as may be delegated by the County Commission.
The CPC may form committees composed of CPC members and the general public to advise it on land use matters,
and shall select the members of any committee exercising any duties, responsibilities, and powers under subsection
2.a.(3) of Ordinance No. 212.
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In addition to the Water Plan, the County has other impacts to analyze. What are the cumulative
impacts of commitments already made, the costs of serving additional users, and the impacts to
existing customers and to the region of serving additional uses? For instance, in §13.1.3.2:
Ensuring Water for the Future from the draft ABC Comprehensive Plan, it states that
More impervious surfaces, compacted soils, and topographic modifications to the landscape
over the past 100 years have changed the distribution and flow of water and the speed at
which it drains back into remaining arroyos and the river. The cumulative modifications affect
groundwater recharge and subsurface flows, and ultimately change the physical character of
watersheds.
No doubt that is true. As can be seen, cumulative impacts are not limited to the boundaries of
the development. When land and water are transferred from farming to urban uses, there is a
reduction in recharge to the aquifer. Presumably there are measurements being taken already
which show these cumulative changes to date so that metrics can be applied to a development
such as Santolina. If not, there must be such developed and implemented. After all, this is a
planned community of another 100,000 people.
There are also impacts unique to irrigating when water is transferred, such as having a sufficient
amount of water pressure. And, especially if the assumptions in ABCWUA's water plan are in
error, there will be challenges in finding sufficient rights to transfer to urban uses and pressures
on County residents. Such transfers will change the valley for all of us.
A recent protest to the State Engineer exemplifies the importance of river flow timing, another
impact, to certain users:
Environmentalists challenge Rio Grande water transfer
The Associated Press, March 2, 20178
[A protest has been filed with the State Engineer] saying the transfer proposed by Rio Rancho
[from Socorro] would result in reduced flows along nearly 100 miles of the river in central
New Mexico.
The group contends that changing the amount and timing of return flows to the river could
negatively affect endangered species and the state's annual obligations to deliver a certain
amount of water to Texas.
Additional impacts include the potentiality for land subsidence, reduction in surface water
availability for use by irrigators and water quality changes. The projected increased
temperatures and decreased surface water supplies must also be included in any evaluation.

Attachment: Attachment 14 - Opposition for 3_14_17 & 4_4_17 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

To fully shoulder its responsibilities, the County must evaluate the ABCWUA's water plan with
an eye to the impacts it will have on its residents, particularly the risks if the assumptions are
unrealistic.
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http://www.lcsun-news.com/story/news/2017/03/02/environmentalists-challenge-rio-grande-watertransfer/98665198/
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Not to be ignored are three important issues somewhat out of the County's control but certainly
will affect the availability of water:

(2) failure to quantify current and future Native American water claims, and
(3) failure to determine ownership and quantity of pre-1907 water rights.
Reducing consumption basin-wide might be required to bring us into compliance with the
Compact. Priority claims may change the availability of water for ABCWUA. All of these
impacts and risks must be evaluated when determining whether there is water available for
Santolina-type growth.
The ABCWUA has determined that its obligation is to provide water services and will not be
analyzing the impacts of providing that water. If the County does not, there will be no
governmental review of the impacts of providing water to growth. That would be a disservice to
us all.
As can be seen in the graphic below from WALH's master plan, should its plans come to fruition,
the region will change substantially, with Santolina alone proposed to being the size of Rio
Rancho. Add in the proposed growth north of I-25 (WAHL's Estrella is not the only
development) and all of those additional impacts should be acknowledged and modeled.
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Surely this level of development warrants additional review and evaluation by the County. The
County must use the best tools available to review proposals such as WALH's to ensure a vibrant
and resilient community for all.
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Section 6.2.5 of the Level A Development Agreement requires that " The County will not
promote, support or enact any ordinance, legislation or policy that interferes with and/or restricts
the Owner’s use of the Authority’s water and sewer infrastructure and/or agreements between the
Owner and Authority, as long as that use does not diminish or otherwise negatively affect
current County water or sewer service." (emphasis added) Not being further defined,
certainly that could and should include County well owners and acequia users.
The PCC calls for the developer to "mitigate the negative consequences of the village’s
development." (5.b. of the PCC for Level B) In order for it to do so, the County has to analyze
the development and determine what the impacts of providing for growth and the "negative
consequences" are for the developer to mitigate. Then the County has to evaluate any proposed
measures to ensure that the "negative consequences" are indeed mitigated.
Contrary to the finding in the Level A Development Agreement, without a development
agreement from the ABCWUA, such an analysis could not happen at the Level A:
17. In accordance with the purpose and intent of its Water Conservation Ordinance to reduce
per capita water use, encourage responsible use of water, and require conservation measures
for new development and preserve water supplies within Bernalillo County, and in accordance
with Policy L of the ABCWUA's Water Resource Management Strategy, the County has
taken water supply availability and cumulative impacts into account in making a land
use development decision and in determining the legal and physical availability of water
for the Santolina Master Plan. (emphasis added)
What are the cumulative impacts? Such an analysis can only happen once the County has the
ABCWUA Development Agreement in hand, and looks at impacts such as those discussed
above.
WALH's interpretation of Bernalillo County's role and responsibility regarding water is
erroneous, or to quote a recent holding in another water case, "stunted." The County must not
avoid its responsibilities -- and most of all, not over our very basic of all needs, water.

2. WALH's failure to provide required water information, including the ABCWUA
Development Agreement, prevents the County from fulfilling its responsibilities.
Last July 21, 2016, the Bernalillo County Interim Director for Infrastructure Planning and GeoResources, Mr. McGregor, told the CPC about some of the import and necessity of a review of
the ABCWUA development agreement:
Without a development agreement and without the associated serviceability statement, which
outlines the specific water and sanitary sewer improvement needed to serve the entire
development and the Level B plan, then the planned community criteria for a detailed plan
including detailed location, phasing of water systems, sewer systems, drainage systems, and
mobility systems cannot have been satisfied, nor can the requirement for statements of water

Attachment: Attachment 14 - Opposition for 3_14_17 & 4_4_17 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

7.A.o

7

Packet Pg. 6038

7.A.o

availability and availability of public services, including liquid waste, have been adequately
addressed either.

Despite the requirements in the Planned Communities Criteria in Level A, Endnote A the CPC and
BCC waived the requirement until Level B. This was based upon WAHL's assurances that it
would provide the required information "before the approval of any Level B planning
document," as memorialized in Condition 8, a part of the June 19, 2015 Notice of Decision.
Instead of complying with that condition (or Conditions 9 and 11), in 2016 WAHL requested
approval of Level B by the CPC. Instead of providing the information it should have provided at
Level A, or for Level B, or under the Development Agreement, to the CPC to review, WAHL no
claims that the CPC is not the level where approvals occur.
Why have the CPC then? By not having the necessary information regarding water, the CPC
cannot "study planning matters and means of protecting and improving the environment," nor
can they provide advice to the County Commission on such matters.9 They cannot recommend
"measures to mitigate negative consequences of the village’s development," as required under
the PCC for Level B. Nor can the CPC consider whether the proposed use diminishes or
otherwise negatively affects current County water or sewer service, pursuant to §6.2.5 of the
Level A Development Agreement.
Rather than complying, WALH claims that the 2012 Addendum to the Planned Communities
Criteria transferred all water-related decisions to the ABCWUA. While that addendum
acknowledged the ABCWUA's existence, it did not amend the PCC requirements.
By making such a claim, WAHL eliminates the role the County has, despite what the PCC and
Development Agreement call for. Without the ABCWUA development agreement, the County
cannot evaluate measures to mitigate the negative consequences of the village’s development, as
required under 5.b. of the PCC for Level B. Nor can the County fulfill Section 6.2.5 of the Level
A Development Agreement, which requires an evaluation as to whether such service would
"diminish or otherwise negatively affect current County water or sewer service."
Furthermore, as discussed in the first section above, the County has many other impacts to
consider and cannot abandon its responsibilities, especially when it comes to water.
Thus far, WALH has failed to provide the information regarding water availability required
under the PCC. Now, the CPC has approved the land-use plan without this required information.
In its Recommendations, the CPC included Condition 5:
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At that time, Mr. McGregor cautioned the CPC Commission that "approving a Level B master
plan without an ABCWUA development agreement ... would essentially be approving a ...plan
with no documentation of physical or legal water availability, quantity, and quality."

To address the first part of a two step, BCC Level B.1 approval process and prior to partial
Level B.1 approval, by the BCC, outstanding issues related to water and sewer service should
9

County Planning Commission
8

Packet Pg. 6039

7.A.o

Yet now WAHL wants to remove even those Level A Conditions. If WALH gets its way, the
County will never review any water-related issues. It has filed a request to "remove and/or
revise Conditions #8, #9 and #11," which would completely eviscerate the PCC requirement
regarding water.
When the ABCWUA Development Agreement is obtained by WAHL, the CPC should study it
in accord with their obligations and provide advice to the BCC. Clearly Level B will be
impacted but there may be a need to re-evaluate the conditions in Level A and the current
Development Agreement. The BCC should not take any further action on the Level B proposal
other than to remand this request to the CPC to proceed when the documents required by the
Level A Development Agreement have been provided.

3. WALH is always demanding that rules be changed for it and to its advantage. If rules
are to be meaningful, then they have to be applied to all equally and consistently.
Some examples:
a. In Level A, WALH convinced the CPC and the BCC that the PCC were only guidance and
that the PCC addendum of 2012 meant that the all water issues were to be solely determined by
the ABCWUA. While the re-adopted PCC acknowledge the existence of the ABCWUA, they do
not say that the County ceases and all roles and responsibilities related to water decisions.
Indeed, the language in the PCC itself was never changed. But WAHL was able to convince the
CPC and then the County at Level A to change the PCC requirement, after being assured that
arrangements would be made with ABCWUA by the time a Level B application was made.
Those assurances were contained in Conditions #8, #9 and #11 of the Notice of Decision.
b. By filing for Level B without complying with the mandates of the Level A Development
Agreement and the Level B PCC requirements, in essence WALH asked the CPC to ignore them
and asks the BCC to do so as well. (In fact, now WAHL wants to "remove and/or revise
Conditions #8, #9 and #11" from the Level A Development Agreement, something not evaluated
by the CPC.) Even when/if WAHL obtains a Development Agreement from ABCWUA, it says
that they'll bring it to the BCC, not the CPC, ignoring established procedure.
c. On March 2, 2017, WAHL submitted its Objections to the CPC's Findings and Conditions of
January 4, 2017. However, the January 10, 2017 written Notice of Decision --the same
document containing the conditions WALH is seeking to have modified-- specifies the appellate
procedure and time limits.
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If you wish to appeal this decision, you must do so by 12:00 noon on January 25, 2017 in the
manner described below.
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Clearly, WALH's appeal to modify the CPC's findings and conditions was not timely. But,
continuing to muddy the water between legislative and judicial County functions, WALH
contends that this procedure is not an appeal so evidently such rules don't apply. If this is not an
appeal, does that mean that the Procedure of Appeals does not apply? Does that mean that
anyone can file objections to the CPC's decision now? What about any decision of the CPC or of
the BCC? Such a position can quickly spin out of control!
d. On March 2, 2017, WAHL also submitted a document seeking to "remove and/or revise
Conditions #8, #9 and #11 to approval of the Santolina Level A Community Master Plan because
of intervening developments which were unanticipated when Conditions #8, #9 and #11 were
adopted." This request, discussed in more detail in the next section, is included here as an
example of a disregard for the process. Such a request should be made to the BCC under a Level
A procedure, not as part of an appeal of a Level B decision. Besides which, does the BCC even
have a power to modify the Findings and Conditions, part of the Notice of Decision, since the
matter is on appeal to District Court?

4. The request to remove and/or revise Conditions #8, #9 and #11 to approval of the
Santolina Level A Community Master Plan violates process and product.
On March 2, 2017, WAHL submitted a memorandum seeking to "remove and/or revise
Conditions #8, #9 and #11 to approval of the Santolina Level A Community Master Plan because
of intervening developments which were unanticipated when Conditions #8, #9 and #11 were
adopted."
WALH did not object to Conditions #8, #9 and #11 when considered and approved by the
Commissioners with a 3-2 vote. The Developers did not file an appeal of the Board’s Level A
Master Plan Approval with Findings and Conditions. So, presumably, this is a request to re-open
the Level A Development Agreement, which would be a separate process, probably initiated in
the CPC, outside the scope of this process and should not be considered as a part of the appeal of
the CPC recommendations. However, in the event that it is, the following counter-arguments
should also be considered.
WAHL claims that it has been unable to comply with the required conditions because of
unanticipated intervening developments. But that's not true. There has been no change in
circumstances since the approval was granted in June 2015.
WAHL cited how Mesa Del Sol was treated in 2007, ten years ago. (WALH's Exhibits L-N
show that the 2007 Mesa del Sol Development Agreement with ABCWUA required the water
agreement by Level C.) Hardly an "intervening development" since this occurred 10 years ago.
Another major difference is that Mesa del Sol is a City-approved project. The fact that the same
process was not followed here is not an "intervening development." Indeed, it could be read as
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The County has the need to establish rules of procedures for various actions, and has done so in
this case. These rules are not new -- counsel for WALH knows them full well.
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the County taking a different approach, retaining jurisdiction to carry out its responsibilities such
as those discussed in section 1, above.

7-1-15. Service Consistency With Approved Land Use Plans
(A) Policy No. 20 – Service Consistency with Approved Land Use Plans.
... 2) Petitioners must comply with policies regarding land use, water supply
sustainability, and other policies as adopted in other documents.
7-1-9. Extension Of Or Connection To Lines Outside The Service Area.
(A) Policy No. 14 - Lines outside the service area.
(1) Utility water, sanitary sewer or non-potable water lines may be extended outside the
service area, or existing Utility lines located outside the service area may be connected to, at
the Petitioner's expense, if the following applicable conditions are satisfied:
...
(i) Development conforms to the provisions of applicable comprehensive plans and/or
adopted planning documents or policies.
http://abcwua.org/uploads/FileLinks/b30e534f2f52481ca9bf0d3a817995fb/Section_7.pdf
(emphasis added)
Indeed, the same relevant circumstances which existed when the Level A proposal was submitted
still exist, and thus should have been known about, prior to Level A being approved. That would
point to reasons why Conditions #8, #9 and #11 were included, an appropriate reading instead of
tossing them out.
WALH also claims that "Conditions #8, #9 and #11 do not pertain to the Level A Community
Master Plan, but to a procedural prerequisite of approval of Level B plans." That completely
ignores that WAHL avoided the mandates of the PCC for Level A to begin with by agreeing to
Conditions #8, #9 and #11. And those conditions are not just procedural. They are fundamental.
As discussed in section 1 above, a complete evaluation is needed to be undertaken in order to
ensure that County residents are not negatively impacted by the development.
Finally, WAHL claims that "the adoption of Conditions #8, #9 and #11 were legislative actions"
-- like consideration of community or neighborhood master plans are legislative proceedings.
But the request is not to modify a neighborhood master plan. The request is to eliminate certain
Conditions of Approval for a Level A Master Plan.
The Notice of Decision was based upon Findings and Conditions which formed the basis of the
Development Agreement, a contract binding upon the parties. Certainly, like other contracts, a
Development Agreement can be amended, but there is a process to do so, and is set out in §11.15
of the Development Agreement. It is not simply a matter of revising "by subsequent legislative
action during the course of the Level B proceeding." If that were to be the practice, then why not
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open up the entire Level A Development Agreement "during the course of the Level B
proceeding"?

At least two fundamental changes of circumstances --intervening developments-- have occurred
since the Master Plan's Fiscal and Economic Impact Study ("Study") was completed and which
require it to be re-evaluated before proceeding further on Level B or B.1.
* the projected rate of population growth to 2040 has been reduced by 60% (discussed below),
and
* Bernalillo County approved twenty Santolina Tax Increment Districts which impact was not
evaluated for Level A. As a part of no-net expense, any incentives have to be analyzed (PCC
Level A - f. Identify incentives to be provided by the City to the developer, if any are agreed to.)
These changes impact the no-net expense analysis completed for Level A and used for Level B.
These changes should be made to the inputs to the IMPLAN model to determine whether the nonet expense calculation has changed. Other economic changes, such as transportation budget
cuts at state and federal levels, should not be ignored either.
a. Background
As indicated in David Taussig and Associates, Inc's Fiscal Impact Analysis, prepared for WALH
in 2013, demand for public services associated with the project’s build-out were based upon
population.
From a WALH publicity item:
Making the Case for the Santolina Master Plan 10
The need for Santolina is based on the draft MRCOG 2040 Metropolitan Transportation plan
that shows the population of Bernalillo County is expected to grow by 311,532 and
employment is expected to grow by 131,585 over the next 28 years.
“This is growth that is projected with or without a plan to accommodate it,” says Jim Strozier.
“Planning for growth does not create growth. Santolina is a proposed solution on how our
community prepares to receive this population increase in conjunction with urban infill, Mesa
del Sol, and other west side locations.”
That cited population number comes from the MRCOG's Futures 2040 Metropolitan
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Media Contact: Tom Garrity, The Garrity Group, 505.898.8689 or tom@garritypr.com, Albuquerque, NM,
http://www.kob.com/kobtvimages/repository/cs/files/Making%20the%20Case%20for%20the%20Santolina
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Transportation Plan:11

2.3 Regional Growth Forecast
Table 2-4: AMPA Population Forecast
Bernalillo
Sandoval*
2012
675,548
126,490
2040
987,080
203,128
30 Year Growth
76,638
311,532

Valencia
77,363
127,715
50,352

AMPA
879,401
1,317,923
438,522

*The small portion of Sandoval County outside of the AMPA has been excluded.

Mr. Strozier, WALH's agent, testified on June 23, 2016 (transcript page 52) that WALH's Fiscal
Analyses used GPS projections. Both Level A Plan and Level B.1 Plan12 used MRCOG's 2040
Metropolitan Transportation Plan with its GPS projections:
Chapter 1: Introduction
1.2.1 Market Demand - The Santolina Level A Master Plan anticipates a 40-50 year
development time-frame based on market demand and the State and region’s ability to support
and attract new jobs and economic opportunities. The Approved Santolina Level A Master
Plan and this subsequent Level B Plan have been developed within the context of the MidRegion Council of Governments of New Mexico (MRCOG) 2040 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) and the Geospatial and Population Studies (GPS) at the University
of New Mexico projections. MRCOG and GPS projections identify significant regional
population growth during the next twenty years. (emphasis added)
Those projections formed a fundamental basis for the "market potential and opportunities":
Overall Market Potential and Opportunities: At Section 1.2.1 of the Level B Plan there is a
thorough discussion of Market Demand. The Mid-Region Council of Governments of New
Mexico (MRCOG) 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and the Geospatial and
Population Studies (GPS) were utilized in the analysis and composition of the market
potential and opportunities discussion (pages 3-4 of the Level B Plan). Furthermore, these
studies are the basis of the projected residential and non-residential land uses that set
the stage for the jobs-to-housing balance, thereby providing “specifics of ‘market
potential and opportunities'". (emphasis added)
In recent filings, WALH claimed that
Level B Plan have been developed in the context of the MRCOG 2040 MTP and GPS
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Mid-Region Metropolitan Planning Organization, April 17, 2015, https://www.mrcognm.gov/images/stories/pdf/transportation/2040_MTP/2040-mtp-front-matter.pdf MRCPG uses GPS projections.
12
http://www.bernco.gov/uploads/FileLinks/6f7f80bc0c474c0ba1ce9edab8b31ab6/
Santolina_Level_B.I_Plan_12_6_16.pdf
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projections from the University of New Mexico (page 3 of the Level B Plan). These are
highly regarded sources of information.13

Even using the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan and GPS projections, there are problems:
SPECIAL HEARING
Wednesday, April 27, 2016
Mr. Gingerich, MRCOG, TR- 59-60
So this transportation plan had to stick with those same control totals, which meant that you
had to -- because there's a difference between the trend scenario and the -- and the -- what's
expected development by the applicant, we had to take areas in the region that were
developed that were kind of similar, like the other master plans on the West Side, Mesa del
Sol, and reallocate that growth and put it in Santolina to be able to evaluate their full buildout, because we had to end up with the same number of people.
So the -- and the -- this is something that is really clear. There's nothing that's not being said
here. It's clear in the Level A Transportation Plan. Page 22 says that, "The 2040 trend
forecast developed by MRCOG does not include the level of development anticipated by
WALH." So there's very -- there's just an expectation of development by the applicant
that is not the same as the trend scenario for MRCOG. (emphasis added)
Santolina Level B Master Plan MRCOG Comments14
MRCOG's forecast does indeed accommodate the vast majority of the forecasted growth
without Santolina.
In order for Santolina to develop, growth currently planned to occur elsewhere has to be
reallocated to Santolina. What are the costs to reallocate this growth, particularly if
infrastructure has already been put into place? Has the County reviewed the proposal with this
broader picture in mind? Does the no-net expense to the rest of the County include expenses due
to this reallocation?

c. A 60% reduction of projected growth will mean more distortions
Reallocating growth to Santolina will be even more exacerbated given the new population
projections from UNM’s Geospatial Population Studies (GPS).
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b. Implementing Santolina will reallocate growth already planned elsewhere

The GPS' new population projections are stunning. Rather than Bernalillo County growing by
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WAHL's 3/2/17 Response to Protest of the Bernalillo County Planning Commission Approval.

14

packet page 1004, printed on 6/30/2016 for Hearing on July 21, 2016,
14

Packet Pg. 6045

7.A.o

311,532 in the MRCOG 2040 Plan or 290,561 used by GPS for the 2012 projection, the current
projection is 119,655, roughly 40% of what was projected just four years ago.
Population Estimate (2015) and UNM-GPS 2040 Population Projections in 2012 and 2016

New Mexico
Bernalillo
Sandoval
Torrance

2015
2040 Population
Absolute
Population
Projection
Difference
Estimate
2012 release
2,099,856
2,827,692
727,836
679,810
138,928
15,731

970,371
265,607
19,801

2040 Population
Projection
2016 release (p)
2,401,480

290,561
126,679
4,070

Valencia
76,312
106,830
30,518
MRCOG Region
910,781
1,362,609
451,828
Note: Hebard combined tables from the GPS February 2017 paper15

Absolute
Difference

2016-2012
Projections

301,624

-426,212

799,465
213,929
14,684

119,655
75,001
-1,047

-170,906
-51,678
-5,117

80,655
1,108,733

4,343
197,952

-26,175
-253,876

While federally-funded projects must use the 2012 projections, the GPS discussion paper
accompanying these new numbers notes that:
A reduction in growth as anticipated by the new population projections will have implications
for future infrastructure needs. Simply put, less growth translates into diminished demand
for new housing and jobs, fewer drivers, less goods movement, lower region-wide
congestion, and a reduction in the overall demand for new infrastructure.
The paper also noted that "the determination of whether or not to integrate the new numbers
into local planning processes and project design remains at the discretion of the individual
entities and governing bodies." (emphasis added)
If, using the earlier projections, growth currently expected and planned to occur elsewhere had to
be skewed to Santolina, a 60% reduction of that projected growth will grossly distort that
reallocation only further.
Is there a risk of bankruptcy if we build out in all directions without the growth to support such
infrastructure? Mesa del Sol is planned for 100,000 people to reside in 37,000 residences.16
With only 200 houses currently sold, it could incorporate nearly all of the growth projected. In
addition, there are numerous other planned communities in the area, some managed by WAHL.
Given that most if not all have roads and utilities already in place, why are we trying to
undermine their success? Why do we seem to want Mesa del Sol to fail?

d. A 60% reduction of projected growth requires a re-evaluation of the no-net expense
calculation.
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County

A Discussion of the 2040 Population Projections produced by UNM’s Geospatial Population Studies Group,
February 2017, http://files.constantcontact.com/bf031311301/8db3f43e-9de5-4041-80a3-1719e795b3ed.pdf
15

16

Buyers scarce as Mesa del Sol developer seeks exit, Dennis Domrzalski, Jan 23, 2013, 2:56pm MST
http://www.bizjournals.com/albuquerque/news/2013/01/23/mesa-del-sol-developer-looking-to-exit.html
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The expectation of growth was way over-estimated. A 60% reduction of projected growth
represents a substantial change in the assumptions used to determine the no-net expense for the
Level A Master Plan and Development Agreement.
The Planned Communities Criteria and the Santolina Level A Development Agreement require
that the analysis must satisfy the ‘no net expense’ policy.
RESOLUTION AR 32-91
Amending the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan Policies Regarding
Planned Communities in the Reserve Area.
Section 1. That the fourth Item of policy II.B.2.a., the Reserve Area section of the
Comprehensive Plan, be amended as follows:
“Negotiated sharing of service costs by the developer and (the City) local government(s),
with water, sewer, and street systems installed to meet City requirements; planned
communities shall not be a net expense to (the City of Albuquerque) local government(s).
Section 4. That policy II.B.2.d. of the Comprehensive Plan be amended as follows:
“A planned community master plan approved in accordance with this section and more
specific development criteria shall (be considered an approved amendment to) serve to
implement the Comprehensive Plan (Map). A planned community (sector development)
master plan shall not be approved if it fails to demonstrate its own sense of place, selfsufficiency. environmental sensitivity, separation from (other) the contiguous Albuquerque
urban area(s) by permanent open space and, (if within the Rural Area), the provision of
infrastructure which is not a net expense to (the City) the local government(s).
PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 29th DAY OF JANUARY 1991.
(Note: the strikeouts and underlines are in the original legislation. Highlight emphasis was
added.)
As mentioned in the Level B Plan, the Fiscal and Economic Impact Studies are dated August 22,
2013.
7.2.1 Level A. Owner engaged David Taussig & Associates to prepare Fiscal and Economic
impact Studies for the Project both dated August 22, 2013 (collectively, the “Impact Study”),
which are on file with the County and incorporated herein by this reference. The purpose of
the Impact Study was to provide a detailed summary of the projected fiscal and economic
impacts and benefits to the County as a result of the development of the Project. The Impact
17
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A slower pace of population growth is sure to have far-reaching impacts on our regional
outlook as it pertains to transportation, the economy, housing, and a plethora of other topics.17

Supra. GPS paper
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Apparently, the Level B.1 Fiscal and Economic Impact Study did not use different data than used
for Level A, despite claiming that the study was "'specifically done to satisfy the 'No Net
Expense' element of the County’s Planned Communities Criteria ('PCC') and the executed
Santolina Level A Development Agreement."
The IMPLAN model was run to determine the no-net expense.
What is IMPLAN? IMPLAN is an economic impact assessment software system. The system
was originally developed and is now maintained by the Minnesota IMPLAN Group (MIG). It
combines a set of extensive databases concerning economic factors, multipliers and
demographic statistics with a highly refined and detailed system of modeling software. 18
Population projections were used to justify the need for Santolina and were a integral part of a
finding of no-net-expense.
In 7.2.2, the Level B Plan states that "The Level B analysis for subsequent development phases
of the Project must also satisfy the 'no net expense' policy."
The Conditions state that if the more detailed plan deviates significantly, especially in terms of
fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan would need to be amended.
Notification Of Decision
Board Of County Commissioners
June 19, 2015
Action: Approved A Planned Communities Level A Master Plan Called The Santolina Master PLAN

Condition 17. Level B and C Plans shall be required prior to development of the Santolina
Level A Master Plan Community. Level B and C development agreements, as prescribed in
the Planned Communities Criteria, shall be provided. Consistency between Level A, Level B.
and Level C plans shall be required throughout the development of Santolina. If the more
detailed plan deviates significantly from the intent and framework established in the higher
level plan, especially in terms of fiscal impacts, then the higher level plan would need to be
amended.
If the input changes, the output is likely to as well. It would be sheer folly to ignore the new
population projections. Before any further approvals can be given the analysis must be re-run for
both Levels A and B.
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Study concludes that the County will receive significant positive fiscal and economic impacts
as a result of the development of the Project; therefore, the Santolina Project fully satisfies the
“no net expense” policy contained in the Comprehensive Plan.

6. Some initial suggestions to include as Findings and Conditions .

18

RESI of Towson University, Thursday June 15th, 2006, http://cier.umd.edu/RGGI/documents/IMPLAN.pdf
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The County and ABCWUA shall coordinate and cooperate with the City and all other entities
with planning authority to integrate water resource management policies with land use, –
regional transportation and other planning decisions, and the three entities shall collaborate to
ensure consistent implementation.
Rationale: The County shares the larger watershed with many other users and uses of water.
Future water supplies are projected to become more variable and vulnerable and thus it will
require greater coordination to integrate land use, watershed management, transportation,
infrastructure, economic improvement, urban infill and planning efforts with water resources
management. Many land use commitments have been made, some with water commitments as
well. Providing the cumulative amount of commitments will provide a transparent window to
guide future development. Should future growth rely on transferring water rights from
agricultural usage to urban usage, the impacts of such a transfer can be substantial.
1. In furtherance of the goal to balance growth with renewable supply, the City, County and
ABCWUA shall develop policies and criteria requiring projected water demand of new
development be offset with water efficiency measures to create a neutral impact on the overall
service area demands and water use, which will be a part of any future development agreement.
2. Any review process shall require that each new residential, commercial, industrial and
institutional development will have a resilient, sustainable water supply. This review process
will consider the cumulative impacts of commitments already made, the costs of serving
additional users, and the impacts to existing customers and to the region of serving additional
uses.
3. The City and County shall adopt policies to integrate land use and transportation planning and
water resource management in all government jurisdictions in the Middle Rio Grande water
planning region; and take water supply availability and cumulative impacts into account into
account when making land use development decisions.
4. The City and the County should work with the ABCWUA to develop a sustainable and
coordinated growth management plan to: 1) reduce water consumption; 2) minimize impact on
water resources; 3) encourage conservation-oriented economic development and 4) ensure
adequate water supplies for any proposed development.
ENDNOTES
A

excerpts from PCC Requirements, Attachment 5 to the BCC Packet,
http://bernalillocountynm.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=4&ID=19764
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To ensure that the parties do include the necessary review regarding the impacts of providing
water for growth, here are some ideas to Link Land Use Planning with Water Resources.

PCC Requirements Level A
A. Land Use
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6. A conceptual strategy for providing utilities in support of the overall land use plan, which strategy must
emphasize efficient use of resources, i.e. land, water, and energy.
C. Environment and Open Space
6. Identification of depth to groundwater and proximity to production wells; documentation of physical and
legal water availability, quantity and quality (existing data).
7. Strategy for wastewater and solid waste management/recycling, including provision for waste reduction
strategies, and landfill options as necessary.
PCC Requirements at Level B
D. Government and Public Services
1. Strategy for funding and maintenance of public facilities and site, including open space
2. Facilities plan including detailed location, phasing of water systems, sewer systems, drainage systems, and
mobility systems.
3. Annexation plan/agreement
4. Statements of water availability and availability of public services including liquid and solid waste
management/recycling, cultural and human service facilities, fire and police protection, transit services, and
schools.
5. Level B development agreement to:
a. Follow through with more detailed infrastructure/service agreement covering phasing of the village master
plan and its public services/ facilities, and designation of financial, operations, and management responsibility
over time
b. Specify measures to mitigate negative consequences of the village’s development
c. Augment Level A development agreements expressing items mutually agreed to by the City and/or County
and the planned community developer and committing to their permanency unless re-negotiated; any
limitations on development established at Level A cannot be increased at Level B.
d. Provide a legal recording instrument
e. Identify more specifically any public incentives to the developer, or public/private partnerships, including
provisions for affordable housing
f. Identify more specifically any public incentives or agreements between the local government and developer
for the appropriate protection and maintenance of the open space system.
(emphasis added)

b.
In looking at the agreement, it is clear that the reason for it is to provide access for ABCWUA's infrastructure:
Section 1. Legislative Findings.
The Commission finds it necessary to grant a Franchise to the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility
Authority (“Authority”) to develop, lay, re-lay, construct, maintain, operate and remove pipes, systems, works,
lift stations, manholes, storage tanks, reservoirs, appliances, and other structures and facilities, on, over, under,
along and across all Rights-of-way in or owned by the County for the purpose of providing water and wastewater
services all as more specifically set out below.
And it is clear that the franchise fee covered the considerations set out in Section 7:
Section 7. Franchise Fee.
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(A) Fee and rental. As consideration for this Franchise, which provides for the rental and use by the Authority
of the Rights-of-way, which are valuable public properties acquired and maintained by the County at great
expense to its taxpayers and citizens, the Authority shall pay to the County a franchise fee in the amount of four
percent of the annual Gross Revenue within the County limits, exclusive of incorporated areas, as defined in
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Section 3 of this Franchise ordinance. As additional consideration for this Franchise, the Authority and County
agree to the following: ....

There was no additional consideration paid for this next section, which undoubtedly is what WALH is referring to:
Section 13. Water And Wastewater Service.
In accordance with the terms hereof, the Authority shall furnish water and wastewater service within the
corporate limits of the County or any additions thereto, to the County and to the inhabitants thereof, and to any
person or persons or corporation doing business in the County or any additions thereto.
If WALH's interpretation of such a section were correct, there would be no need to fulfill the PCC's criterion
regarding water availability at all. But defaulting responsibility would be contrary to :
Section 18. Public Purpose.
All of the regulations provided in this ordinance are hereby declared to be for a public purpose and the health,
safety, and welfare of the general public.
(emphasis added)\
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The franchise fee and services provided for herein shall constitute the only consideration by the Authority to the
County for the Authority's use and occupancy of the Rights-of-way.
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Santolina is a master planned community designed on the mesa west of Albuquerque in
Bernalillo County New Mexico. A Level A Master Plan and Zone Map Amendment to the
Planned Communities Zone was approved by the Bernalillo County Board of Commissioners
on June 16, 2015. The associated Santolina Level A Development Agreement was approved
by the Board on June 24, 2015 and recorded in Bernalillo County on August 21, 2015.
This Level B.I Plan is the initial Level B Plan of Santolina and encompasses 4,243.1 acres.
The Santolina Level B.I Plan continues to refine the community vision for Santolina.
SANTOLINA will be a community where:
Opportunities for jobs and education are plentiful and locally accessible
Desirable housing responds to current demographic and market preferences
Open space and quality of life is preserved and enhanced
A true live, work, learn and play community is created for residents.
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SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

Santolina is a 13,851 acre master planned
community located on the Southwest Mesa in
Bernalillo County, west of Albuquerque, New
Mexico.   The property is currently undeveloped
ranchland on a large mesa framed by two escarpments.   The mesa offers panoramic views of the
Sandia and Mazano Mountains and immediate
views of the City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo
County’s South Valley.   The property is generally
bound by approximately six miles of exposure along
Interstate 40 (I-40) on the north, 118th Street to the
east, the Pajarito Mesa grant boundary to the south
and the Rio Puerto Valley to the west.
Santolina is owned by Western Albuquerque Land
Holdings LLC (WALH).   WALH assembled a team
of development experts tasked with the mission
to create a master plan for a vibrant mixed use
community.   The community vision as described
in the Santolina Level A Master Plan approvals
(defined below) sets the stage for a vibrant mixed
used community encompassing a mix of residential,
commercial, industrial, institutional, parks and open
space uses in conformance with Bernalillo County’s
Planned Communities Criteria (PCC).
The Bernalillo County Board of Commissioners
(Board) approved the Santolina Level A Master Plan

Plans and subsequent or concurrent Level C Plans
are prepared for sub-areas of the Santolina Level A
Plan Area. Each step in the process further refines
land uses, zoning details, infrastructure plans, transportation analyses and public facilities.
Per the PCC, this Level B.I Plan encompassing
approximately 4,243 acres is the first Level B.I Plan
within the Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan
Area. This Level B.I Plan adopts the phased development approach established in the Santolina Level
A Master Plan by defining boundaries, land uses,
transportation systems and vision for the development of Santolina. Subsequent Level B.I Plan
submittals will follow for other lands within the
Santolina Level A Master Plan Area.

1.2 RECAPTURING THE SANTOLINA 		
LEVEL A MASTER PLAN VISION
The Santolina Level A Master Plan established
a vision for a mixed use community developed
over a 40-50 year time frame.  Santolina will be a
community where:
•
•
•
•

Opportunities for jobs and education are
plentiful and locally accessible.
Desirable housing responds to current
demographic and market preferences.
Open space and quality of life is preserved
and enhanced.
A true live, work, learn and play
community is created for residents.

1.2.1 Market Demand

and a Zone Map Amendment to the Planned Communities (PC) Zone on June 16, 2015. The associated
Santolina Level A Development Agreement (Development Agreement) was approved by the Board
on June 24, 2015 and recorded in Bernalillo County
(County) on August 21, 2015. Master Plan, Zoning
and Development Agreement are defined collectively the Santolina Level A Approvals.
The Santolina Level A Master Plan is the first step
in the approval process established in the Bernalillo
County PCC. The process states that future Level B.I

The Santolina Level A Master Plan anticipates
a 40-50 year development timeframe based on
market demand and the State and region’s ability to
support and attract new jobs and economic opportunities. The Approved Santolina Level A Master
Plan and this subsequent Level B.I Plan have been
developed within the context of the Mid-Region
Council of Governments of New Mexico (MRCOG)
2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and
the Geospatial and Population Studies (GPS) at
the University of New Mexico projections. MRCOG
and GPS projections identify significant regional
population growth during the next twenty years.
Additionally, MRCOG’s projections identify high
volumes of east-west commutes. The projections
suggest that by 2040, approximately 44% of the
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public opposition.  Entitled land, such as Santolina,
adjacent to existing development and infrastructure
is the ideal location to serve forecasted growth.
Santolina provides a planned approach to successfully accommodate future growth. The Plans adopt
a holistic, market driven vision for a live, work, learn
and play community.

Albuquerque metropolitan area housing units will
be located on the area west of the Rio Grande River
(West Side). Yet, employment distribution for the
West Side is projected to represent 27% of the jobs
within the Albuquerque metropolitan area. In the
Santolina Development Team’s opinion, the anticipated growth highlights the long standing need for
employment centers on the West Side to provide
employment options for West Side residents.  Such
employment center will reduce vehicular river
crossings and enable more efficient use of existing
transportation infrastructure.
Due to the lack of large tracts of land under single
ownership and lands that are amendable to master
planning due to single ownership, the Development
Team believes there are limited areas of the region
that can accommodate the forecasted population
growth without substantial redevelopment and
densification of existing developed areas.   Densification of existing developed areas often places a
strain on existing infrastructure, increases development costs, reduces affordability and encounters
Exhibit 1: Santolina Context Map

The West Side has traditionally focused on
residential development and limited commercial
development. As a result, the West Side has lacked
employment, retail and commercial opportunities. This development pattern has created traffic
congestion at the limited river crossings as the
population travels to employment and commercial
centers located on the east side on a daily basis.
The Santolina Level A Master Plan outlines the
creation of job opportunities and benefits within
the Santolina Level A Master Plan Area and anticipated West Side, via a mix of non-residential land
uses. The non-residential land uses within the
Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan range from
industrial to corporate office to neighborhood scale
employment options. This Level B.I Plan adopts this
framework in its vision. The current jobs to housing
ratio up the West Side is .56 jobs per household.
The Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan
commits to two jobs per household at full build-out
of Santolina.
The Santolina development shall achieve a
reasonable balance between residential uses
and employment uses such that it maintains the
characteristics of a self-sustaining community.   As
stated in the Santolina Level A
Master Plan, an approximate
jobs to-housing ratio of 2-1
shall be achieved assuming
at least 34,000 dwelling units
at the time of full build-out
of Santolina.   A plan for
attaining the ratio shall be
provided in subsequent Level
B.I Plans, such that the anticipated job development shall
occur in relation to residential
development.
This Level B.I Plan Area
encompasses approximately
4,243 acres as illustrated on
Exhibit 1: Santolina Context
Map.  Based on the Land Use
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Plan, the Level B.I Plan Area may include 9,444
housing units with a projected population of 23,178
residents. Per section 4.4 of the approved Development Agreement, the project shall have a jobs to
housing ratio of 1.25 jobs per dwelling units upon
complete development of this Level B.I Plan Area.
The large quantity of job producing land within this
Level B.I Plan will serve this Level B.I Plan and future
Level B.I Plans.

Both generations desire services, retail, jobs,
education and recreation in close proximity to
their residences. The Master Plan seeks the flexibility to provide a variety of residential options and
walkable uses within close proximity to meet this
demand. The Santolina Planned Community Zone
is formulated to accommodate these anticipated
demographic and housing trends.

The Level B.I Plan sets the stage for achieving the
jobs to housing ratio set out by the Level A Development Agreement per the following Table from
the Level A Development Agreement:

1.3 CONTEXT

Jobs to1:
Household
TABLE
Jobs to Households

The two escarpments along with the other significant environmental areas, are designated open
space areas within the Approved Santolina Level A
Master Plan. Within the Santolina Level A Master
Plan open space areas are classified as:

Dwelling Units
Thresholds

Jobs

2,000
2,500
3,000
3,500
4,000
4,001 to 12,540
12,541 to 25,080
25,081 to 34,000
34,001 to Full Buildout

300
700
2,000
3,500
4,500
1.25 Jobs per Dwelling Unit
1.30 Jobs per Dwelling Unit
1.59 Jobs per Dwelling Unit
2.0 Jobs per Dwelling Unit at Full Buildout

We are anticipating over 9,000 dwelling units for
the first Level B.I Plan, which would commit us
to 1.25 jobs per dwelling unit. To the extent this
Level B.I Plan exceeds the jobs to household ratio
requirement, the surplus shall be applied to subsequent Level B.I Plans provided the overall Level A
jobs to housing ratio requirements are met.
Meeting the needs of America’s changing
demographics, Santolina is designed to appeal to
the changing dynamics of the national population.
Over the past three census periods, the largest
segment of the population has been the 65+ age
brackets. Beginning January 1, 2011, the first baby
boomers began turning 65. During the next 19 years,
boomers will be turning age 65 at a rate of 10,000
people a day (source: AARP, Social Security Administration and Pew Research). At the same time, the
generation born between 1983 and 2000, known
as the Millennial generation, is
“community shopping”. This
young generation is beginning
to raise families and decide
where they will live and work.  
A cohesive master plan like
Santolina is designed to serve
these market segments.

1.3.1 Open Space

• Major Public Open Space
• Regional Parks
• Open Space
These lands represent approximately 23% of the
Santolina Level A Plan Area. Consistent with the
Santolina Level A Master Plan, this Level B.I Plan
includes all three categories of open space and
designates 23% of the Level B.I Plan Area as Open
Space. In addition to the above, an extensive neighborhood scaled open space and trails system shall
be incorporated into the Santolina development
districts. The neighborhood open space system
provides connections between residential neighborhoods and retail, employment and civic facilities.
The development of parks and open space will be
phased with surrounding development to ensure
residents access to recreational amenities through
the Level B.I Plan Area.
1.3.2 Land Use
The Level B.I Plan
includes
9,444
residential
units
located within three
of the Residential
Villages defined in the
Approved Santolina
Level A Master Plan.
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These include:
• Village Amarillo
• Village Oro
• Village Verde
A large quantity of non-residential components are
included within the Level B.I Plan Area. As defined
in the Santolina Level A Master Plan, these include:
•
•
•
•

A portion of the Industrial and Business Park
A portion of the Urban Center
A portion of the Business Park
The entire Town Center

The location and mix of land uses within this Level
B.I Plan is designed to concentrate a diversity of
community activities at appropriate locations while
safely guarding single family residential neighborhoods from higher intensity uses.

addresses regional population growth and the
water needs of the current and future Bernalillo
County/Albuquerque service area. Water needs
based on projected population growth, of which
Santolina’s future population was included, were
identified within the study. On July 29, 2014, the
ABCWUA provided a letter to Bernalillo County
indicating the ABCWUA has the capability and
capacity to serve the Santolina Level A Master Plan
as currently approved. Santolina will comply with
all adopted water consumption and usage policies
of the ABCWUA and the County. Additionally,
WALH will pay the ABCWUA a Water Supply Charge
(WSC). The ABCWUA will use the WSC to develop
additional/new water sources.
The Santolina Level A Plan provides specific
enforcement language necessary to support all
applicable water conservation codes. As part of
the research conducted for the Approved Santolina
Level A Master Plan and this subsequent Level
B.I Plan, a Santolina Water Master Plan Technical
Report was developed. The report outlined the
analysis and data related to how the proposed
water system can provide water service to this Level
B.I Plan Area as well as the entire Santolina Level A
Plan Area.
1.4.3 Water Conservation and Landscape Design

1.4.1 Infrastructure Planning

Future development within the Santolina Master
Plan area will adhere to xeriscape and Low Impact
Development (LID) landscaping principles that
incorporate the following water conservation
techniques. Impervious areas and roof drains shall
be carefully located so that they drain to natural
systems, vegetated buffers, natural resource areas
or pervious zones and soils.

Infrastructure planning for the Level B.I Plan is
based on a systems thinking approach. A comprehensive infrastructure plan has been established to
appropriately size required utilities such as water,
wastewater, stormwater drainage, dry utilities and
solid waste in order to serve the Level B.I Plan Area
and avoid future retrofits.

Proposed Landscape Plans for future development
shall limit turf to pedestrian areas. Turf shall not be
planted on slopes greater than 3:1. Turf shall not be
allowed in any street medians within the Plan Area.
If turf is to be used in non-pedestrian areas, it shall
be one or a combination of the drought tolerant
grass species.

1.4 INFRASTRUCTURE AND RESOURCES

1.4.2 Water
The Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility
Authority (ABCWUA) has provided a 40 Year Water
Plan to the State of New Mexico. The water plan

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) WaterSense program labeled products will be utilized
to the maximum extent practicable for indoor
and outdoor use. All commercial and residential
developers will evaluate opportunities for Green
Infrastructure / Low Impact design elements prior
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Example of water harvesting techniques in parking areas and
street design.

to permit application and will incorporate such
elements where practicable. The evaluation will be
based on the techniques and practices identified
in the most current version of Bernalillo County's
Water Conservation Development standards and
Guidelines and/or as specified in any related stormwater ordinances. Each commercial site or area
of common development will provide for stormwater treatment and removal of foatables prior to
discharge of stormwater from the site or area, or
provide acceptable alternative. Water meters for
each housing unit in a multi-family housing development shall be installed using ABCWUA incentive
program rather than master meters where practical.
Additional Santolina area specific LID practices can
be found in Chapter 3, Section 3.5 Santolina Level B.I
Design Standards and Chapter 5, Section 5.7 Terrain
Management Plan. For additional landscape and
buffering regulations see Bernalillo County Code of
Ordinances Appendix A Section 19. For additional
water conservation requirements see Bernalillo County Code of Ordinances Article VII: Water
Conservation Requirements with special attention
to Section 30-249. - Design and Construction
Regulations for New Development and also the
most current version of the County's Water Conservation Development Standards and Guidelines.
1.4.4 Wastewater
Santolina will receive service from the ABCWUA
for sanitary sewer collection and treatment. A
conceptual level Wastewater Master Plan was
developed in support of the Santolina Level A
Master Plan. The Wastewater Plan identifies nearby
wastewater systems that can serve Santolina. As
part of this Level B.I Plan, a technical report has
been developed. The report outlines methods to
serve the Santolina Level A Master Plan Area as well
as the Level B.I Plan Area wastewater treatment
and collection requirements.

It is anticipated that the County will own and
operate the majority of public stormwater infrastructure within Santolina. These systems will be
located within public right of way to accommodate
public ownership, operation and maintenance. In
accordance with general Albuquerque Metropolitan
Arroyo Flood Control Authority (AMAFCA) policy,
AMAFCA will own, operate and maintain the major
drainage channels and ponds (or dams) required in
those drainage basins discharging stormwater to
the south and east of Santolina. These systems shall
be subject to AMAFCA approval of concept, design,
and construction.
1.4.6 Dry Utilities
The Level B.I Plan identifies the location of
existing dry utilities along with schematic designs
for improved major systems. Dry utilities will
be installed in coordination with the phased
developed of Santolina. This Level B.I Plan establishes the general planning for required utility
service.    Additional development specific service
studies and design will occur within the utilities as
development progresses.
1.4.7 Electric
Public Service Company of New Mexico (PNM®) is
the electric services provider for the Albuquerque/
Bernalillo County area. The utility provider has
electric facilities located near the Level B.I Plan
Area. The routing of electric transmission lines
and the location of associated stations required to
provide electric power at Santolina will be determined by PNM® and WALH. Additional substation
locations will be identified based on Santolina’s
buildout load demand.
1.4.8 Natural Gas
The New Mexico Gas Company (NMGCO) is the
local natural gas distribution utility company.
Natural gas lines currently exist within the Santolina
Level A Plan Area. A conceptual natural gas supply
system has been prepared to support the Approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
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1.4.9 Telecommunications
CenturyLinkTM (Qwest) and XFINITY® (Comcast)
provide telecommunication services within the
Master Plan Area. It is anticipated that telecommunication lines will piggyback on the design and
expansion of dry utility services within Santolina.
XFINITY® is considering extending fiber optic
service to serve Santolina. This utility will likely
locate service lines underground within a public
utility easement or public right of way. Telecommunication lines may also co-locate on overhead
power poles where proposed.

designed and modeled as a multi-modal transportation system with adequate space for vehicular
movement as well as transit and pedestrian and
bicycle trails. The roadways within the Santolina
Level A Transportation Master Plan are shown four
to six lane arterial roadways.

1.4.10 Solid Waste
Santolina will comply with County solid waste
management regulations, as outlined in Chapter 70
of the Bernalillo County Code. As stated, the County’s
reason for providing solid waste management rules
is to preserve and protect the health, safety and
quality of life of County residents. These regulations require that solid waste collection services be
provided by the County or an authorized contractor.
At this time, solid waste collection services are
supplied by Waste Management, Inc.

1.5 TRANSPORTATION
The mix of land uses within Santolina is designed
to provide residents, workers and visitors, a vibrant
community. Key to this goal is the transportation
system. The Santolina Master Plan Area, while
primarily undeveloped range land, is accessed by
an existing road network including Atrisco Vista
Boulevard, Dennis Chavez Boulevard, 118th Street,
Central Avenue and Shelly Road. Additionally,
Santolina enjoys approximately six miles of
exposure along I-40 with access from the Atrisco
Vista Boulevard/West Central Avenue interchange.
As part of the Santolina Level A Master Plan, a transportation analysis was conducted. The Santolina
Level A transportation analysis was based on the
2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). The
2035 MTP was policy at the time of the Santolina   
submittal. The Santolina Level A transportation
analysis outline proposed projects that would
improve access to the Santolina Level A Planning
Area.
The Santolina Transportation Master Plan provided
with the Santolina Level A Master Plan was

The Applicant will submit a proposed Level B.I
Transportation Plan consistent with the Level A
Transportation Master Plan, as revised with the
Santolina Level A Master Plan.  The Level B.I Transportation Plan shall be submitted prior to a Level
B.I Plan approval or future development activities
such as building permits, that generate 500 or more
cumulative peak hour trips, or at a time when the
Bernalillo County Public Works Division (BCPWD)
and Developer deem it necessary.
As part of this Level B.I Plan, the Santolina roadway
network has been further refined to address
comments received during the Santolina Level
A approval process. The Level B.I transportation
analysis, documented in the Level B.I Transportation
Technical Report, added additional minor arterial
and collector roadways to the roadway network.
The necessary right of way as defined in the Level
B.I transportation analysis will be dedicated as a
part of the Level C review and approval process.
Construction of roadways, intersections and other
elements will be phased as necessary to serve the
development.
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The Santolina transportation system will provide
a mix of transportation options including roadside
and off-road trails designed to connect Residential
Villages with amenities and retail/employment
centers. Additionally, the trails system will also
provide links to the regional parks and open space
system. The trails system will accommodate a
bikeway network to provide a community wide
system for both recreational and commuting
purposes. The trails system will be designed to
link with future bus service stops located within
reasonable walking distances of residences. Transit
centers are envisioned within the Urban Center,
Community Centers, Town Center and employment
centers linking these areas to Residential Villages.
The Level B.I Transportation Plan creates a transportation and circulation system that provides strong
connectivity throughout the community with an
emphasis on walkability and trails. Additionally, the
jobs-housing ratio targets established in the Development Agreement will reduce congestion on the
existing transportation system by drawing jobs to
the West Side.
1.5.1 Approach and Implementation
This Level B.I Plan is comprised of two phases with a
development timeframe of 2025 and 2040.  Exhibit
2: Land Use Plan outlines the Level B.I development
program.   The specific Land Use Districts and the
allocation of said districts with the Level B.I Plan
Area are consistent with the Land Use Districts and
land allocations established within the Approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan.
The Level B.I Plan Land Use Districts shall be further
delineated and refined in Chapter Two of this Level
B.I Plan.  The Land Use Districts within this Level B.I
Plan include:
• Residential Villages (including Residential
Village Centers)
• Industrial and Business Park
• Major Public Open Space
• Regional Parks
• Open Space
• Urban Centers
• Business Park
• Town Center

This Santolina Level B.I Land Use Plan proposes
a variety of land uses that are compatible with
the property’s regional importance and strategic
location on Albuquerque’s growing West Side.
A variety of housing densities, commercial and
employment centers and innovative open spaces
create the framework for a cohesive community.  In
order to further articulate the vision for this Land
Use Plan, the Development   Team has provided
Zoning Regulations and Design Standards as part
of this Level B.I Plan. This Level B.I Plan includes
innovative standards for allowed uses, gross
densities, lot coverage, floor area ratios, major
landscaping features, building massing, flood water
management and provisions for transportation per
the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive
Plan (Comprehensive Plan) goals. This Level B.I
Land Use Plan has been designed to appropriately
collocate compatible uses and transition features.
For example, parks and internal open space transitions between low and high density residential
uses. The proposed roadway network is utilized as
a buffer between institutional and/or commercial
uses and residential uses. The proposed Business
Park and Industrial Park have been intentionally
sited on the west side of Paseo Del Volcan, away
from the residential and neighborhood commercial
mix of uses.
The Level B.I Land Use Plan offers a mix of uses
that provide the opportunity for future residents of
Santolina to live, work, play, and shop in a single
location. Specifically, the Land Use Plan calls for
horizontal mixed-use blocks that can combine single
use buildings within distinct parcels with a range of
land uses on a block. This design approach offers
opportunities for shared utilities and amenities as
well as a more efficient and cohesive design and
entitlement for a mix of uses within a walkable
block circumscribed by thoroughfares.
Vertical mixed-use buildings are permissive in the
Town Center and Urban Center zones. Vertical
mixed-use buildings allow street level and lower
floors to offer public uses with more private uses
are reserved for the upper floors. For example, the
ground floor may offer retail and services while the
second and upper floors provide professional office
space.  The uppermost floors offer only residential
such as a condominium or hotel. This mixing of
uses is a catalyst for creating complete, compact,
complex and lively neighborhoods, town centers
and urban centers.
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This Level B.I Plan encompasses 4,243 acres,
approximate 31% of the Santolina Level A Master
Plan Area.   As noted earlier, the PCC provides a
built-in framework for phasing a community.   The
Planned Communities (PC) Zone Regulations for a
Master Plan Area include a Santolina Level A Plan,
Level B.I Plans and Level C Plans.   The PC zoning
established within the Santolina Level A Master
Plan is further refined and design guidelines are
established within this Level B.I Plan.   In addition
to the permissive uses, this Level B.I Plan provides
detailed regulations related to parking, setbacks
and landscape.  The site characteristics and design
standards established in this Level B.I Plan create a
more refined level of development tailored to each
development district within the Plan Area.   This
process creates the opportunity to create distinct
places with unique character to appeal to multiple
market segments and populations.

The requirements for Santolina Level A, B and C
Plans are based on phased framework for Santolina.  
This Level B.I Plan and subsequent Level C Plans
shall outline development standards for a phase
of Santolina consistent with the overall community
vision as presented in the Approved Santolina Level
A Master Plan. Development within the Level B.I
Plan Area will develop in such order and at such
rate and time as the market dictates.
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2.1 OVERVIEW

2.2 PROPOSED LAND USE DISTRICTS

Significant growth is anticipated within the West
Side and greater region over the next twenty
years. At the same time, the region has the goal to
increase the jobs/housing ratio on the West Side to
reduce traffic congestion and provide employment
opportunities closer to where residents reside. This
Santolina Level B.I Plan has been designed to meet
the growth demand and jobs to housing objective.
As the future home of approximately 23,178
residents and an estimated 31,457 jobs, this Level
B.I Plan is designed to function as a self-sufficient
community unto itself.

TABLE 3: Level B.I Land Use Summary provides a
breakdown of the land uses within this Level B.I Plan
along with anticipated dwelling units, population
and jobs.  The average residential density is a result
of offering a variety of housing options within this
Level B.I Plan to meet anticipated market demand.  
Residential, commercial and civic centers will serve
residents of Santolina and the greater West Side.  
Large quantities of employment land use opportunities have been included within this Level B.I Plan
to serve this Level B.I Plan as well as future Level B
Plans.

The Approved Level A Master Plan identifies eight
Land Use Districts within the Level A Master Plan
Area. This Level B.I Plan has been configured to
provide an offering from all eight Land Use Districts
within Santolina. Consistent with the Santolina
Community Vision, this Level B.I Plan will assure:
• Numerous jobs and educational opportunities are locally accessible
• Desirable housing responds to current
demographic and market preferences
• Open space and quality of life is preserved
and enhanced
• A true live, work, learn and play community
is created for residents.

2.2.1 Residential Village
As identified in the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
the community shall have five Residential Villages
upon completion.   Each Residential Village shall
provide a wide range of residential housing opportunities to serve the region’s needs for decades to
come.   Each Residential Village may be designed
and developed as a single, cohesive village or
separated into a series of neighborhoods offering a
range of distinct housing types and characteristics.  
Consistent with residential phasing within the
Approved Level A Master Plan, this Level B.I Plan
includes a portion of three Residential Villages: 1)
Village Amarillo, 2) Village Oro and 3) Village Verde.

TABLE 2: Santolina Level B.I Land Use Plan
Land Use Type
LDR
Low Density Residential
MDR
Medium Density Residential
HDR
High Density Residential
UC/E-O-I
Urban Center/Education/Office/Institutional
PS
Public Safety Facility
C
Commercial
TC
Town Center
TC-MU
Town Center - Mixed Use
UC/HDR
Urban Center/High Density Residential
UC/C
Urban Center/Commercial
O
Office
BP
Business Park
IP
Industrial Park
P
Parks and Internal Open Space
MPOS
Major Public Open Space (Escarpment)
Level B Total Area

Total Area
826 acres
386 acres
45 acres
154 acres
6 acres
114 acres
326 acres
167 acres
24 acres
58 acres
18 acres
176 acres
574 acres
170 acres
672 acres
3,715 acres

Percent of
Level B Area
22.2%
10.4%
1.2%
4.1%
0.2%
3.1%
8.8%
4.5%
0.7%
1.6%
0.5%
4.7%
15.4%
4.6%
18.1%
100.0%
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maximum residential cap for this Level B.I Plan is
10,729 residential units.

Village (Residential)
Village Center
Commercial
Office
Town Center (TC &
TC-MU)
Business Park
Industrial Park
Urban Center
Parks and Internal
Open Space
Major Public Open
Space
Level B Total Area

Total Acres

Population
(Residents)

1,236
50
98
11

acres
acres
acres
acres

21,562 residents
1,016 residents
N/A
N/A

493
176
574
236

acres
acres
acres
acres

300 residents
N/A
N/A
300 residents

170 acres
672 acres
3,715 acres

N/A
N/A
23,178 residents

The residential housing offering within these
three Residential Villages will include a mix of low,
medium and high density residential.  Low density
residential includes a variety of single family
detached lot sizes.   Medium density residential
includes a mix of detached/attached residential
products including cluster, zero lot line, townhome
and duplex.  High density residential includes multifamily apartment style housing.  The medium and
high density residential have been located along
major arterials adjacent to non-residential uses
such as neighborhood commercial, civic and parks
to create walkable, active destinations.  
Chapter 3, Zoning of this Level B.I Plan establishes
maximum densities for low, medium and high
density residential uses.  While maximum densities
are provided as part of the Level B.I Zoning Code,
it is anticipated that all future development within
the Level B.I Plan Area will not be developed to the
established maximum densities.  This Level B.I Plan
provides the density benchmarks by which future
Level C Plans are regulated.  County Planning staff
shall utilize these benchmarks to ensure future
Level C Plans do not exceed the residential unit cap
established within this Level B.I  Plan.
This Level B.I Plan encompasses 4,243 acres of the
approved Level A Master Plan.  Approximately 1,000
acres of this Level B.I Plan is located within the
Rural Area designation on the Comprehensive Plan.  
Based on the size of this Level B.I Plan Area and the
underlying Comprehensive Plan designations, the

TABLE 4: Residential Units
Comp Plan
Designation

Area

Density

Allowable
Units

Reserve Area
Rural Area

3,243 acres
1,000 acres

3.0/du/acre
1.0/du/acre

9,729 units
1,000 units

4,243 acres

4.0/du/acre

10,729 units

Total:

TABLE 5: Residential Land Use Areas provides
a summary of the residential land use areas,
maximum densities and residential unit caps established within this Level B.I Plan. The table ensures
development remains below the allowable 10,729
units.   As noted in Section 1.3.2 Land Use, 9,444
residential unit are located within this Level B.I
Plan’s three Residential Villages.   The remaining
1,285 units create the residential component of the
Town Center and Urban Center located within this
Level B.I Plan.  
TABLE 5: Residential Land Use Areas
Residential
Zone

Maximum
Density

Land Area

Maximum
Limits

Low Density
Medium Density
High Density

5.0 du/ac
9.0 du/ac
50.0 du/ac

914.0 acres
422.5 acres
74.7 acres

4,570 units
3,803 units
2,247 units

7.5 du/ac

1,411.2 acres

10,620 units

Total:

Parks and open space are instrumental to the
Santolina community vision.   Approximately 139
acres of neighborhood parks, open space and
trails have been incorporated into the Residential
Villages.  The open space system will provide pedestrian and bicycle connectivity while also providing
definition for and buffer between neighborhoods.  
Civic service facilities are an important element
within a community.  They create a sense of place
and offer safety and services to the community.  
The following civic facilities will be accommodated
within the Residential Villages:
• One Fire Station within Village Verde.
• One Sheriff Station within Village Verde.
• Three Elementary Schools (one within each
Residential Village).
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At this time the fire and sheriff station are colocated within the Village Center.  Each elementary
school is located to provide adequate coverage for
the residents within each Residential Village. The
locations of these civic facilities is subject to change.

residential options are located in close proximity to
employment, commercial and educational offerings
with this Level B.I Plan.  

2.2.2 Residential Village Centers

The Urban Center is centrally located within the
overall Santolina community.  The Urban Center is
envisioned as a destination with a concentration
of community activities to draw local and regional
residents.   Approximately 238 acres of the Urban
Center is within this Level B.I Plan.  The boundaries
of the Level B.I Plan Urban Center are defined by
Atrisco Vista Boulevard to the east, Dennis Chavez
Boulevard to the south and Gibson Boulevard to the
north.  All of these roadways are existing or future
principal arterials.
Land uses within the Urban Center include
education campuses, commercial, high density
residential and a central park.  This mix of land uses
will create a dynamic, high density community core
where residents can “live, work, learn and play.”
The goal of the Urban Center is to create a vibrant
destination within Santolina.   Following is a
summary of the land uses designed within the
Urban Center to create this setting:

The first of the Residential Village Centers is
included within this Level B.I Plan.  The Village Verde
Residential Village Center is approximately 54 acres
with a concentration of high intensity uses along
Gibson Boulevard.   Uses within the Residential
Village Center include high density residential,
office, neighborhood commercial and public service
areas.   Additionally, the western escarpment
open space is adjacent to the Village Center.  This
relationship provides recreational opportunities as
well as pedestrian and bicycle connections to the
Village Center.
While this Level B.I Plan has identified and
described the Village Center within Village Verde, it
is important to note that a mix of uses is envisioned
within each Residential Village included in this
Plan Area.   Exhibit 2: Land Use Plan illustrates a
mix of commercial, institutional schools and parks
distributed throughout the Residential Villages.  The
distribution of these uses ensures a wide range of

Educational.
Two educational campuses are
located within the Urban Center.  The first is a 91
acre parcel is anticipated to be allocated towards
an Albuquerque Public Schools (APS) kindergarten
through 12th grade campus. The second parcel is
an 87 acre tract allocated towards a Central New
Mexico community college (CNM) campus.   Both
education campuses enjoy frontage along Atrisco
Vista and Gibson Boulevards, providing excellent
access and public transit use.  This access will enable
those traveling within Santolina, the West Side and
the metropolitan area, to enjoy the campuses.
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As outlined in the Approved Level A Master Plan,
Residential Village Centers will be located within
each Residential Village.   They are envisioned to
include a variety of uses including, but not limited
to, higher density residential, neighborhood
commercial and local office or healthcare uses. The
Residential Village Centers are envisioned as areas
located and sized to provide convenient neighborhood scaled services, supported by more dense
residential lifestyles.

2.2.3 Urban Center
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Residential.   High density residential is located
within the Urban Center to create live/work opportunities and an active hub within Santolina.  Adding
a mix of residential to the Urban Center creates
evening and weekend activity and energy.
Business Park located adjacent to I-40 west of Paseo
del Volcan is included within this Level B.I Plan.  The
194 acre Business Park will be home to emerging
technologies, research and development operations, healthcare industries and corporate users.  
The Business Park is designed to concentrate job
generation in a cluster, campus-like setting with easy
access to I-40 and existing roadways.  Additionally,
the Business Park is strategically located adjacent to
the Town Center, providing employees with convenient access to commercial uses and needs such as
restaurants and other services.
2.2.6 Industrial and Business Park
Parkland.   A central park is incorporated into the
Urban Center.   The 44 acre park will complete
the Urban Center by providing a recreational
and gathering area within the urban setting.  
Additionally, the park will provide pedestrian and
bicycle access for residents of the community.
2.2.4 Town Center
The Town Center, approximately 570 acres, is
located between two I-40 interchanges (Atrisco
Vista Boulevard at the future Paseo del Volcan).  
These interchanges conveniently connect the site
to existing regional roadways.  The Town Center has
the potential to provide several million square feet
of retail, lodging, hotels and related services as well
as medium to high density, multi-family residential
living.   The site is expected to attract large retail
stores, power centers, lifestyle centers, malls, car
dealership clusters and other high Gross Receipts
Tax (GRT) generators and service providers for the
region.  

A 671 acre Industrial and Business Park is located
on the western edge of the Level B.I Plan Area.  The
Industrial and Business Park is intended for large
manufacturing, warehouse, distribution, energy
production and large individual uses.   The area
also provides opportunities for a solar energy farm
and/or other alternative fuel powered facilities.  
Furthermore, the large acreage provides unique
opportunities for industrial symbiosis or an industrial ecology where businesses share resources
and make use of the waste/by-products of other
businesses.
While the end users described above create jobs,
tax revenue and excitement for a region, they
are also intensive uses.  As a result, the Industrial
and Business Park is ideally located remote from
residential and high visibility non-residential areas.  
The Santolina Level B.I Plan Industrial and Business
Park addresses this concern by locating the Industrial and Business Park remotely and buffering it
with a wide regional open space.

2.2.5 Business Park

2.2.7 Open Space

Critical to achieving the jobs/employment goals
established in the Development Agreement are the
two Business Parks located within Santolina.   The

Public Open Space as identified by this Level B.I
Plan is the area that corresponds with Open Space
identified in the:
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Commercial.  Approximately 17 acres of the Urban
Center has been allocated to commercial.   The
commercial tract is located along Dennis Chavez
Boulevard to create strong access for the West Side.
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These areas, as identified by the above referenced plans, are referred to as the Eastern Ceja
and the Western Ceja, and/or the Rio Puerco or
the eastern and western escarpments.  The eastern
and western escarpment areas are identified as
open space in this Level B.I Plan.  The open space
in this Level B.I Plan Area makes up approximately
701 acres, or 17.9% of the total Level B.I Plan Area
and will serve to meet the open space requirements for all land uses and parcels within this Level
B.I Plan.   Open space located on the west side of
the Level B.I Plan Area adjacent to Industrial and
Business Park makes up approximately 167 acres,
while the open space on the east side of the Level
B.I Plan Area adjacent to the Villages encompasses
the remaining estimated 593 acres. This area is
appropriate for recreational and educational uses
as well as appropriate public utilities and infrastructure.  Uses in these open space areas include
trails, visitor centers, water storage and drainage
facilities, roadway and transportation, utility rightsof-way and easement corridors.  
This land use is included as part of this Level B.I
Plan to ensure that residents are provided access
to trails and open space early in the Santolina
construction schedule.  The Level B.I Plan Area open
spaces are linked to adjacent land uses, such as the
Industrial and Business Park on the west and the
Residential Village on the east, through roadways

and pedestrian access.   Preserving this amenity
will provide a quality of life for future residents of
Santolina, the West Side and Bernalillo County.  
Open Space areas will be platted in phases via
the final plat process of adjacent residential,
commercial, industrial areas, etc. Based on the
level of service standards required to serve the
sequencing as described in Section 8.2. The
dedication or deeding of Open Space to the County
shall occur pursuant to the terms of Santolina
Level A Development Agreement including, but not
limited to, Section 6.2.4.
The Board adopted the Parks, Recreation and Open
Space Facilities Master Plan for 2015-2030 (PROS)
in October 2015. The Santolina Level A Master Plan
was adopted by the Board prior to the adoption of
the PROS Master Plan in June 2015. The PROS Plan
provides a needs assessment of parks, recreation
and open space facilities based on projected County
population growth through 2030.   The Santolina
Level A Master Plan Area has been identified in blue
on the exhibit.  
The PROS Plan calls for adequate facilities planning  
in future high-growth areas. Planning for future
parks, open space, and recreation facilities within
Bernalillo County is based on the Level-of-Service
(LOS) standards identified in TABLE 6: PROS PLAN
LEVEL-OF-SERVICE:
TABLE 6: PROS Plan Level-of-Service
PROS Plan LOS Standards
Open Space
Regional Park
Community Park
Neighborhood Park
Community Center
Aquatics Facility
Fully-Inclusive Playground

20.00
3.00
2.00
1.00

acres
acres
acres
acre

/ 1,000 people
/ 1,000 people
/ 1,000 people
/ 1,000 people

1.00 each / 15,000 people
1.00 each / 15,000 people
1.00 each / 50,000 people

Based on these PROS Plan LOS and facility benchmarks, an analysis of standards for the Level A
Master and Level B.I Plan Areas been conducted.  
The findings are illustrated in Tables 7 and 8.
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• Albuquerque Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan.
• City of Albuquerque Major Public Open
Space Facilities Plan.
• Bernalillo County Parks, Open Space and
Trails Master Plan.
• Southwest Area Plan.

*Regional Parks are identified in the Level A Master Plan
and shall be developed with future Level B Plans.
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Note: It is anticipated that additional private/pocket
parks will be located within residential neighborhoods.
Such parks have not been identified at this time.

TABLE 7: Level B.I Facility Requirements
Level B Facility Requirements
(assuming 23,178 people)
Open Space
Regional Park
Community Park
Neighborhood Park
Total Required Acreage
Community Center
Aquatics Facility
Fully-Inclusive Playground

464.00
70.00
46.00
23.00

acres
acres
acres
acres

603.00 acres
1.50 each
1.50 each
0.50 each

TABLE 8: Level B.I Level-of-Service
Level B Level-of-Service
Open Space
761.00 acres
Regional Park
*0 acres
Community Park
183.60 acres
Neighborhood Park
23.00 acres
Total Required Acreage 967.60 acres
Community Center
Aquatics Facility
Fully-Inclusive Playground

2.00 each
2.00 each
** each

Per the PROS Plan LOS standards, this Santolina
Level B.I Plan is expected to provide a total of
603 acres of Parks and Open Space. Based on the
Level B.I Land Use Plan and population projection,
the Land Use Plan provides a total of 945 acres of
Parks and Open Space. PROS Plan standards also
recommend providing one community center and
one aquatics  based on projected population counts
for the Level B.I Plan Area. A community center and
aquatics facility is anticipated as part of the Level
B.I Village Center, as identified by the Land Use
Map. Overall, this Level B.I Plan meets the intent
of the PROS Plan and significantly exceeds the LOS
standards.

2.2.8 Parks and Recreation Implementation 		
Strategy
Neighborhood Parks.  The first Level C residential
subdivision shall designate land for a 3 to 5 acre
neighborhood park.  The final plat for said Level C
Plan shall dedicate to the County the land for the  
neighborhood park.  As the first Level C residential
neighborhood is developed, the Developer
shall coordinate the programming, design and
construction of the park with County Parks staff.
The park will be designed and built as “Project
Infrastructure” pursuant to the definition in the
Level A Development Agreement. Future neighborhood parks shall be designated via the Level C
process and dedicated to the County via the final
plat process as the population thresholds for neighborhood parks defined in the Level A Master Plan
are reached.   This process ensures neighborhood
parks are designed and constructed as residential
development occurs.
Community and Regional Parks. As these facilities serve a much larger population and typically
contain more extensive improvements, these facilities will be developed over time as residential
development takes place.   This timing will be
consistent with the population thresholds
identified in the Level A Master Plan. These parks
are conceptually located on this Level B.I Land Use
Plan. As development progresses in the residential
areas surrounding these parks, the Developer
shall work with County parks staff to finalize the
size and location of the Community. The County
shall coordinate the programming, design, and
construction of the Community and future Regional
Parks with developer. The design and construction
of the Community Regional Park will be phased.
Basic Parks, Community Parks and Regional Parks
that meet the County’s standard level of service
needs to serve Santolina and only   Santolina will
be considered “Project Infrastructure” under the
Level A Development Agreement. To the extent
that a Regional Park is provided which is greater
in size, provides additional amenities, unique facilities at a level of service greater than the County’s
standard level of service needed to serve Santolina
or is explicitly intended to serve the County at large,
(such as a Pickle Ball Complex), will be considered
as “System Infrastructure” under the Level A Development Agreement with the costs shared. The
dedication or deeding of Parks to the County shall
occur pursuant to the terms of Santolina Level A
Development Agreement including, but not limited
to, Section 6.2.4.
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Aquatic Facilities and Community Centers. As
these facilities serve a much larger population
and typically contain more extensive improvements, these facilities will be developed over time
as residential development takes place consistent
with the population thresholds identified in the
Level A Master Plan. These parks are conceptually
located on the Level B.I Land Use Plan. These facilities are anticipated to be co-located at Regional
and Community scale parks. As development
progresses in the residential areas surrounding
these parks, the Developer shall work with County
Parks staff to finalize the size and location of
the Community and Regional Park. The County
shall coordinate the programming, design, and
construction of the Community and Regional Park
with developer. The design and construction will be
phased. Facilities which meet the level of service
needs of Santolina and only  serve the project will
be considered “Project Infrastructure” under the
Level A Development Agreement. Aquatic facilities
provided which are significantly larger, provides
additional amenities, or unique facilities at a level
of service greater than the County’s standard level
of service needed to serve Santolina as well as other
real property, (i.e, an indoor, 50 meter pool similar
to West Mesa Pool); will be considered “System
Infrastructure” pursuant to the Level A Development Agreement. The dedication or deeding of
land for Aquatic Facilities and Community Centers
to the County shall occur pursuant to the terms
of Santolina Level A Development Agreement
including, but not limited to, Section 6.2.4.
Accessible Playground. The County anticipates
the need for an accessible playground within the
Level B.I Plan Area. This facility has been conceptually located in the Regional Park area within
the Urban Center. The County shall coordinate
with County Parks on the programming, design
and construction with developer. The design and
construction of this facility will be phased. Accessible Playgrounds are understood to be of similar
scale and function of the playground at Ladera Park
in the County’s system, and are intended to meet
the Level of Service needs based on the population
of residents in the Santolina area, and are therefore
considered “Project Infrastructure” under the Level
A development agreement. To the extent an accessible playground provided is significantly larger,
provides additional amenities or unique facilities at a level of service greater than the County’s
standard level of service needed to serve Santolina,
(i.e., of similar scale and function as A Park Above

playground located in Rio Rancho), the playground
would be considered “System Infrastructure” under
the Level A Development Agreement. No accessible playground is planned for this Level B.I Plan
Area, but will be included with the next Level B Plan
Area.  The dedication or deeding of land for Accessible Playground to the County shall occur pursuant
to the terms of Santolina Level A Development
Agreement including, but not limited to, Section
6.2.4.
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Achieving the Santolina Vision
The vision of the Santolina Master Plan is to be a community in which jobs and educational opportunities
are plentiful and locally accessible; where desirable housing responds to changing demographics and market
preferences; where open space and quality of life are preserved and enhanced; and where a true live, work,
learn and play community is created for residents.
In order to implement the broad vision themes in the Level A Master Plan, the Level B.I Plan introduces specific
zoning districts. The regulatory framework provided in this chapter is intended to be flexible, allow creativity
through design, while also being firm in other criteria requiring standards be followed in order to achieve the
overall Master Plan vision.
Relationship between Land Use and Zoning
Each zone district in this chapter, identifies which land uses are allowed to be built by right, which land uses may
require a special or conditional use permit. Zone district regulations also specify the minimum lot size, minimum
setbacks from property lines, maximum building height, maximum building floor-area-ratio (FAR), maximum
impervious area and minimum off-street parking. Additionally, this chapter also regulates signs, site design,
landscaping and architectural standards.
Relationship to Other Plans and Codes
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan
The City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan is the Rank I governing plan for all
long-range and current development in the City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County. The Santolina Master
Plan Level A Plan is the guiding Rank II plan in this area of the County and complies with the Comprehensive
Plan. Santolina Level B.I Plan area is inside the Comprehensive Plan designated Reserve area. The Reserve
area in the southwest mesa includes one Developing Activity Center and one Developing Employment Center.
The Developing Employment Center, located west of Atrisco Vista Boulevard and near Interstate 40, corresponds with the Santolina Town Center Zone District, allowing large retail commercial, highway commercial,
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Comprehensive Plan Centers and Corridors
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neighborhood commercial and some high density residential uses. The Developing Activity Center, located at
the intersection of Atrisco Vista Boulevard and Dennis Chavez Boulevard, corresponds with the Urban Center
Zone District allowing neighborhood commercial, office and institutional and high density residential uses. The
City of Albuquerque and Bernalillo County are currently working to update their Comprehensive Plan. This
update will include the activity and employment centers provided in the Approved Santolina Level A Master
Plan.
Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance
Santolina Level B.I zoning is administered, regulated and enforced by the Bernalillo County Planning and Development Department. Zone Districts in this Chapter are structured in such a way that the most closely related
Bernalillo County zone is used as a foundation and customized to implement specific Santonlina Level A intent
and vision. There are several references in this Chapter to the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
Requests to change the zone districts of a parcel within the Santolina Master Plan area to follow standard procedures for County Rank III Sector Plan amendments. Applicants will be expected to address Resolution 116-86
and the policies of this Plan in their justification for a change in zone district. Should a discrepancy exist between
the zoning proposed in this Chapter and the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance, the text of this Level B.I Plan
Zoning Chapter shall govern. Where the Santolina zoning regulations are silent, the Bernalillo County Zoning
Code shall be enforced.
SANTOLINA LEVEL B POLICIES FOR CONSIDERING ZONE DISTRICTCHANGES AND, SPECIAL USE PERMIT
APPLICATIONS.
The following policies for deciding zone district changes and Special Use Permit applications pursuant to the
Santolina Level B.I. Master Plan:
A. A proposed land use change must be found to be consistent with the health, safety, and general welfare
of the residents of the County.
B. The cost of land or other economic considerations pertaining to the applicant shall not be the determining factor for a land use change.
C. A proposed land use change shall not be in significant conflict with adopted elements of the Comprehensive Plan and this Level B Master Plan.
D. Stability of land use and zoning is desirable; therefore, the applicant must provide a sound justification
for land use change. The burden is on the applicant to show why the change should be made.
E. The applicant must demonstrate that the existing zoning districts are inappropriate because:
1.
there was an error when the existing zone map pattern was created; or
2.
changed neighborhood or community conditions justify the land use change; or
3.
a different use category is more advantageous to the community, as articulated in the
Comprehensive Plan, even though (I) or (2) above do not apply.
4.
the proposed zone change must be consistent with the intent of the Level A and B Master
Plan’s as well as the provisions of the Level A and Level B.I Development Agreement.
F. A land use change shall not be approved where some of the permissive uses in the land use change
would be harmful to adjacent property, the neighborhood, or the community.
Development Process
Process and procedures for future Level C Plans will follow Section 19.5(B)(3) of the Bernalillo County Zoning
Code – PC Planned Communities Zone. As stated in this section of the Planned Communities Zone, “Adoption
and amendment of the Level C subdivision and site development plans is by the County Development Review
Authority subject to appeal to the Planning Commission.” Please refer to the provisions of the Bernalillo County
Code of Ordinances for procedural requirements concerning Special Use Permits (Section 18) as well as Conditional Uses and Variance Applications (see Appendix A, Section 24(A) – Zoning Administrator).
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In addition to the County Code requirements, non-residential and multi-family development over 5 acres will
require Site Plan review by the County Development Review Authority (CDRA).

CLUSTER HOUSING. Allows homes to be grouped together while the remaining land is reserved for open space.
Such siting of homes allows for preservation of views and open space. The pattern may allow for growth but also
preserves land as well as infrastructure. Developers are allowed to develop at a higher density as an incentive
to develop cluster communities. Clustering also allows the Developer and Bernalillo County to save on the cost
of streets, water and sewer lines and other infrastructure because of the reduced distances between structures
and lots. Cluster housing may require formation of a homeowners association or other strategies to manage the
open space or other areas owned in common.
FOOD CART/TRUCK/TRAILER. Any wagon, truck, push cart or vehicle self-propelled or otherwise movable from
place to place from which any person sells, offers for sale, or gives away, beverages, food or any food product
for human consumption.
GRADE. Means the average of the approved ground level immediately adjacent to each facade of a building,
considered separately; where an earth embankment is placed against the side of a building or a retaining wall
supporting a terrace is placed close to a building, grade shall be measured from the toe or bottom of the
embankment or retaining wall; building floor level is irrelevant. As used herein, approved grade shall be no
higher than the specified elevation on the grading plan approved by the County in conjunction with subdivision
or site development plan approval; in the absence of such approved plans, original natural grade applies.
HEIGHT. When applied to a building, means the vertical distance above the grade at each façade of the building,
considered separately, to the highest point of the coping of a flat roof; to the deck line of a mansard roof; or to
the average height between the plate and the ridge of a gable, hip, or gambrel roof. The height of a stepped or
sloped building means the maximum height above grade of any distinct segment of the building, which segment
constitutes at least 10% of the gross floor area of the building.
INCIDENTAL SIGN. An “incidental sign” (hereinafter “such sign or signs” or “the sign” or “a sign”) is any sign,
handbill, or poster which is placed to advertise or announce a specific event, or which pertains to a particular
event or occurrence, or which is not designed or intended to be placed permanently, or which relates to such
events or occurrence that are not taking place on the premises on which the sign is located. Examples of such
signs include, but are not limited to, signs, handbills, or posters relating to real estate, garage sales, political
candidates or ballot measures, concerts, “swap meets” and the like.
INDEPENDENT LIVING - AGE RESTRICTED HOUSING. Housing that is intended and operated for occupancy by
persons 55 years of age or older and meet the following requirements:
1) At least 80% of the occupied units are occupied by at least one person 55 years of age or older.
2) The facility or community publishes and adheres to policies that demonstrate its intent to in fact be a provider of housing for older persons.
3) The facility or community complies with rules established by HUD for verification of occupancy.
LARGE RETAIL FACILITY. A single tenant structure with at least 75,000 square feet of net leasable area for the
purpose of retailing. A shopping center site with a main single tenant structure of 75,000 square feet or more
is a LARGE RETAIL FACILITY.
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MIXED USE DEVELOPMENTS. Mixed-use categories are allowed within several zone districts (PC-S-C, PC-S-VC,
PC-S-UC, PC-S-TC) to allow (1) vertical mixed-use buildings and (2) horizontal mixed-use blocks or neighborhoods. A vertical mixed-use building combines different uses in the same building. Lower floors should have
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more public uses with more private uses on the upper floors. Horizontal mixed-use blocks or neighborhoods
combine single-use buildings on the same parcel or distinct parcels in a range of land uses within one block. For
example, in the Village Center Zone District, horizontal mixed-use allows both retail and high density uses within
one neighborhood or block. The non-residential uses are limited to those allowed as permissive or conditional
in the PC-S-VC Zone district, plus incidental activities such as the creation of arts and craft items for resale or
similar activities. Santolina Level B.I Zoning Districts allow both types of mixed-use. For clarity, if a single Zone
District, such as the Urban Center Zone District, allows mixed-use as a permissive use, then this Zone District
allows for both vertical and horizontal mixed-use. In general, the Santolina Level B.I Plan is a mixed-use community.
PREMISES. Any lot or combination of contiguous lots held in single ownership, together with the development
thereon and controlled by a site development plan; there may be multiple occupancy.
RECREATION, ACTIVE. Recreational activities requiring extensive facilities or development that have an impact
on the recreational site such as organized sports, playground activities, and the use of motorized vehicles.
RECREATION, PASSIVE. Recreational activities that do not require a developed site. Offers constructive, restorative, and pleasurable human benefits and fosters appreciation and understanding of open space and its
purpose, such as hiking trails, picnic areas, and scenic overlooks.
SECONDARY DWELLING UNITS. Living quarters within an accessory building containing a kitchen.  The Secondary
Dwelling Unit is clearly located in a separate structure and incidental to the primary dwelling unit.
SENIOR HOUSING PROJECT. Housing designed specifically for seniors that may include different levels of care:
independent living, assisted living, memory care, or skilled nursing, or any combination of the above. These
projects may be designed as continuing care communities that allow residents to transfer to higher levels of
care as needed. Support services typically include commercial level kitchens with shared dining facilities for
residents; medical services with personnel that provide assistance with medication, administration, dressing,
bathing and social activities; activity rooms; indoor recreational amenities; gift shops; hair salons; administrative offices; laundry services; worship space; etc. Projects may be designed with all levels of care within one or
more buildings on a site. Independent  living units may be designed and constructed as part of a central building
along with other levels of care or be designed and constructed as single family attached or detached units that
include their own kitchen. Projects may also include overnight guest units to accommodate short term visitors.
SIGN, ELECTRONIC DISPLAY/BOARD PANEL. A sign which presents information that is transmitted in various
visual forms and includes types such as: flat screen, active display matrix, or any electronic display capable of
displaying multiple communications, images, graphics in mono, tri and/or full color. Such displays include but
are not limited to current and future technology such as: Light Emitting Diodes (LED), Liquid Crystal Display
(LCD), Plasma Display Panels (PDP), 3D Holography, pixel or sub-pixel technology, other fiber optics or illumination devices within the display area. The electronic control allows for programmable, electronic changing
messages used primarily for the purpose of advertising, marketing messages, display of time-sensitive and
other updatable information.
TOWNHOUSE. One of a group of two to eight attached dwelling units divided from each other by common walls,
each having a separate entrance leading directly to the outdoors at ground level and each having at least 15%
of its heated and unheated floor area approximately at grade.
For additional Definitions reference the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
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3.3 SPECIAL USE PERMIT REGULATIONS. See Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 18
G. Prohibited types of Special Use Permits.
1.
Airport.
2.
Amusement Park.
3.
Auction Yard.
4.
Cemetery.
5.
Drive-in theater.
6.
Feedlot.
7.
Foster group home; penal, correctional or mental institution.
8.
Mining, excavating, removing, processing, stockpiling, or distribution of rock, sand gravel,
clay, pumice, scoria, decomposed granite, or similar materials, or batching plant.
9.
Mobile home/manufactured home park.
10.
Ore reduction, smelting.
11.
Overnight Campground.
12.
Pet Cemetery.
13.
Racetrack for Autos.
14.
Storage facility for hazardous waste materials.
H. Permissive Uses.
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 18.B for Special Use Permits, except
as listed above.

3.4 ZONE DISTRICTS
The Approved Santolina Level A Master Plan established a PC Zoning framework for future Level B.I Plans. The
Level A Master Plan established seven zoning districts that have been revised and expanded in this Level B.I Plan
to establish eleven zoning districts including:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)

PC-S- LDR Low Density Residential Zone District
PC-S-MDR Medium Density Residential Zone District
PC-S-HDR High Density Residential Zone District
PC-S-O Office Zone District
PC-S-C Commercial Zone District
PC-S-VC Village Center Zone District
PC-S-UC Urban Center Zone District
PC-S-TC Town Center Zone District
PC-S-BP Business Park Zone District
PC-S-IP Industrial and Business Park Zone District
PC-S-MPOS Major Public Open Space Zone District

This Level B.I Plan provides more detail concerning specific uses and standards. The permissive uses within
these zoning districts fall within the identified general permissive uses as specified within the Level A Master
Plan. Unless otherwise specified, terms shall be as defined in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance in effect
at the time of approval of this Level B.I Plan.
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Plan providing more detail concerning land uses, transportation, zoning and other design elements. This Level
B.I Plan sets the stage for future Level C Plans that are the implementation of these plans in the form of subdivisions, site plans and ultimately the construction of structures.  Ensuring flexibility in the implementation of
these plans is critical to the success of the Santolina Master Planned Community.
NORTH

1/4 mile

1/2 mile

Residential Zone Districts
The Level B.I Plan includes portions of three Residential Villages as identified in the Level A Master Plan. This
Level B.I Plan defines the specific land uses within the Residential Villages. These uses are consistent with
the Site Characteristic section of the approved Santolina PC Zone District.   The Santolina PC Zone set more
intense uses along major roadway corridors and less intense uses interior to the Residential Villages. At this
time, the Residential Villages within this Level B.I Plan include the following Zone Districts and their prohibited,
permissive, and conditional uses as well as sign, height and area regulations uses:
A) Low Density Residential Zone district
B) Medium Density Residential Zone district
C) High Density Residential Zone district
1) PC-S-LDR LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE DISTRICT
This zone district provides suitable sites for detached housing, cluster housing and incidental uses. In cases
where this zone abutts the PC-S-MPOS Zone please see the Design Standards Section 3.5.4) Development
Standards for land abutting Major Public Open Space.
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A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for R-1 Single Family Residential
Zone B.1. Prohibited Uses, in addition to the following uses:
a. Agricultural activity
b. Section 3.l. One Mobile Home for a three-year period in addition to an existing single-family dwelling or mobile home on a lot.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9  for R-1 Single Family Residential Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited
Uses.
2.
Public or private school where children are given a general education equivalent to any of
the first twelve grades.
3.
Public utility structure.
4.
Real estate office and an incidental sign in connection with a specific development, provided it is not used as living quarters during the time it is used as an office and further
provided that it is limited to a period of one year. After one year refer to Bernalillo County
Zoning Code Section  9.B.3.h.
5.
Recreational facility (non-profit), such as community center, swimming pool, tennis club.
6.
Sign, wall mounted and monument signage shall be permitted for individual neighborhoods and shall be approved as part of the subdivision plat.
C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 9 for R-1 Single Family Residential
Zone B.3. Conditional Uses with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
Cluster Housing Development (CHD).
a. Allowed for lots with a minimum of 2 acres.
b. Minimum lot size requirements for CHD shall be the same as the underlying zone.
c. The number of dwelling units permitted in a CHD is determined by dividing the site
area by the minimum lot size permitted rounded to the nearest whole number. The
dwelling units may be houses or townhouses or any combination thereof.
d. The minimum setbacks are as follows:
(1) Front – 15 feet except driveways shall not be less than 20 feet long.
(2) Rear – 15 feet for houses and townhouses unless adjoining another residential
zone district in which case the setback for townhomes shall be 25 feet.
(3) Side – 10 feet minimum separation required between houses and 5 feet for all
side yards
(4) Townhome - No required side-yard setback, except 10-foot separation between
buildings (or 5-foot side yard setback from the property line). Corner lots shall
have a minimum of 10 foot side yard setback.
e. Height. Height shall be regulated by the base zone districts.
f. Cluster Housing Development Open space (CHDOS).
(1) A minimum of 30% of the gross area of a CHD shall be set aside as Open Space.
(2) No buildings or structures are permitted in the open space for CHD except
those necessary for the operation and maintenance of the CHDOS and buildings used as a community room or other recreational or agricultural activity
and will not require a new Conditional Use approval.
(3) The CHDOS shall be set aside by the Developer either as a Private or Public
open space. A Private CHDOS shall be created, subject to a finding of suitability
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3.

by the Zoning Administrator. A Public CHDOS may be created by dedication of
land to the County.
g. The CHD may be used for agriculture, landscaping, recreation, open space or any
combination thereof. It may be composed of separate tracts but each shall have a
minimum length and width of 35 feet and shall be visible from a public right-of-way
unless approved by the Zoning Administrator. Land used for streets, driveways, parking, sidewalks and private yards may not be counted as part of a CHDOS.
Secondary Dwelling Units. An accessory living quarters containing a kitchen, provided:
a. In no case can the Secondary Dwelling Unit be larger than 75% of the primary dwelling unit and no larger than 1,000 square feet and as defined in 4.e.
b. There shall be no more than either one Secondary Dwelling Unit or one Accessory
Living Quarters per lot. In no case shall both be allowed on one lot.
c. Occupancy: The property owner or beneficiary of an ownership trust described in
a deed to the property must occupy either the primary or secondary dwelling unit.
Upon request by the County, the property owner or beneficiary of an ownership
trust shall provide proof of occupancy. A current government-issued photo identification with an address matching the property shall constitute proof of residency for
purposes of this ordinance.
d. If such use is approved, the Zoning Administrator shall record the terms of the approved Conditional Use Permit with the County Clerk, together with a signed acceptance of such terms prior to occupancy of the SDU. The terms of the County action
shall run with the land.
e. Size. The heated square footage of a Secondary Dwelling Unit shall not exceed:
(1) Maximum 650 net square feet for lots 5,000 square feet or less.
(2) Maximum 800 net square feet for lots greater than 5,000 square feet but not
greater than 10,000 square feet.
(3) Maximum 1,000 net square feet for lots greater than 10,000 square feet.
(4) A garage or shed attached to the Secondary Dwelling Unit shall not count towards the square footage limitation. The garage or shed shall not exceed 50%
of the size of the secondary dwelling unit.
(5) All accessory buildings, including Secondary Dwelling Units, must comply with
4.g.
(6) Setbacks: Secondary dwelling units shall be located to the rear of the primary dwelling unit except on irregularly-shaped lots where side yards are larger
than rear yards, in which case a secondary dwelling unit may be located in the
side yard provided required setbacks are met. The following minimum setbacks
from the property line shall apply:
(7) There shall be a minimum of 10 feet separation between a primary dwelling
unit and the secondary dwelling unit.
(8) There shall be a front-yard setback of not less than 20 feet.
(9) There shall be a side yard setback of not less than 5 feet.
(10) There shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 5 feet.
(11) There shall be 10 feet of the street side of corner lots.
f. Height: Secondary dwelling units shall not exceed one story and 18 feet in height,
with the following exception:
(1) Where a property is accessed by an alley, a Secondary Dwelling Unit may be
built over a garage, provided the garage is accessed only from the alley and
the total height of the structure does not exceed 22 feet or the height of the
primary dwelling unit, whichever is shorter.

7.A.q
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g.
h.
i.

Parking: One off-street parking space.
Design: The design of the secondary dwelling unit shall relate to the design of the
primary dwelling unit by use of similar exterior wall materials or finishes, architectural style and elements, including but not limited to roofing materials and roof pitch.
Usable Open Space.
(1) Usable open space shall be provided on-site in an amount equal to 200 square
feet for each efficiency or one-bedroom dwelling unit.

D. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may not exceed 26 feet in height, except as provided in Section 22.
2.
Supplementary Height and Area Regulations of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
E. Area Regulations:
1.
Lot Size.
a. Minimum lot area of 5,000 square feet and a minimum lot width of 50 feet.
2.
Setback.
a. There shall be a front yard setback of not less than 15 feet except driveways shall be
not less than 20 feet long.
b. On a corner lot, the side yard setback adjacent to the side of the street shall be as
follows:
(1) If the rear yard abuts the front yard of a residential zoned lot, not less than 15
feet.
(2) In no case shall it be less than 10 feet.
c. Side yard setbacks which are interior, i.e., measured from side lot lines which are not
adjacent to streets, shall be not less than five feet on each side.
d. There shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 15 feet for the primary dwelling
unit.
e. There shall be no less than 10 feet between dwelling units.
F.

Off-Street Parking.
1.
Off-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance with the
following exceptions:
a. Maximum front yard setback area that can be an improved parking and maneuvering area: 60%, but no more than 30 feet wide or the width of the front of the garage,
whichever is wider.
b. Parking on any portion of a front yard setback area, other than the improved parking
and maneuvering areas, is prohibited.

2) PC-S-MDR MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE DISTRICT
This zone district provides suitable sites for detached housing, cluster housing and townhouses and incidental
uses. In cases where this zone abutts the PC-S-MPOS Zone please see the Design Standards Section 3.5.4)
Development Standards for land abutting Major Public Open Space.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-LDR Zone District, in addition to the following uses:
a. Apartments
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3.
4.

All uses in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 10 for R-2 Apartment Zone B.2 Permissive uses with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited uses.
Secondary Dwelling Units as Regulated in the PC-S-LDR Zone District.
Independent Living-Age Restricted Housing.

C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses conditional in the PC-S-LDR Zone District.
D. Height.  See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any location with a maximum height of 50 feet;
any portion of a structure which exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary
of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60°
angle from the same boundaries or right of way centerline when abutting a Low Density
Residential Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
E. Area Regulations:
1.
Lot Size.
a. For a townhouse, minimum lot area shall be 2,200 square feet per dwelling unit;
minimum lot width shall be 22 feet per dwelling unit.
b. For a house, minimum lot area shall be 3,600 square feet per dwelling unit; minimum lot width shall be 36 feet.
2.

Setback.
a. There shall be a front yard setback of not less than 15 feet except driveways shall be
not less than 20 feet.
b. There shall be no required side-yard setback, except:
(1) There shall be 5 feet on lots where dwelling units are detached;
(2) There shall be 10 feet on the street side of corner lots.
(3) There shall be no required side yard setback for Townhouses.
c. There shall be a rear yard setback of:
(1) No less than 15 feet for the primary dwelling unit.
d. There shall be a distance of not less than 10 feet between dwelling units.

F.

Off-Street Parking.
1.
Off-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance with the
following exceptions:
a. Maximum front yard setback area that can be an improved parking and maneuvering area: 85%, but no more than 22 feet wide or the width of the front of the garage,
whichever is wider.
b. Parking on any portion of a front yard setback area, other than the improved parking
and maneuvering areas, is prohibited.
G. Usable Open Space.
1.
Usable open space shall be provided on-site at 550 square feet per townhouse dwelling
unit and 360 square feet per townhouse dwelling unit on a lot with vehicle access only to
the rear yard from an alley.
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This Zone District provides suitable sites for the highest density housing including apartments outside of
Urban Centers.  It is most appropriately mapped adjacent to commercial, office, or employment centers,
where primary access to a major street is available. In cases where this zone abutts the PC-S-MPOS Zone
please see the Design Standards Section 3.5.4) Development Standards for land abutting Major Public Open
Space.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-MDR Zone District with the exception of those listed below
under Permissive Uses.
2.
Secondary Dwelling Units.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
Uses permissive in the PC-S-MDR Zone District, provided there are not over 30 dwelling
units per net acre, unless the property is located on a collector or arterial where the density may increase to not over 50 du/acre.
2.
Apartments and uses incidental to an apartment such as day care center, news, cigar, or
candy stand, delicatessen, personal-service shop and the like, are permitted with an apartment development.
3.
Independent Living- Age Restricted Housing.
C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses conditional in the PC-S-MDR Zone District.
2.
Senior Housing Project. Any uses auxiliary to and related to the running of a senior housing
project.
a. Senior Housing Conditional Use Applications
Each application for a conditional use shall be accompanied by a site development
plan that shall include the following:
(1) A Site Plan that is drawn to scale that includes a north arrow and shows the
boundaries of the property; all existing and proposed structures on the site
and within 50 feet beyond the property boundaries including the square footages and use of each structure, dimensions, and loading and unloading areas;
the number of parking spaces required and provided, including handicapped
parking, with location, arrangement, dimensions, aisles, bicycle racks, parking
lot lighting and points of ingress and egress clearly indicated; existing and proposed public and private streets, alleys and easements, with proper names and
dimensions; and fire lanes and emergency vehicle parking.
(2) A Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan that also addresses water harvesting,
LID features, and the EPA Water Quality Volume (pursuant to the MS4 permit
requirements).
(3) A conceptual Landscape and Buffer Landscape Plan identifying street trees,
shrubs and planting beds, and the nature and location of ground cover. The
plan shall include a statement of responsibility for landscape maintenance.
(4) A Conceptual Utility Plan identifying existing and proposed water, sewer and
fire hydrant locations, storm drainage facilities and refuse container locations.
(5) Building elevations clearly showing materials, colors, dimensions of key building elements and signage as regulated in the C-1 Zone.
(6) A written statement showing compliance with the zoning and design guidelines
contained with the Santolina Level B.I Plan.
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D. Height.  See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any location with a maximum height of 78 feet,
any portion of a structure which exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of
the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle
from the same boundaries or right of way centerline when abutting a Low and Medium
Density Residential Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
E. Area Regulations:
1.
Lot Size.
a. Minimum lot width and depth shall be 150 feet for apartments.
b. For all other development, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District for lot size requirements.
2.

Setback. Refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District for setback requirements.

F.

Off-Street Parking.
1.
Off-street parking shall be as provided in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance with the
following exceptions:
a. For Apartments, each dwelling unit, one space per bath but not less than one and
one-forth spaces.
b. For Townhomes, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District.
G. Usable Open Space.
1.
For Apartments, usable open space shall be provided on-site in an amount equal to 200
square feet for each efficiency or one-bedroom dwelling unit, 250 square feet for each
two-bedroom dwelling unit and 300 square feet for each dwelling unit containing three or
more bedrooms.
2.
For Townhomes, refer to PC-S-MDR Zone District.
4) PC-S-O OFFICE ZONE DISTRICT
The purpose of this Zone District is to provide sites suitable for office, business, service and institutional uses.
Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building or premises shall be maintained on site:
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of the O-1 Office and
Institutional Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses with the exception of residential uses as listed and
defined below under Permissive Uses.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of the O-1 Office and
Institutional Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the exception of the following:
a. Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided that it has a
minimum density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre.
2.
Public and Private Parks.
3.
Recreational facility (non-profit), such as community center, swimming pool, tennis club
4.
Signage. Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
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The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Administration Section of the Bernalillo County
Zoning Ordinance with additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the
adjoining property, neighborhood and community.
1.

All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 12 of the O-1 Office and
Institutional Zone  B.3 Conditional Uses with the exception of residential uses as regulated
in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.

D. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade
1.
Structures may exceed 50 feet in height at any location with a maximum height of 78 feet,
any portion of a structure which exceeds 50 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of
the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle
from the same boundaries or right of way centerline when abutting a Low and Medium
Density Residential Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
E. Area Regulations:
1.
For residential, refer to PC-S-HDR Zone District.
2.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
3.
Side Yard. A side yard is required only on the side of a lot abutting a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR
Zone District, in which case there shall be a side yard of not less than six feet.
4.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of not less than 15 feet.
F.

Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Off-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Section 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
5) PC-S-C COMMERCIAL ZONE DISTRICT
The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this
section, are the regulations in the C-1: Neighborhood Commercial Zone. The purpose of this zone district is
to provide suitable sites for office, service, institutional, civic, education, recreation and limited commercial
uses to satisfy the day-to-day needs of nearby residential areas and to minimize any adverse effect on
nearby residential development for those commercial properties located outside of a village center.
Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building or premises shall be maintained on site.

Attachment: Santolina Level B Plan with Exhibits.compressed 3_14_17 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

C. Conditional Uses:

A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood
Commercial Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses with the exception of residential uses as regulated
in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.

32
Packet Pg. 6098

B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Code Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood
Commercial Zone B.2 Permissive Uses with the exception of the following:
a. Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided that it has a
minimum density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre.
2.
Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers are permitted to operate on public or private non-residential
property, provided:
a. Any associated tables, chairs, displays, umbrellas, or the like, must not physically occupy or obstruct access to any parking stalls necessary to meet the minimum parking
requirements for the on premise land uses (if any), except that this requirement
does not apply if the mobile food unit is operating outside of the hours of operation
of the on premise uses.
b. Any associated tables, chairs, displays, umbrellas, or the like, must not obstruct any
designated vehicular ingress or egress from the property, or any designated driveaisle.
c. Has written permission from the property owner for use of the site, a copy of which
shall be kept and maintained in the mobile food unit and made available for review
by any County inspector at all times during operation of the mobile food unit at the
site.
d. Operator must provide receptacles for disposal of all food truck generated refuse.
e. Are permitted to operate on public or private developed residential property in conjunction with a Special Event Permit, provided:
(1) The Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers has written permission from the property owner for use of the site, a copy of which shall be kept and maintained in the Mobile Food Unit and made available for review by any County inspector at all
times during the operation of the Mobile Food Unit at the site.
(2) Food Carts/Trucks/Trailers may not operate on the same residential property
more than 12 days per year.
3.
Mixed use development as defined.
4.
Signage. Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
C. Conditional Uses:
The following uses may be permitted if approved by the Zoning Administrator in accordance with the
procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Administration Section of the Bernalillo County
Zoning Ordinance with additional requirements deemed necessary to safeguard the best interest of the
adjoining property, neighborhood and the community.
1.

All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone B.3 Commercial Uses with the exception of residential uses as
regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.

D. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any location.  Any portion of a structure which
exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited
in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abutting a to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
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E. Area Regulations:
1.
For residential, refer to PC-S-HDR Zone District.
2.
For Mixed Use Developments, refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for
C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Zone D. Area Regulations.
3.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 5 feet.
4.
Side Yard. No side yard is required except for buildings or parts of buildings hereafter
erected or structurally altered for residential use, in which case, the side yard regulations
of the PC-S-LDR Zone District shall apply. In all other cases, a side yard setback is required
only on the side of a lot abutting an PC-S-LDR, PC-S-MDR, PC-S-HDR Zone Districts, in
which case there shall be a side yard setback of not less than six feet.
5.
Rear Yard. Except as hereinafter provided in the Supplementary Height and Area Regulations Section of this ordinance, there shall be a rear yard setback of not less than 15 feet.
F.

Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Off-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Section 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
6) PC-S-VC VILLAGE CENTER ZONE DISTRICT
At this time, the Level B.I Plan includes portions of three of the Villages identified in the Level A Master Plan.
As an important component of the Villages, small neighborhood commercial and public facilities are needed.
These neighborhood services are located within Village Centers. At this time, this Level B.I Plan defines the
specific land uses allowable within the Village Centers. These uses are consistent with the Site Characteristic
section of the PC zone that proposed more intense land uses along the major roadway corridors and at major
intersections.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-C Zone District, in addition to the following uses:
a. Automobile, motorcycle, bicycle, motorized bicycle (moped), all terrain vehicle and
small engine repairing, including emissions testing and body work.
b. Hospital for animals, and kennel.
c. Hospitals for human beings or sanatorium nursing home.
d. Mortuary
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in PC-S-C Zone District with the exception of those listed in Prohibited
Uses.
2.
Gas Station, including the sale of liquefied petroleum gas for consumption but not for
resale.
C. Conditional Uses:
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procedures and under the conditions set forth in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.
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All uses conditional in PC-S-C Zone District with the exception of those listed in Prohibited
Uses.

D. Signage Regulations.
1.
Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15
for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9).
E. Height.  See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 26 feet in height at any location.  Any portion of a structure which
exceeds 26 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited
in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or  
right of way centerline when abutting a PC-S-LDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
F.

Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Off-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Section 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
7) PC-S-UC URBAN CENTER ZONE DISTRICT
The Level B.I Plan includes the eastern half of the Urban Center, as identified in the Level A Master Plan. The
Urban Center will be the heart of the Santolina community as a dynamic, integrated high-density core where
office, recreation, commercial, and civic services (such as a library, post office, schools, churches, synagogue,
meeting halls, multi-family residential, retail, entertainment, and medical uses) come together and serve as a
destination for residents to “live, work, shop and play”.     
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.1 in addition to the following uses.
2.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.
3.
Automobile, truck, trailer, recreational vehicle, motorcycle and all-terrain vehicle sales,
4.
Auto, trailer, recreational vehicle, motorcycle and all-terrain vehicle and truck rental, service, or storage.
5.
Lumberyard and building material sales (retail).
6.
Large retail facility
7.
Rental or sale of household, yard and garden equipment.
8.
Off-Premise Signs.
B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2. with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited uses
and the addition of:
a. Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided that it has a
minimum density of 20 du/acre and a maximum density of 30 du/acre, unless the
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C. Conditional Uses:
1.
All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.3.
D. Height.  See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 78 feet in height at any location.  Any portion of a structure which
exceeds 78 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited
in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abutting a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
E. Area Regulations. See Commercial Zone District for Area Regulations
F.

Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Off-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Section 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
8) PC-S-TC TOWN CENTER ZONE DISTRICT
The Town Center has excellent access off Interstate 40 and is anticipated to facilitate large retail facilities, entertainment, hotels, office, auto sales, lodging, hospitals, office, mixed-use and high density residential.  
The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this section,
are the regulations in the Town Center Commercial Zone District. The purpose of this Zone District is to provide
for commercial uses and to regulate such uses in such a manner as to provide for appropriate community
commercial uses.
Use Regulations. A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily
incidental to the building and premises shall be maintained on site.
A. Prohibited Uses.
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community
Commercial Zone B.1 in addition to the following uses.
2.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-HDR Zone District.
3.
Low Density Residential.
4.
Medium Density Residential.
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2.
3.

property is located on an arterial where the density may increase to not over 50 du/
acre.
Mixed use development as defined.
On Premise Sign. Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 14 for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(17).
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B. Permissive Uses:
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2. with the exception of uses listed above under Prohibited uses
and the addition of:
2.
Mixed use development as defined.
3.
Residential uses as regulated in the PC-S-HDR Zone District, provided there are not over 20
dwelling units per net acre, unless the property is located on a collector or arterial where
the density may increase to not over 50 du/acre.
4.
Signage (On Premise and Off Premise). Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo
County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9) and
(10) in addition to the following:
a. Electronic display/board/panels.
(1) Electronic signs shall not exceed an illumination level of 0.3 foot candles above
ambient light as measured using a foot candle meter at a preset distance depending on sign area, measured as follows:

Area of Sign (Sq. Ft.)
10
15
20
25
30
35
40
45
50
55
60
65
70
75
80
85
90
95
100

Measurement Distance
32
39
45
50
55
59
63
67
71
74
77
81
84
87
89
92
95
97
100

(2) For signs with an area in square feet other than those specifically listed in the
above table the measurement distance may be calculated with the following
formula: Measurement Distance = The Square Root of the following: The Area
of Sign Sq. Ft. x 100.
(3) Electronic signs shall include a photo cell to control brightness. Any previously
permitted electronic sign shall be turned off from sunset to sunrise until the
sign is brought into compliance for brightness.

7.A.q

Attachment: Santolina Level B Plan with Exhibits.compressed 3_14_17 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

CHAPTER 3: ZONING

37
Packet Pg. 6103

(4) No electronic sign shall move, flash, rotate, or change its message or picture
at a rate more often than once each eight seconds, with the exception of wind
devices, the motion of which is not restricted. No sign or part of a sign shall
change its illumination more than once an hour.
(5) No sign shall include motion of the message or image. Transition between messages or images on an electronic sign shall not exceed one second and shall not
include any visual effects.
(6) Illuminated signs with a 360 degree display are prohibited.
(7) If a premise meets the requirements for a free standing electronic sign with at
least 100 feet of street frontage, then the premise is prohibited from having
an electronic sign that is a wall sign or canopy sign. If a premise does not meet
the requirements for a free standing sign, that premise shall be permitted one
electronic sign that can be a wall sign or canopy sign.
C. Conditional Uses.
1.
All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 of the C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.3.
2.
Large retail facility.
a. Location and access of large retail facility. The following regulations manage the location and design of large retail facilities.  These regulations are necessary for the
proper functioning and enjoyment of the community. They protect the quality of life
within surrounding residential areas, support efficient traffic flows and provide consistent regulations for such facilities. Large retail facilities shall be located to secure
adequate street capacity to transport pedestrians and vehicles to and from large retail facilities and discourage traffic from cutting through residential neighborhoods.
The regulations result in efficient and safe access for both vehicles and pedestrians
from roadways in the Mid-Region Council of Governments’ Long Range Roadway
System (LRRS) found in the Long Range Transportation System Guide to neighborhoods in the vicinity of large retail facilities.
b. Premises with large retail facilities containing 75,000 to 90,000 sq. ft. net leasable
area are:
(1) Required to have  access to a street designated as at least a collector in the
LRRS and having at least two through traffic lanes, one in either direction.
c. Premises with large retail facilities containing 90,001 to 124,999 sq. ft. net leasable
area are:
(1) Required to have access to a street designated as at least a collector in the LRRS
and having at least four through traffic lanes, two in either direction.
d. Premises with large retail facilities containing 125,000 square feet or greater of net
leasable area are:
(1) Required to be located within 1,200 feet (1/4 mile) of the intersection of two
roadways, both of which are designated as at least a collector street in the LRRS
and shall have full access to these roadways. One of the adjacent roadways
shall have at least four through traffic lanes, and the other adjacent roadway
shall have at least six through traffic lanes, or is designated a limited access
principal arterial in the LRRS and have a minimum of four lanes.
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e.

(2) If an arterial or collector street has yet to be built to its full cross-section and
does not have the required number of lanes, the large retail facility may have
access onto the roadway if the roadway is identified on the LRRS as having the
required number of lanes at full build-out.
(3) If access control policies prohibit access onto one of the adjacent roadways, a
local road may be used as access if it has direct access to at least two roadways
that are identified on the LRRS, does not pass directly through a residential
subdivision and at least one of the intersections is signalized.
(4) If access to a location fulfills the criteria of this section but control policies outside the County jurisdiction prohibit access onto one of the adjacent arterial
or collector streets, the remaining arterial or collector street may serve as the
sole access if it has direct access to two intersections with an arterial and the
intersections are signalized.
(5) If warrants are met, the intersection of the primary driveway and the arterial
street shall be signalized, unless prohibited by the Public Works Department
for safety reasons, at the expense of the applicant. The applicant may place the
name of the development on the mast-arm of the signal.
Large retail facility Conditional Use Applications
Each application for a conditional use shall be accompanied by a site development
plan that shall include the following:
(1) A Site Plan that is drawn to scale that includes a north arrow and shows the
boundaries of the property; all existing and proposed structures on the site
and within 50 feet beyond the property boundaries including the square footages and use of each structure, dimensions, and loading and unloading areas;
the number of parking spaces required and provided, including handicapped
parking, with location, arrangement, dimensions, aisles, bicycle racks, parking
lot lighting and points of ingress and egress clearly indicated; existing and proposed public and private streets, alleys and easements, with proper names and
dimensions; and fire lanes and emergency vehicle parking.
(2) A Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan that also addresses water harvesting,
LID features, and the EPA Water Quality Volume (pursuant to the MS4 permit
requirements).
(3) A conceptual Landscape and Buffer Landscape Plan identifying street trees,
shrubs and planting beds, and the nature and location of ground cover. The
plan shall include a statement of responsibility for landscape maintenance.
(4) A Conceptual Utility Plan identifying existing and proposed water, sewer and
fire hydrant locations, storm drainage facilities and refuse container locations.
(5) Building elevations clearly showing materials, colors, dimensions of key building elements and signage as regulated in the C-1 Zone.
(6) A written statement showing compliance with the zoning and design guidelines
contained with the Santolina Level B.I Plan.

D. Height Regulations Non-residential. See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 100 feet in height at any location.  Any portion of a structure which
exceeds 100 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abutting a to PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
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For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.

E. Area Regulations:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard setback having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
2.
Side Yard. No side yard setback is required. In cases where the side yard is abutting a
street, there shall be a side yard setback of 10 feet.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard setback having a depth of not less than 15 feet.
F.

Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Off-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Section 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
9) PC-S-BP BUSINESS PARK ZONE DISTRICT
The Level B.I Plan includes the eastern portion of the Business Park as identified in the Level A Master Plan. It
is envisioned to house large job generators such as emerging technologies, research and development, light
manufacturing, educational campuses and/or healthcare industries.
The regulations set forth in this section, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance, when referred to in this
section are the regulations in the Business Park Zone District. The purpose of this zone district is primarily for
community commercial uses, light manufacturing, light fabricating, warehousing and wholesale distribution,
general office and business uses, research and development and educational uses, with off-street loading and
off-street parking for employees, with ready access to arterial roadways and highways. The regulations in this
zone  district provide for the health, safety and welfare of the residents.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15.5 of the C-LI Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.1 Prohibited Uses.
B. Permissive Uses:
A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily incidental to
the building or premises shall be maintained on site.
1.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15.5 of the C-LI Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.2 Permissive Uses.
2.
Manufacturing, assembling, treating, repairing, or rebuilding articles except those conditional or otherwise limited in this zone district and the M-1 Zone or specifically listed as
permissive or conditional in the M-2 Zone, provided manufacturing is conducted within a
completely enclosed building.
3.
Signage (On Premise and Off Premise). Signage requirements as specified in the Bernalillo
County Zoning Ordinance Section 15 for C-2 Community Commercial Zone B.2.a.(9) and
(10) in addition to the following:
a. Electronic display/board/panels.
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Area of Sign (Sq. Ft.)
10
15
20
25
30
35
40
45
50
55
60
65
70
75
80
85
90
95
100

Measurement Distance
32
39
45
50
55
59
63
67
71
74
77
81
84
87
89
92
95
97
100

(2) For signs with an area in square feet other than those specifically listed in the
above table the measurement distance may be calculated with the following
formula: Measurement Distance = The Square Root of the following: The Area
of Sign Sq. Ft. x 100.
(3) Electronic signs shall include a photo cell to control brightness. Any previously
permitted electronic sign shall be turned off from sunset to sunrise until the
sign is brought into compliance for brightness.
(4) No electronic sign shall move, flash, or rotate, or change its message or picture
at a rate more often than once each eight seconds, with the exception of wind
devices, the motion of which is not restricted. No sign or part of a sign shall
change its illumination more than once an hour.
(5) No sign shall include motion of the message or image. Transition between messages or images on an electronic sign shall not exceed one second and shall not
include any visual effects.
(6) Illuminated signs with a 360 degree display are prohibited.
(7) If a premise meets the requirements for a free standing electronic sign, with
at least 100 feet of street frontage, then the premise is prohibited from having
an electronic sign that is a wall sign or canopy sign. If a premise does not meet
the requirements for a free standing sign, that premise shall be permitted one
electronic sign that can be a wall sign or canopy sign.
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1.

All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 15.5 of the C-LI Commercial/Light Industrial Zone B.3 Conditional Uses.

D. Height Regulations. See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade.
1.
Structures may exceed 100 feet in height at any location.  Any portion of a structure which
exceeds 100 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abutting a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
E. Area Regulations:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard setback having a depth of not less than 10 feet.
2.
Side Yard. None required except on the side of a lot abutting a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone
District, in which case there shall be a side yard setback of not less than five feet in width.
In cases where the side yard is abutting a street, there shall be a side yard setback of 10
feet.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard setback of 15 feet.
F.

Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces:
1.
Off-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces, shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the Off-Street Parking, Loading and
Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Section 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
10) PC-S-IP INDUSTRIAL & BUSINESS PARK ZONE DISTRICT
The Industrial and Business Park is ideally situated to provide sites for large industrial users, power generating
and heavy industrial users not suitable for smaller business park or in close proximity to the residential neighborhoods. The northern portion of this area is included in the Level B.I Plan.
At this time, the purpose of this zone district is primarily for light manufacturing, light fabricating,
warehousing and wholesale distribution with off-street loading and off-street parking for employees and
with access to arterial highways or railroads.
A. Prohibited Uses:
1.
All uses prohibited in the PC-S-BP Zone District.
2.
All uses prohibited in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B. 1 Prohibited Uses.
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The following uses may be permitted, if approved by the Zoning Administrator, in accordance with
the procedures and under the conditions set out in the Administration Section of this ordinance with
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A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes. All uses customarily incidental to
the building or premises shall be maintained on site:
1.
All permissive uses listed and as regulated in the PC-S-BP Zone District with the exception
of those listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
All uses permissive in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B.2 Permissive Uses.
C. Conditional Uses.
1.
All conditional uses listed and as regulated in the PC-S-BP Zone District with the exception
of those listed above under Prohibited Uses.
2.
All uses conditional in Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 17 of the M-2 Heavy
Manufacturing Zone B.3 Conditional Uses.
D. Height Regulations: See Section 3.2 Definitions for definition of Height and Grade
1.
Structures may exceed 150 feet in height at any location.  Any portion of a structure which
exceeds 150 feet may not exceed the northern boundary of the 45° plane, but may be sited in any other direction within planes drawn at a 60° angle from the same boundaries or
right of way centerline when abutting a PC-S-LDR or PC-S-MDR Zone Districts.
2.
For Supplementary Height Regulations refer to Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance Section 22. Supplementary Height and Area Regulations.
E. Area Regulations:
1.
Front Yard. There shall be a front yard having a depth of not less than 20 feet.
2.
Side Yard. None required except on the side of a lot abutting a Low or Medium Density
Residential Zone District, in which case there shall be a side yard of not less than five feet
in width.
3.
Rear Yard. There shall be a rear yard having a depth of 15 feet.
F.

Off-Street Parking and Loading and Unloading Spaces. Off-street parking spaces and loading and unloading spaces shall be provided in accordance with requirements for specific uses set forth in the OffStreet Parking, Loading and Unloading Regulation Section of the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance.

G. Landscape and Buffer Landscaping. As required by the Landscaping and Buffer Landscaping Section of
the Bernalillo County Zoning Ordinance and as further defined in Section 3.5.C., Landscaping Design
Standards.
1.
In addition, buffers shall be provided where industrial uses are adjacent to office, commercial, or residential uses. Buffering techniques using a combination of setbacks, landscaping, walls, and grade changes are required to mitigate the negative impact of industrial
operations. Plant materials used for buffering should be predominantly evergreen species.
11) PC-S-MPOS Major Public Open Space Zone District
The purpose of the MPOS Zone District is to protect the major public open space land on which development
is indefinitely set aside. Preserving the Santolina Master Plan area’s natural landscape and its character is contingent on assuring the intent of this zone district is executed. This zone district should be used for recreation
and natural areas only. The Bernalillo County Development Review Authority (CDRA), Parks and Recreation and
Public Works Departments shall review and approve all developments that occur within the MPOS Zone District.
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A. Permissive uses.
1.
Passive and active recreation
2.
Trails (soft and hard surfaced)
a. Wherever possible, trails shall be designed for multi-use and accommodate pedestrians, runners and bicyclists, except, where due to soil conditions and erosion potential, multi-use trails are not allowed.
b. Connections shall be made from individual neighborhoods to the community trail
system via trails and/or sidewalks as determined in the subdivision phase.
c. Trails shall use Barrier-Free Design to accommodate physically challenged individuals as trail users, where feasible.
d. All private trails shall be concrete, asphalt, or stabilized crusher fines and have a
minimum width of 8 feet.
e. Pedestrian crossings shall be clearly demarcated with colored, textured paving
where crossing vehicular entrances and streets.
3.
Kiosks and trail signage
a. Size. Kiosks and signage shall be a maximum of 6 feet tall, 8 square feet of sign face
area.
b. Frequency. One per ¼ mile radius maximum.
c. Illumination. Allowed to be illuminated so long as the sign or kiosk is a minimum 25
foot distance from residential zoned property and only the lettering on the sign is
illuminated.
d. Free‑standing signs shall not contain any external bracing, angle‑iron supports, guy
wires or similar devices.
e. No signage is allowed that uses moving parts, makes audible sounds, or has blinking
or flashing lights.
f. Off-premise signs are prohibited.
g. Signs shall not overhang into the public right-of-way or extend above any structure
roof line.
4.
Outdoor cultural, educational, and civic facilities.
a. Setbacks. Buildings or structures, whether temporary or permanent, must be set
back from all property lines a minimum of the following, whichever is greater:
(1) 1 foot for each foot of building height; or
(2) 50 feet from abutting residential zoned properties if illuminated; or
(3) 25 feet if not illuminated and abutting residential zoned properties in which
school uses exist.
(4) 0 feet from abutting residential zoned properties in which school uses exist.
5.
Other uses customary to parks, open space, and recreation
a. Allowed temporary uses. Athletic events; parades, and public assemblies; occurring
on or within the public rights of way or other publicly owned property.
b. Access. The site shall be provided with convenient and safe access for the ingress
and egress of pedestrian and bicycle traffic.
c. Illumination. Shall be provided at night, to protect the safety of the people at the
outdoor event. The grounds shall be adequately lighted, but shall not reasonably
reflect beyond the assembly area boundaries.
(1) Height of luminaries shall not exceed 20 feet.
(2) Light fixtures shall throw light downward and have baffles, hoods or diffusers
so that any light point source is not directly visible from a distance greater than
1000 feet.
6.
Community Center, Multi-generational Center, or Aquatic Center.
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The Santolina Level B.I Plan recognizes the importance of creating design standards that promote and foster
a sense of cohesiveness within the community. The purpose of these design standards is to provide a flexible
framework for community design with specific objectives that encourage innovative and creative solutions,
rather than setting a rigid set of requirements that all site development plans must adhere to. These standards
are meant to enhance the community not to replace zoning regulations. The desired character of design features common to the community such as grading, landscape, signage, lighting, and walls are expressed in these
standards.
The design standards listed below have been established to set standards for development of community systems and private land uses within the Plan Area. In cases where these standards and those of the Bernalillo
County Zoning Ordinance differ the stricter standard shall apply.
1) Site Design
A primary focus in site design will be the creation of a community that is pedestrian oriented. Site development
plans shall include complete streets for cars, pedestrians, and bikes; circulation diagrams that illustrate pedestrian circulation within the site; pedestrian connections from adjacent sites; multi-modal opportunities to reduce
auto trips, and coordination with vehicular circulation systems with the intent of minimizing potential conflicts.
The relationship of building to street contributes to how the environment is perceived and experienced and is
also an important design issue to consider in site planning for all types of land uses.

Enhanced paving treatments connecting parking to main entries.

A. Building Orientation
1.
All buildings shall be oriented to enhance pedestrian movement and have a presence along
the public right-of-way. In cases where the development creates an interior pedestrian
plaza the building’s should have access points and outdoor seating where appropriate. At
least one continuous 6’ pedestrian walkway shall be provided between the sidewalk adjacent to the roadway (easement of public ROW) and building entry. Providing enhanced
paving treatments connecting parking areas to main building entries is encouraged for
visually denoting crosswalks to approaching vehicles.
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2.
3.

Within the Village Center, Urban Center, and the mixed use portion of the Town Center,
the utilization of the primary entrance (pedestrian entrance area) for primary off-street
parking is discouraged.
Structures should be clustered whenever possible. Clustering of structures creates main
street layouts, pedestrian plazas and other types of “outdoor rooms” that are particularly
well-suited to New Mexico’s temperate climate.  These “outdoor rooms” should provide
pedestrian amenities such as shade, benches, restaurant seating/patios, fountains, bike
racks, trash receptacles, etc.

Structures clustered to form outdoor rooms or plazas.

4.

5.
6.

Vehicular entries to the site from arterials should be located on side streets in order to
minimize pedestrian/vehicular conflicts. Whenever possible, shared vehicular entries to
commercial businesses are encouraged.  The number of vehicular access points to parking
lots should be limited to the minimum necessary to provide adequate circulation.
Expansive areas of asphalt or concrete paving in parking lots should be avoided. In large
developments of 5 ac. or more, dividing the parking into a series of smaller connected lots
is preferred over one expansive parking lot.
No refuse storage/collection areas will be allowed to be sited between any street or building front. Refuse collection areas shall be enclosed within a six (6) foot tall masonry enclosure which is large enough to contain all refuse generated between collections. The design
of the enclosure shall be compatible with the architectural theme of the site.
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Lighting shall be used to provide illumination for the security and
safety of on-site areas such as parking, loading, service, and pathways.
Providing attractive lighting for building exteriors is an effective, yet
subtle way to enhance the design of the structure.
1.
2.

3.

4.
5.

6.
7.

8.

The design of the lighting fixtures should be compatible
with the architectural features of the main structures onsite.
Lighting fixtures shall be recessed or shielded to prevent
light spread outside of the site boundary. The maximum
height of parking lot lights in   the PC-S-IP zone district
shall be 30 feet and in other areas shall be 20 feet.
Sites should not have an off-site luminance greater than
1,000 footlamberts; it should not have an off-site luminance greater than 200 footlamberts measured from any
private property when abutting the PC-S-LDR and PC-SMDR Zone Districts.
Building entrances shall be well lighted.
Lighting should be pedestrian oriented in districts with
high pedestrian movement, such as the Plaza area. Bollard or wall pocket lighting is encouraged along Plaza sidewalks and other public areas.
Pedestrian lighting shall not exceed fifteen (15) feet in
height.
Bollard material and design shall be compatible with the
adjacent buildings. Bollards shall be no greater than three
(3) feet in height. Shatter-proof coverings should be provided for bollards and other types of low-level lighting.
Lighting may be used to accent certain landscape features. Examples of lighting scale and
purpose
This type of lighting should be of a low-level intensity and
only illuminate the intended landscape feature.

C. Landscape
The key to creating a truly livable and high quality environment will be the development of an overall
landscape master plan. The environmental, as well as aesthetic, value of landscaping in an arid
region cannot be overestimated. Landscaping shall be used to frame views, as a buffer from noise or
undesirable views, to break up large expanses of parking, to provide wind protection, shade, and relief
from the heat and glare generated by development, to control soil erosion, and enhance pedestrian and
vehicular traffic and safety.
This section provides design standards guiding environmentally smart landscaping principles, standards,
and plant pallet. Recognizing the increased public awareness of water conservation, this Plan promotes
the use of native and naturalized plant species that perform well in an arid environment. Major arterials
shall be landscaped with native species and will serve as a demonstration project to the rest of the
community. Plan standards address the need for water conservation in outdoor landscaping with a
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Special attention shall be given to landscaping the major entries to the Santolina Community. Plant
materials should be used to highlight these key areas with the intent of reinforcing the community
image.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Non-residential and multi-family areas shall include a landscape plan that comprises twenty percent (20%) of the net site area defined as the total area of the site less the building
footprint.
Minimize impervious and paved area on each site, especially in surface parking areas to
increase opportunities for infiltration and reduce water runoff flow.
Use shared driveways whenever possible to limit impervious areas.
Streetscape, median, and landscape island design shall be depressed to maximize water
harvesting within the adjacent landscaping.

Examples of water harvesting techniques in parking areas and street design.

5.
6.

Use driveway and parking materials which reduce runoff such as pervious pavers or gravel
where appropriate.
Individual parcels shall be graded in such a way to direct runoff away from buildings and
into on-site stormwater treatments.

D. Streetscapes
Streetscape design is another key factor in determining neighborhood quality and livability. Providing
streetscape amenities such as landscaping and street trees, benches, bus shelters, bike racks, and
trash receptacles will help create an attractive community for residents and visitors.  Ideally, Bernalillo
County is the entity to maintain the streetscape and its assorted amenities. This will be handled on a
case-by-case basis. The design of Santolina streetscapes in Chapter 4 Section 4.4 Access will follow the
Long Range Transportation Systems (LRTS) Guide where applicable.
1.

2.

Streets that are unduly wide serve as a barrier for pedestrian movement. Tapered intersections, bulb-outs, and pedestrian refuges may be used as techniques to slow traffic as
well as decrease the distance a pedestrian must cross to get from one side of the street to
the other. In addition to increasing safety, these techniques provides an opportunity for
locating a cluster of street trees, benches, and other pedestrian amenities.
A minimum landscaped area of six (6) feet between the back of curb and the sidewalk shall
be provided along all arterials and collectors. The required landscaped area width may
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3.

4.
5.
6.
7.

vary where meandering sidewalks are planned, however, in no case shall the landscape
area be less than 4' in width.  
Benches shall be provided along certain designated public rights-of-way in the Urban
Center to encourage pedestrian activity. They should be amply shaded with trees and/or
trellising. Metal mesh or wrought iron are the recommended construction materials for
benches because they discourage graffiti vandals.
One (1) street tree shall be planted for every thirty (30) linear feet along public right-ofways. Street trees may be planted either in random clusters or uniformly placed along the
street edge. Gaps between street trees that exceed fifty (50) feet are discouraged.
Shaded walkways shall be provided along the primary pedestrian entrance of non-residential building facades.
As development of the Santolina Community progresses, an attempt should be made to
coordinate new street trees with existing street trees.
The use of bicycles as an alternative mode of commuter transportation is promoted. Generally striped bicycle lanes, six (6) feet wide , should be provided on all arterials and collector streets.

E. Parking
1.

2.

Parking lots shall be screened from view by providing a landscape strip between parking
lots and public rights-of-way. The landscape strip provided shall be no less than (10) feet
in width. For large scale commercial development of 5 ac. or more, the landscape strip
may be no less than fifteen (15) feet wide with six (6) foot sidewalks. In cases abutting
residential zone districts requiring a wall, landscaping shall be located adjacent to the
right-of-way.
Screening material shall be one or a combination of plant materials, walls, or earthen
berming and shall be a minimum of three (3) feet in height.

Parking Lot Screening

3.
4.

Where practical, lowering the grade of the parking lot from the existing street elevation
may aid in screening views of automobiles while enhancing the view of architectural elements of the structures beyond.
Landscaped island shall be provided for every ten (10) parking spaces. Six (6) feet is the
recommended minimum width to provide adequate planting space for trees and shrubs
or parking lot lighting. The landscape islands and any landscape bufers will be depressed
from the surface and utilized for water harvesting / stormwater treatment to the maximum extent practicable.

7.A.q
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5.

6.

7.

8.

One shade tree shall be provided for every ten
(10) parking spaces, with no parking space being more than one hundred (100) feet from a
tree.
Seventy-five percent (75%) of the required
parking lot trees shall be deciduous and have a
minimum mature height and canopy of twenty-five (25) feet.
For additional parking requirements such as
number of spaces see Bernalillo County Code
of Ordinances Section 21. Off Street Parking,
Loading and Unloading Regulations.
Shared Parking Reductions:
a. The Zoning Administrator may approve Pedestrian Benches
shared parking facilities for developments or uses with different operating
hours or different peak business periods provided: 1) pedestrian access is
provided to and from the parking area
and each building or use; and 2) all other requirements listed in this section
are met. (NOTE: Each situation shall be
judged according to the individual facts
presented.)
b. Parking spaces that are reserved for a
specific business (e.g., reserved for doctors only) shall not be counted toward Shaded Walkway
meeting the shared parking requirements.
c. Shared parking spaces may be located on a different lot than the building or use that
it serves only where the following conditions are met:
(1) The parking is located no more than 500 feet from the building or use that it
serves. The distance between the building or use and the parking area shall
be measured following a reasonable and safe walking route from the main entrance of the building or use to the parking area in question;
(2) The sharing of the required parking shall be guaranteed by a legally binding
agreement, duly executed and acknowledged, between the owner of the parking area and the owner of the building or use which is located on a different
lot and served by the parking area. Such agreement shall address the issue of
how parking will be shared if the parties change their operating hours and peak
business periods.
(3) The applicant for a building permit or certificate of occupancy for the use which
is served by parking spaces on the other lot shall submit a copy of such agreement along with his or her application for such permit or certificate.
d. Those wishing to use shared parking as a means of satisfying off-street parking requirements must submit shared parking calculations to the Zoning Administrator
that clearly demonstrate the feasibility of shared parking. The maximum reduction
in the number of parking spaces required for all uses sharing the parking area shall
be 20 percent.
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e.

F.

The sharing of the required parking shall be guaranteed by a legally binding Shared
Parking Agreement duly executed and acknowledged among all owners of record.
Such agreement shall address the issue of how parking will be shared if the parties
change their operating hours and peak business periods. Such written agreement
shall be recorded by the applicant with the Bernalillo County Recorder’s Office prior
to the issuance of a building permit or certificate of occupancy, and a copy filed in
the project review file.

Walls & Fences
A consistent approach to wall design will provide an element of visual continuity in the Santolina
Community. Walls and fences within a residential or commercial site shall be considered an integral
part of the site/building design.
6.
7.

8.

The style, materials, and color of the wall should be complementary to the architecture of
the building it is attached to.
Masonry and stucco are the recommended primary building materials for walls in residential areas facing the right-of-way. Brick, wood, or ornamental iron may be used as an
accent feature. Other fencing materials, such as chain link, welded wire, unfinished concrete, wood, and colored block may be used as long as they are not the public right-of-way.
To soften the horizontal mass of a continuous wall, where the perimeter wall is greater
than 5' tall, the wall shall be set back from the adjacent sidewalk with the space left between the wall and sidewalk used for landscaping. The wall shall be set back from the
sidewalk at a distance equal to the height above 5 feet. For example, if a seven (7) foot wall
is to be constructed adjacent to a sidewalk it should be set back from that sidewalk two (2)
feet. The setback shall not be any less than two (2) feet.

2) Building Massing and Design Elements
The goal of the design elements are not to limit design creativity, but to provide the framework for high
quality design. While architectural style is not restricted, certain common elements should be complementary to and enhance the community image.  Generic franchise design shall be discouraged.  Building
design shall be contextual to land forms, adjacent buildings and the overall design standards of this plan.
A. Building Materials and Colors
1.
2.
3.

4.

The use of similar roof materials and colors aids continuity. Compatibility in roof design
with adjacent buildings is encouraged.
Metal may be used as a roofing material for commercial and residential structures. Metal
roof shall be corrugated or standing seam and non-reflective. Metal roof colors shall be in
shades of red, green, brown, or silver.
Exterior building materials shall be predominantly contextual in nature.  Stucco (or similar
material such as dryvit), natural stone, or split face CMU of earth tone colors should be
required for sixty-five percent (65%) of the street facing facade.  Wood, stone, or brick may
be used to accent architectural features.
Exterior facade colors shall predominantly be in warm desert earth tones such as ranges
of orange, red, copper, brown, or beige. Other colors may be used to accent architectural
features such as entryways, window trim, fascias, and other traditional southwestern architectural features. Metallic and high intensity colors will not be permitted.

7.A.q
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1.

2.

Massive building forms are discouraged in favor of buildings which incorporate stepped
elevations. Rooflines facing the right of way shall not run in a continuous plane for more
than fifty (50) linear feet without offsetting or jogging the roof plane. Mansard roofs shall
wrap around the entire perimeter of the structure.
Long, uninterrupted exterior walls (longer than 100 feet) shall be avoided on all structures.
Staggering of planes along an exterior wall provides relief from monotonous, uninterrupted expanses of wall. If a facade is less than 250 feet, wall staggering shall be every 100
feet. If a facade is more than 250 feet, wall staggering shall be every 150 feet.

C. Mechanical Equipment
1.

Mechanical equipment, including but not limited to cooling and heating systems, ventilation, antenna and other reception devices, shall be screened from street view through the
use of parapets or other architectural elements of the same nature as the building’s basic
design, material, and color. The height of a screening element such as a parapet shall be
uniform around the entire structure. The minimum height of the parapet walls or structural features shall be as follows:
a. 42” if the roof top equipment is within 10 feet of the building wall;
b. 30” if the roof top equipment is within 20 feet of the building wall;
c. 18” if the roof top equipment is beyond 20 feet of the building wall.

Screen mechanical equipment from street view with an architectural element.

2.
3.

Mechanical equipment may be installed on the rear side of pitched roofs with the requirement that it is not visible from the roadway. The highest point of the equipment shall be
equal to or below the roof ridge.
Mechanical equipment mounted on the ground shall be screened from street view with
landscaping or fencing materials and shall not be taller than the primary structure.

3) Residential Subdivision Standards
The following design standards shall be addressed, included and enforced by developers through private
Codes, Covenants, and Restrictions (C,C & R’s) for subdivisions  within this Level B.I plan.
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A. Residential Site Design Standards

Residential Building Materials and Colors
The prospective home buyer should be offered a choice in architectural styles. The use of a single style
within neighborhoods is discouraged. Individual dwelling units should be distinguishable from each
other.
Build Green NM encourages homebuilders to use technologies, products, and practices that will:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Provide greater energy efficiency and reduce pollution;
Provide healthier indoor air;
Reduce water usage;
Preserve natural resources; and
Improve durability and reduce maintenance.

4) Development Standards for land abutting Major Public Open Space
A. The land abutting the Major Public Open Space is intended to minimize the development impact to the
escarpment and to preserve public and private views of the escarpment.  
B. Residential lots shall not abut more than 30% of the PC-S-MPOS Zone District.
C. The typical road abutting the PC-S-MPOS Zone District will include a 10-foot meandering trail within a
landscaped area adjacent to the PC-S-MPOS and a single-loaded paved roadway.
D. The PC-S-MPOS Zone District shall be designed to connect with adjacent public or private open space
and to be visually integrated with the open space system.
E. No grade change is allowed within the PC-S-MPOS Zone District other than that which is required for
roads, trails and other utilities abutting the PC-S-MPOS Zone District.
F. Lighting. Applicable to adjacent single-loaded streets and adjacent residential development.
1.
Height of luminaries shall not exceed 20’0”.
2.
Light fixtures shall throw light downward and have baffles, hoods or diffusers so that any
light point source is not directly visible from a distance greater than 1000 feet.
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4.1 OVERVIEW
The mix of land uses within Santolina is designed
to provide residents, workers and visitors a vibrant
community.   Key to this is the transportation
system which forms the structure and framework
of the community.   The Transportation Master
Plan includes facilities and right of way corridors
for motor vehicles, bus rapid transit (BRT) services,
on street pedestrian and bicycle accommodations
as well as an extensive off road trails systems.  The
Transportation Master Plan within the Approved
Santolina Level A Master Plan has been further
studied and detailed within this Level B.I Plan.  
The supporting technical appendices outline the
transportation network, street characteristics and
sections, key intersections, local access control
policies and the phasing of roadway construction.  
Additionally, the implementation of transit and
transit facilities, along with the development of the
pedestrian and bicycle network is described.

afternoon traffic as motorists travel to/from the
Santolina employment centers.   The transportation model shows that the of morning peak
hour west-to-east and evening east-to-west river
crossings are reduced by 3.5% and 5%, as compared
to the latest MRCOG 2025 MTP forecast and is  
equivalent (0.1% - 0.5% lower) when compared
to the 2040 MTP forecast.   While not statistically
relevant the Development Team notes that the
change is in the right direction.

Additional refinement of the entire Level A Plan
Area has occurred during the design of this Level
B.I Plan.  Refinements to the transportation system
include:
• A more gridded street network within the
Level B.I Plan Area for a more even distribution of traffic, less dependent on Atrisco
Vista Boulevard and Paseo del Volcan
• Additional street connections to the external
roadway network to provide additional travel
corridors within the Level B.I Plan Area.
Travel demand modeling performed for the Level
A Plan Area as well as the Level B.I Plan Area
found traffic volumes are more evenly distributed
throughout the roadway network.  The results also
reflect the jobs/housing balance with this Level B.I
Plan. The improved jobs/housing balance results
in improvements to a counter commute increase
in westbound morning traffic and eastbound

The Transportation Master Plan provides rightof-way and on-street provision for bus rapid transit
and bus service, as well as anticipated transit
centers and park and ride facilities.   The roadway
sections match the MRCOG Long Range Transportation System Guidelines and provide dedicated
bus lanes on principal arterials.   Preliminary bus
routes and bus stops have been identified, resulting
in a robust transit system to serve the employment
and residential areas of Santolina.  As a substantial
transit market is required prior to providing service,
transit is anticipated to begin as commuter route
extensions from existing City of Albuquerque ABQ
Ride Routes, expanding to additional service and
ultimately BRT and local circulation bus service as
Santolina emerges.
An extensive network of pedestrian and bicycle
trails has been designed within the Level B.I Plan
Area.   The trails will serve both recreational and
transportation purposes within the community.  
The trail system will link to the bus stops described
above and provide connections to the MRCOG long
range bikeway network designed for commuting to
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the Level A Transportation Master Plan have been
revised in this Level B.I Plan and appendices:
• Transportation Network and Traffic Analysis
for Full Buildout
• Phasing Plan for Development of Transportation System for 2025 and 2040
• Phasing Plan for Roadways and Intersections
in 2025 and 2040
• Off-Site Impacts for 2025 and 2040.

4.2 PROPOSED STREET NETWORK
4.2.1 Connections to Off-Site Transportation
Network at Buildout
thereby increasing the appeal of bicycle commuting
and recreational use within Santolina.   Lastly, six
foot (6’) to ten foot (10’) wide sidewalks have been
incorporated along collector and greater roadways
to enhance and promote pedestrian activity.  
4.1.1 Conformity with the Level A Transportation
Master Plan
The concepts within the Santolina Level A Transportation Master Plan, November 2014, remain
as guidelines for the creation of the Level B Transportation Plan.   The roadway function class and
typical sections contained in the Level A Master
Plan provide the foundation for the Level B.I Plan
roadway network and sections.   The analysis
performed in the Level A technical analysis remain
valid.   The methodology and process used to
conduct the travel demand modeling within the
Level A Transportation Master Plan also remains
valid, although the results of the Level B.I Plan
documents reflect refinement of land uses and the
roadway network within this Level B.I Plan.

The Santolina Level A Master Plan and Zoning Map
Amendment was approved by the Board on June 16,
2015.  The preparation of an updated Level A Transportation Master Plan Traffic Analysis was required
as a condition of the Approved Level A Master Plan.  
The updated Traffic Analysis has been submitted to
Bernalillo County Public Works.
During the preparation of this Level B.I Plan, minor
refinements were made to specific land uses and
the road network.   These adjustments result in a
plan conforming to County comments received
related to the Level A Transportation Master Plan.  
Exhibit 4: Auto Transit Circulation, Full Buildout
Network reflects the further refined roadway
network. The overall design assumptions within
the Level A Master Plan related to the scale of
development, mix/location of land uses, general
roadway network and the overall methodology for
performing the travel demand modeling remain
consistent with the Level A Transportation Master

This Level B Transportation Master Plan and
appendices include the traffic analyses prepared
in accordance with the requirements of the PC
Submittal Requirements. These analyses update
the Level A Master Plan and present a greater level
of detail to the features described in the Level A
Master Plan.   The following items presented in
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the metropolitan area.  In addition to the network of
open space trails, all collector and greater roadways
shall provide a six foot (6’) on-street bike lane, with
principal arterials providing a three foot (3’) buffer
from vehicular travel lanes.  The design’s goal is to
make roadside bicycle travel more comfortable,
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Exhibit 4: Auto Transit Circulation, Full Buildout Network

Plan Traffic Analysis submittal.   It is important to
note the original Level A Transportation Master
Plan was prepared utilizing the MRCOG 2035
MTP socio-economic forecasts, as those were the
available forecasts at the time.  The forecasts have
been updated in the current 2040 MTP Forecasts.  
The 2035 MTP Forecast estimated greater projections for population and employment as well as
different population growth locations and type
of employment forecasts.   Although the forecast
population and employment for the Santolina Plan
Area is the same in the updated Level A Plan as
previously submitted and this Level B.I Plan, the
changes in the underlying MRCOG Forecasts have
been incorporated into the updated Traffic Analysis.
The development of the Santolina Level A Master
Plan anticipates a 40-50 year development
timeframe.   The proposed roadway network for
full buildout of Santolina will connect the Santolina
roadway network to the existing roadway network
at multiple locations, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•

I-40 and the I-40 Frontage Road
Atrisco Vista Boulevard
Dennis Chavez Boulevard
118th Street
Gun Club Road
Paseo del Volcan (future)

along the east.   I-40 overpasses are
proposed to promote connectivity
north of the interstate as the West
Mesa north of I-40 develops in the
future.   Environmental and open
space concerns limit access across
the Ceja to Santolina.   As a result,
two new roadways are proposed.  
These are the Gibson Boulevard
and Gun Club Road extensions.  It is
worth noting the MRCOG long range
roadway system outlines extensions of Grant Road, Pajarito Road
and the extension of the proposed
road parallel to the frontage road
after 2040 with connections to
118th Street, Atrisco Vista Boulevard
and Paseo del Volcan.  The Level A Transportation
Plan provides roadways extending to the southern
boundary of the Master Plan Area, providing opportunities for these future connections, as well as
possible long-term alternate routes to Interstate
25, in the event Pajarito Mesa and Isleta Pueblo
express interest in additional access.   Roadway
connections to the west and Laguna Pueblo are also
available.  Due to the limitations described above,
access is primarily to the east and north, with a
balance of connections to distribute traffic on as
many roadways as possible.
NORTH

The major roadways that will serve Santolina at full
buildout are Atrisco Vista Boulevard, Dennis Chavez
Boulevard, the Loop Road, the Gibson Boulevard
extension, Paseo del Volcan, Shelly Road, the Gun
Club Road extension and a parallel road to the I-40
Frontage Road.
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The MRCOG 2040 MTP currently anticipates an
interchange at I-40 and Paseo del Volcan as well as
an interchange at 118th Street between 2025 and
2040.   The New Mexico Department of Transportation (NMDOT) has begun right-of-way acquisition
for the property required for the Paseo del Volcan
interchange.   These interchanges will be required
to adhere to the NMDOT Location Study Procedures and gain approval from the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) for an Interstate Access
Change Request prior to construction.   Although
not required by the traffic analysis performed for
the Santolina Level A Master Plan, it is likely an
interchange may also be required at I-40 and Shelly
Road post-2040,   should Development occurs
north of the interstate.  For long term
planning purposes, it is recommended
that any studies of I-40, including
the Paseo del Volcan and 118th
Street interchange studies, consider
the possibility of a future interchange at I-40 and Shelly Road.

Atrisco Vista Boulevard and Dennis Chavez Boulevards are existing two (2) lane vehicular roadways
with wide shoulders. These roadways do not have
curb and gutter or bicycle lanes.   It is anticipated
that both roadways will require widening during
the development of this Level B.I Plan and subsequent Santolina Level B Plans.  Widening will include
vehicular lanes, bicycle lanes, curbs and gutters as
well as pedestrian sidewalks.  The roadway widening
is anticipated to occur in phases as development
occurs and the additional capacity is required and
defined by future Level C Plan analysis.
In additional to Atrisco Vista Boulevard and Dennis
Chavez Boulevards, Santolina will also be served by
Paseo del Volcan from the north, south to Gibson
Exhibit 5: Auto Transit Circulation, Level B.I Network

4.2.2 Connections to Off-Site
Transportation Network in
2040
This Level B.I Plan Area is generally
located in the center of the Santolina
Level A Plan Area.   The Level B.I
Plan is accessed via existing Atrisco
Vista Boulevard and Dennis Chavez
Boulevards.  The Level B.I Plan Area
and the existing roadways are illustrated on Exhibit 5: Auto Transit
Circulation, Level B.I Network.

Boulevard.  Initially to the north, Paseo del Volcan
will terminate at the south I-40 Frontage Road.  
However, the 2040 MTP anticipates construction
of an interchange at the junction of Paseo del
Volcan and I-40 prior to 2040.  The traffic analysis
performed for the Level B.I Plan indicates the
interchange is not required to serve the expected
development in Santolina by 2025.   However,
potential development north of I-40 may also
contribute to the necessity for this interchange prior
to 2040.  When the initial development within the
Level B.I Plan Area is known, future analyses will be
required to determine the timing of the Paseo del
Volcan and I-40 interchange.  The NMDOT Location
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Studies Procedures process, in accordance with
NMDOT and FHWA requirements, will be followed
to determine when this interchange is constructed.  
This new interchange will provide direct access
from I-40 to Paseo del Volcan.  The interchange will
serve to relieve traffic from Atrisco Vista Boulevard,
while providing access to potential employment
areas north and south of I-40.  
Another key addition to the existing roadway
network will be a parallel road to the I-40 Frontage
Road between Atrisco Vista Boulevard and Paseo
del Volcan.   This roadway was requested by the
County and NMDOT to provide Santolina traffic with
an alternative to the I-40 Frontage Road.  By doing
so will ensure that the Frontage Road can maintain
its current function as the NMDOT Frontage Road.
Another connection to the off-site transportation
network is Gibson Boulevard.   Initially, Gibson
Boulevard will only access Atrisco Vista Boulevard
between Paseo del Volcan and the escarpment.  By
the completion of the Level B.I Plan Area, the Gibson
extension will be constructed to 118th Street.  This
Gibson extension will divert traffic volume from
Dennis Chavez Boulevard, Central Avenue and
I-40 and more evenly distribute Santolina traffic
throughout the available roadways serving the
Santolina Master Plan Area.
4.2.3 Connections to the Remainder of the Level
A Plan Area
The Santolina Level A Transportation Plan considers
development of the entire plan area consistent with
the Level A Master Plan.   Exhibit 4: Auto Transit
Circulation, Full Buildout Network. The following is
a description of the phasing.   

As development expands beyond the boundary
of this Level B.I Plan Area, it is anticipated that
residential development will grow east towards
118th Street to complete Village Verde south
of Central Avenue and west of 118th Street.  
Additionally, Village Azul will be developed.  Development of Village Azul will require the extension
of 118th Street south of Dennis Chavez Boulevard,
consistent with the MRCOG long range roadway
system.   During this time the Town Center, Urban
Center and Business Park will continue to develop
and expand employment opportunities within
Santolina.   This expansion will utilize and expand
the infrastructure built within this Level B.I Plan
Area.
The next development to occur is anticipated to be in
Village Amarillo, south of Dennis Chavez Boulevard
and west of the escarpment.  Development of the
Residential Village will take advantage of infrastructure built during development of this Level
B.I Plan while also extending the Loop Road to the
southeast quadrant of the Level A Plan Area.   As
the balance of the Urban Center develops, Dennis
Chavez Boulevard will be extended and improved
from Atrisco Vista Boulevard, west towards Paseo
del Volcan.
The last residential areas likely to be developed,
post-2040, will be Villages Oro and Naranjo, west
of Paseo del Volcan.   These areas will require
Paseo del Volcan, Gibson Boulevard, Dennis Chavez
Boulevard, the Loop Road and the road parallel to
the Frontage Road to be extended to the west to
serve this area of the Level A Plan Area.
During the post-2040 timeframe, the Industrial and
Business Park will continue to expand southward,
requiring the improvement of Shelly Road and
construction of associated collector streets.   As
the western portions of the Business Park and
the Villages Oro and Naranjo come online, Dennis
Chavez Boulevard, Gibson Boulevard and the road
parallel to the Frontage Road will be extended to
connect the Industrial and Business Park with the
gridded network of the balance of the Level A Plan
Area.
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As needed, right-of-way will be preserved for
overpasses across I-40 to provide connections as
the lands north of I-40 develop.  These overpasses
will provide additional connectivity and also help
distribute traffic away from Atrisco Vista Boulevard
and Paseo del Volcan.  Additionally, master planning
efforts have identified the right-of-way requirements and interchange spacing for Paseo del Volcan
south of I-40 to match what is designed north of
I-40.
4.2.4 Street Location and Characteristics
In addition to the roadways discussed above,
additional collector roadways are proposed to
complete the gridded network for the Level B.I Plan
Area.   The gridded collector streets are generally
spread one-quarter mile apart.   These roads are
designed to distribute traffic throughout the Level
B.I Plan Area and serve to reduce the traffic volumes
on the arterials.  As these areas are further defined
and designed, local streets will be identified to
distribute the traffic to individual developments.  
Exhibit 5 Auto Transit Circulation, Level B.I Network
shows the streets and segments of streets that
serve the Level B.I Plan Area.   The Level B Transportation Master Plan Technical Appendix contains
graphics that details these roadways within this
Level B.I Plan transportation modeling area.
Typical cross sections of the principal and minor
arterials for the Santolina Level A Master Plan Area
were included in the Level A Transportation Master
Plan Technical Appendix.   These typical sections
remain valid for this Level B.I Plan, with minor
adjustments made to conform to the recently
adopted MRCOG Long Range Transportation System
Guidelines.  These revised typical sections are also
included in the Level B Transportation Master Plan
Technical Appendix.   Due to the anticipated need
to further refine details during subsequent Level
C Plans, the typical sections should be considered
as illustrative and subject to change during future
Level C planning and design efforts.

4.3 TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

Consistent with the Level A Transportation Master
Plan, the MRCOG regional travel demand model
was utilized to estimate future traffic volumes for
the Level B.I Plan Area.  The travel demand forecast
used the MRCOG travel software known as The Cube.
MRCOG recently completed the 2040 update to the
MTP in April 2015.   This Level B.I transportation
analysis utilized the most recent travel demand
model and forecasted socioeconomic data within
the 2040 MTP, modified to reflect development
of the Santolina Master Plan Area.   This resulted
in an alternate travel demand model scenario that
was consistent with the MTP 2040 overall regional
control totals for employment and population.  The
model was representative of the region if Santolina
were to develop.  All model results discussed in this
Level B.I Plan   were derived from this “Santolina
Scenario” travel demand model.   Traffic volume
forecasts for this Level B.I Plan are based on
these assumptions of land use and corresponding
population along with employment projections
for the Albuquerque Metropolitan Planned Area
(AMPA).  Detailed discussion of the traffic analysis is
included within the Level B Transportation Master
Plan Technical Appendix.
4.3.1 Transportation Phasing Plan
A Transportation Phase Plan has been developed
for years 2025 and 2040 based on estimated
traffic volumes generated by this Level B.I Plan
Area.  Exhibit 6: Roadway Phasing, Roads Required
by 2025 and Exhibit 7: Roadway Phasing, Roads
Required by 2040 illustrate the primary roadways
required within this Level B.I Plan Area and
immediate vicinity to serve this Level B.I Plan Area
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4.3.2 On-Site Transportation Network
Requirements
As illustrated on Exhibit 4: Auto Transit Circulation,
Full Buildout Network and Exhibit 5: Auto Transit
Circulation, Level B.I Network, the Santolina circulation system as build-out is defined as a system
of collectors and arterials in a gridded pattern and
an internal loop road to provide additional circulation within the Level A Plan Area.  Initial roadway
projects within the Level B.I Plan Area will emphasize
collectors and arterials within the Plan Area and will
include improving existing roadways such as Atrisco
Vista Boulevard to meet urban roadway standards
and closely match the Level B.I Transportation
Master Plan typical cross sections.  Additionally, the
phased construction of new Level B.I roadways will
occur.  In some instances it may be more desirable
to construct the entire ultimate roadway to limit
future impacts to adjoining residential and business
corridors.   The collector and local street network
will be constructed as necessary to serve ongoing
development.

NORTH

Exhibit 7: Roadway Phasing, Roads required by 2040

As outlined in the Level B.I Transportation Master
Plan, it is anticipated that many intersections
within this Level B.I Plan Area will require traffic
signalization. The traffic signals will be installed at
the time of construction of the roadway or when
warranted by a traffic signal study.  Typically these
intersections appear at the intersection of minor
and principal arterials such as the Loop Road and
Atrisco Vista Boulevard.  At other locations where
traffic signals are anticipated to be warranted in the
future, again underground conduits will be installed
in conjunction with the roadway construction.  
Traffic signals will not be installed until traffic
demand necessitates installation of such facilities.  
Traffic signal installation will be conducted in coordination with the County or appropriate agency staff,
conform to applicable standards and be consistent
with regional Intelligent Transportation System (ITS)
plans as required.
NORTH

as well as regional forecasted traffic volumes in
2025 and 2040.  The phasing plan Exhibits illustrate
the roadways and associated laneage requirements
for 2025 and 2040.   Additional information on
roadway phasing and lane requirements is included
within the Level B Transportation Master Plan
Technical Appendix.   Multi-modal and landscape
improvements will be phased and it is expected
that all roadways will include a reasonable portion
of these elements at each stage of construction, as
to provide adequate multimodal infrastructure at
each stage of development.

4.3.3 Off-Site Transportation Impacts
The transportation modeling analysis, documented
in the Level B.I Transportation Master Plan Technical
Appendix, evaluated the forecasted traffic volumes
for the years 2025 and 2040 and conducted
reflecting the latest MRCOG 2040 MTP update.  
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Population and employment forecasts were
developed for Santolina based on anticipated
market demand for the Level B.I and Master Plan
Areas.   These Santolina development forecasts
were integrated into and normalized with
the adopted MRCOG 2025 and 2040 regional
population and employment forecasts in order to
maintain regional socioeconomic control totals
established by MRCOG.   Additionally, the MRCOG
2025 and 2040 roadway networks were used as
proposed by MRCOG, with the expected Santolina
road network added to serve the anticipated 2025
and 2040 Santolina development.   This ensures
that the forecasts can be compared directly to the
MRCOG 2025 and 2040 MTP forecasted results, to
assess the differences in forecast traffic congestion
between the MRCOG Trend growth scenario and
the Santolina growth scenario.   Details regarding
the development of the Santolina travel demand
model, forecast traffic volumes, level of service
and comparisons with the MRCOG MTP model are
included in the Level B.I Transportation Master Plan
Technical Appendix.

4.4 ACCESS
4.4.1 Roadway Functional Classification
The roadways within the Level B.I Plan Area consist
of typical roadway functional classifications.   The
classifications form a hierarchy of roadways that
will serve varying functions based on traffic needs
and accessibility to development tracts.   Higher
level roadways generally provide greater through
movement for higher traffic volume at slightly
higher speeds.   Functional classification of the
roadways will be reviewed on an ongoing basis to
be consistent with FHWA guidelines. Lower level
roadways provide greater access to adjacent development tracts with lower traffic volumes at lower
speeds.  See prototype roadway sections on Exhibits
8 through 12: Roadways. The roadway types are
further described as follows:
Principal Arterials. Principal arterials are roadways
of regional significance, intended to serve high
traffic volumes generally traveling long distances.  
A principal arterial is primarily intended to serve
through-traffic with limited access.   Full access,
signalized intersections are generally limited to
one-half mile (2,640 feet) intervals within the
Santolina Access Management Plan (SAMP).   Full
access, un-signalized intersections are limited to

Exhibit 8:  Roadways - 6 Lane Principal Arterial, Principal Arterial

6-LANE PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL (160 FT ROW)
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The proposed typical sections for principal
arterials within the Level B.I Plan Area match
those suggested by the MRCOG Long Range Transportation System Guidelines.   The right-of-way
accommodates vehicular travel lanes, dedicated

bus lanes, on-street bicycle lanes with buffers
as well as pedestrian sidewalks with a street side
buffer separating the travel way and sidewalk.
As the Urban Center is bound on all sides by
Principal Arterials, additional multi-way boulevard
roadway typical sections have been developed to
provide additional access opportunities, as well as

Exhibit 9:  Roadways - 4 Lane Minor Arterial, 4 Lane Collector with Parking

4-LANE MINOR ARTERIAL (136 FT R.O.W)

4-LANE COLLECTOR WITH PARKING (129 FT R.O.W)

Exhibit 10:  Roadways - 4 Lane Collector without Parking, 2 Lane Collector with Parking

4-LANE COLLECTOR WITHOUT PARKING (115 FT R.O.W)
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LOCAL STREET 1 (52 FT ROW)

LOCAL STREET 3 (48 FT ROW)

slower speeds adjacent to pedestrian and bicyclists
in vicinity of the Urban Center.   These typical
sections may also be used in other locations, such
as the Village Centers, if considered appropriate.
Minor Arterials.   Minor arterials are similar in
function to principal arterials.  However, this classification of roadway operates under lower traffic
volumes, serves shorter trip distances and also
provides a higher degree of property access to
adjacent development parcels.   In the SAMP, full
access signalized intersections are generally limited
to one-third mile (1,760 feet) intervals.  Full access,
un-signalized intersections are limited to one-eighth
mile (660 feet) intervals.
The proposed typical cross sections for minor
arterials within the Level B.I Plan Area match
those suggested by the MRCOG Long Range Transportation System Guidelines.   The right-of-way
accommodates vehicular travel lanes, on-street
bicycle lanes with buffer and pedestrian sidewalks
with streetside buffer separating a travel way and
sidewalk.
Collectors.   Collector roadways provide for traffic
movements between local streets.   This roadway
category is designed to carry moderate traffic
volumes over moderate distances.  Collectors may
also provide direct access to adjacent properties but

LOCAL STREET 2 (50 FT ROW)

MAJOR LOCAL STREET (60 FT ROW)

generally not to individual residences.  In the SAMP,
BERNALILLO
COUNTY LOCAL are
ROAD generally
full access signalized
intersections
SECTIONS INCLUDED BY REFERENCE:
MINOR
LOCAL
RESIDENTIAL
DWG intervals.  
limited to one-quarter201008,
mileFEBRUARY
(1,32015,
feet)
2016
MAJOR
LOCAL
RESIDENTIAL
DWG limited to
Full access un-signalized
intersections are
201007, FEBRUARY 15, 2016
330 feet intervals.
The typical cross sections for collectors within the
Level B.I Plan Area match those suggested by the
MRCOG Long Range Transportation System Guidelines.   The right-of-way accommodates vehicular
travel lanes, on-street bicycle lanes as well as a
streetside buffer between the traveled way and
pedestrian sidewalk.
It is anticipated that in the future, as development
occurs, both Major and Minor collectors will be
identified.
Local Streets & Residential Subdivisions.   Local
streets provide for local traffic movement.   This
roadway category is designed to carry low traffic
volumes over shorter distances to and from
collector streets.  Local streets provide direct access
to adjacent properties, including residences.
The typical local street cross section within the
Level B.I Plan Area accommodates vehicular travel
lanes, vehicular parking and pedestrian sidewalks.
To promote safer streets for pedestrians and lower
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vehicular speeds, local street typical sections
may have less right-of-way than current County
standards subject to County review.
Site plans for residential subdivisions should provide
variety and visual interest in the streetscape.
Pedestrian connections between neighborhoods,
commercial areas, schools, parks and open
space should be planned for efficient pedestrian
movement.
A consistent landscape theme in residential areas
reinforces community identity. Providing large
canopied street trees in residential areas softens
the streetscape and provide the feeling of an established neighborhood as the trees reach maturity.
Two methods to achieve this streetscape involve:
•
•

Providing one (1) street tree per lot in all
residential subdivisions.
Planting street trees within twelve (12) feet of
the back of curb.

One of the attributes of the West Side most appreciated by residents is its “dark sky”. The objective
of the lighting guidelines therefore is to preserve
the “dark sky” while providing lighting that

Street lights should be designed for vehicular and
pedestrian safety while preventing excessive light
spillage onto adjacent properties.

enhances the safety, security, and visual aesthetics
of the area. Careful attention to lighting detail will
contribute to the sense of a cohesive community
image. Lighting design and features will differ
according to the land use. In all cases, light fixtures
and standards will conform to state and local safety
illumination standards. Concentrating light at intersections and pedestrian crosswalks enhances
pedestrian safety and vehicular flows. Lighting will
need to adhere to County and NMDOT regulations,

but where flexibility is allowed, recommended
maximum height of street light fixtures is thirty
(30) feet. Measures should be taken to reduce light
spillage on adjacent properties by providing light
fixtures that are recessed or shielded. Cobra head
fixtures are not recommended for street lighting.
Metal halide, LED, or low-pressure sodium lights
are recommended.
Street lights should be designed for vehicular and
pedestrian safety while preventing excessive light
spillage onto adjacent properties.
Sidewalks and trails are intended to lessen the
need for vehicular use and provide connectivity to
create a pedestrian-oriented community. Individual
development phases should ensure off-road pedestrian and bicycle access to the various park and
open-space facilities. All sidewalks and ramps
within public rights-of-way will need to meet County
standards. They will also need to be designed to
meet American Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility
requirements.
The cross-sections provide the general conceptual
street design. On local residential streets, sidewalks
will have a minimum of 5 feet in width and with
a setback of 5 feet in width from the curb. In the
Urban Center and Village Centers, wider sidewalks
and setbacks support walkability in these mixeduse, higher density areas. In these Centers,
sidewalks along collectors or arterial streets will
be 8-10 feet in width with a setback of 6-7 feet of
width from the curb. In other areas, sidewalks along
collectors or arterial streets will be a minimum of 6
feet in width with a setback of 6 feet of width from
the curb. The design elements of Santolina streetscapes and roadway network layout will follow the
Long Range Transportation System (LRTS) Guide,
subject to County approval.
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Trails are important elements to provide not
only critical transportation connections, but also
serve as comfortable, safe and inviting facilities
for recreation. Trails are multi-use and accommodate pedestrians, runners, and bicyclists. Like
sidewalks, trails are required to be meet ADA accessibility requirements. Private trails will need to
meet general standards of public trails by being
constructed of concrete, asphalt, or stabilized
crusher fines and have a minimum width of 8 feet.
Pedestrian crossings will need to be clearly demarcated where they cross vehicular entrances and
streets. Features such as raised medians and active
traffic control devices may be used to enhance
pedestrian crossings. In order to support roadway
network connectivity, knuckles or cul-de-sacs will
be minimized and their use subject to County
approval. Pedestrian and bicycle access openings
at the end of cul-de-sacs or openings in perimeter
walls are techniques that can be used to achieve
connection between commercial areas, trails,
adjacent neighborhoods, and open space.
For additional standards refer to Section 3.5 Level  
B  Design  Standards  Section  G  Walls  &    Fences.
All roadway typical sections will, to the extent
possible,
incorporate
green
infrastructure
approaches to reduce and treat stormwater runoff.
Additionally, ITS technology and techniques, such
as adaptive signals timing will be implemented
along major roadways, consistent with the regional
ITS plan.
4.4.2 Access Control Policy
The Santolina Level A Transportation Master Plan
Technical Appendix established an access control
policy within the Level A Plan Area.  The approved
control policy will govern access within the Level
B.I Plan Area.   SAMP is identical to the NMDOT
State Access Management Manual (SAMM) Table
18.C-1 “Access Spacing Standards for Intersections
and Driveways” for urban principal arterials, urban
minor arterials and urban connectors.

The SAMP also establishes criteria that recognizes
and addresses when temporary conditions may
occur that do not warrant full compliance with
the SAMP.   For example, many arterial roadways
within the Level A Plan Area may be constructed in
a phased manner, such that two lanes (one in each
direction) are initially constructed.  In this scenario,
raised medians will not exist in the two lane
roadway to prohibit access.  Accordingly, temporary
access conditions may be permitted by the County
on a case-by-case basis at the sole discretion of
the County.  Traffic Impact Studies (TIS) specifically
performed for the proposed site developments will
address the feasibility of temporary access modifications.  Such TIS situations must demonstrate the

temporary access condition meets all typical traffic
design and safety conditions.  
Existing Access Control Policies
MRCOG also established roadway access limitation
for Atrisco Vista Boulevard and Dennis Chavez
Boulevard within the Level A Plan Area as well as
Paseo del Volcan north of I-40.  
The MRCOG access policy for Atrisco Vista
Boulevard south of I-40 currently permits two full
intersections.   The first intersection is at Dennis
Chavez Boulevard and the second at Terra West
Estates Road.   The MRCOG Access Policy provides
full access intersections along Atrisco Vista
Boulevard between Tierra West Estates Road and
Dennis Chavez Boulevard at one-half mile (2,640
feet) intervals as well as T-intersection and right-in/
right-out driveways at approximately one-quarter
mile (1,320 feet) intervals.  

7.A.q
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• Tierra West Estates Road.
• Approximately one mile (5,280 feet) north
of Dennis Chavez Boulevard.
• Dennis Chavez Boulevard.
The access proposed is comparable to the MRCOG
access plan with the modification to provide
the parallel roadway to the frontage road.   This
additional connection was added at the County and
NMDOT’s request.  This parallel roadway is located
approximately 2,760 feet south of the Atrisco Vista
Boulevard intersection with the frontage road/
Central Avenue.  This distance satisfies the MRCOG
access spacing guidelines south to Dennis Chavez
Boulevard.   The Level A Master Plan approved
development on both the east and west side of
Atrisco Vista Boulevard.  The un-signalized intersections along this roadway are proposed as left-in/
right-in/right-out intersections at no less than
one-quarter mile (1,320 feet) intervals.  Any modifications to NMDOT access control along Atrisco
Vista Boulevard will be requested by WALH and

the County through the NMDOT access control
procedures outlined by the SAMM and the MRCOG
Roadway Access Committee.
Future access limitations along Paseo del Volcan
south of I-40 have not been established by MRCOG
and NMDOT. The roadway network established
with the Level A Plan Area provides access spacing
consistent with the ultimate access policy for
Paseo del Volcan north of I-40.   Paseo del Volcan
is planned to be ultimately designed to freeway
standards north of I-40.   These standards provide
interchanges at approximately one mile (5,280
feet) intervals.   Paseo del Volcan right-of-way will
be reserved within the Level A Plan Area for future
freeway requirements consistent with the standards
established north of I-40.

MRCOG policy states “prior to ultimate development, at-grade intersections with median
openings other than one-mile intervals may be
permitted.” The intersection spacing proposed
along Paseo del Volcan, south of I-40, provides
one-half mile signalized intersection spacing in
the interim, prior to ultimate development of the
freeway facility.   These signalized intersections,

consistent with the SAMP and SAMM spacing
for urban principal arterials, would become
underpasses in the event the freeway facility is
constructed.   The proposed un-signalized intersections shown with the interim Paseo del Volcan,
consistent with the SAMP and SAMM one-quarter
mile spacing for urban principal arterials, will
terminate at the frontage roads constructed with
the freeway facility.   This design is similar to the
roadway design north of I-40.   Consistent with
MRCOG policy, the above proposes an initial access
control plan for adjacent and intersecting streets
that will be further developed through location
corridor studies.

4.5 TRANSIT
The community vision for Santolina includes a
vibrant mixed-use community where people “live,
work, learn and play.”  Key to achieving this vision is
the creation of a well-designed multi-modal travel
system with an emphasis on transit and walkability.  
This goal will be met through the operation of a
transportation system that links activity centers
and the Residential Villages via transit, bicycle and
pedestrian links.
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Transit must be frequent, fast and reliable in order
to effectively reduce regional traffic congestion.  
Transit service within the County areas is provided
on a contract basis with ABQ Ride.  This is due to
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the fact these service areas are outside the City
of Albuquerque’s ABQ Ride jurisdictional area.  As
Santolina grows, the available market for transit
ridership is expected to grow.   This growth will
promote the possible consideration of transit
service by the County, ABQ Ride and Rio Metro
Regional Transit District (RTD).  It is expected these
discussions will occur once the transit market
develops within the development of Santolina.  
It is anticipated that transit service with limited
commuter routes and service in peak transit hours
will expand to fixed routes with shorter headways,
ultimately leading to bus rapid transit system once
demand is generated. The goal is to provide systems
to distribute Santolina residents and employees
to and from other regional employment and
residential hubs while providing service to Santo-

lina’s employment centers.
Consideration has also been given to the bicycle
and pedestrian links within the transit system.  The
roadside and extensive off-road trails system will be
designed in a coordinated effort with the location
of bus stops and other transit facilities with the goal
of locating bus stops within reasonable walking
distance of residential development.   The system
will be designed to encourage transit use and
bicycle commuting within Santolina and the greater
vicinity.

designed to accommodate Residential Villages as
well as clusters of significant employment centers.
As a result of the land use mix and transportation
system, opportunities will exist to transport citizens
from within Santolina to other regional employment
centers as well as Santolina employment centers.
The transit network as illustrated extends Rapid
Ride Route 766, the Green Line, from the current
terminus at Central & Unser Transit Center into the
Santolina Town Center.  The route is extended west
on Central Avenue to Atrisco Vista Boulevard, south
to the road paralleling the Frontage Road, then west
into the Town Center.  A Transit Center is proposed
within the Level B.I Town Center.   The facility will
serve as a Park and Ride and as well as a hub for
future commuter or local circulation bus routes.
A second major transit route is along Dennis
Chavez Boulevard, providing access to the Urban
Center.  Dennis Chavez Boulevard is identified as a
secondary transit route in the 2040 MTP, and the
Rio Bravo Rail Runner Station just west of the river

4.5.1 Proposed Transit Concept
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is a prime candidate for use as a bus rapid transit
or commuter route into Santolina.   Additionally,
as a principal arterial, Dennis Chavez Boulevard
has been identified as a roadway segment with a
potential dedicated bus lane.  This roadway design
would remove buses from general purpose traffic
as they enter the Urban Center.  The facility will be
located in close proximity to the post-secondary
education facilities and offer Park and Ride lots
as well as stops for other local or commuter bus
routes.
A goal of the Residential Village, Urban Center and
Town Center design standards is to locate transit
stops/stations within a one-quarter mile walking
distance from origins or destinations.   This is a
comfortable walking distance to encourage the use
of transit facilities.  Design standards will enhance
the walking experience and safety, encouraging
walkability with the community.
Gibson Boulevard shall service as a third potential
transit route into Santolina, allowing a connection
to the Bridge/Westgate Route 54 path.
The transit plan also illustrates possible circulation routes within Santolina.   These routes will
offer opportunities for transit between residential,
employment, commercial, education and recreation areas without the use of automobiles.
4.5.2 Transit Ridership
No specific estimate of future transit use has been
developed for this Level B.I Plan.  However, the large
number of job centers located along major roadways
within the Level B.I Plan suggests the increased
visibility, ease and use of transit.   Additionally,
the extensive trails system from residential neighborhoods to transit corridors further promotes
alternative modes of travel.
4.5.3 Interface with Inter-Model Connections
The Santolina Transportation Master Plan envisions
an extensive transit system for local circulation
along with commuter or BRT service for regional
travel.   The Santolina transit centers, combined

with regional service, provide the opportunity to
connect other transit routes such as the Central &
Unser Transit Center, the Alvarado Center and the
New Mexico Rail Runner Express.   The interconnectivity will enable transit users within Santolina
to enjoy the entire transit system available in the
metropolitan region.
4.5.4 Transit-Facilitating Features
The Santolina Level A Master Plan includes an
extensive network of sidewalks, trails and on-street
bicycle lanes.   This system has been designed to
create extensive connectivity within the Level A
Plan Area, promoting the use of transportation
modes between residential neighborhoods and
employment centers.    Accessibility is the key to
encouraging mass transit ridership. Transit stops
that are centrally located and convenient to pedestrians should be provided. Pedestrian oriented
mixed use developments, including conveniently
located shopping, office development, post offices,
libraries, parks, recreational facilities and residential
use, will help create an environment conducive to
mass transit systems. Transit stops shall provide
shelter, comfortable seating and adequate lighting.  
Signage shall be provided to illustrate the routes
that serve each transit stop. Trash containers should
be conveniently located. Safe and secure bike
storage facilities are encouraged. The transit stop
should be designed to blend with the architecture
of the surrounding buildings. Transit stops shall be
centrally located, easily accessed from neighborhoods, retail, jobs and services.
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4.5.5 School Bus Considerations
It is anticipated that school bus routes may use the
Principal and Minor Arterials for travel.  However,
school bus stops will not be located along such
roadways.   School bus stops shall be located on
Collector or Local Street roadways to increase public
safety and limit impacts to the traveling public.  As
specific school bus routes will not be developed
until school locations have been identified, Local
Streets within Santolina shall be designed to sufficiently accommodate potential school bus activity.

4.6 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES
4.6.1

Sidewalks and Pedestrian Accommodations

The proposed Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation
Plan combined with the typical roadway sections,
provide complete pedestrian coverage throughout
Santolina.   The Open Space trails system provides
opportunities for walking and biking apart from
roadways and vehicular traffic.   This system
connects the residential and commercial areas,
allowing for commuting or recreational use.
Supporting Santolina’s goals of walkability requires
making walking convenient, enjoyable and safe.  
The interconnected sidewalks throughout Santolina
enable short walking trips to bus stops, schools,
parks and other neighborhood amenities, as well
as employment centers.   Walking within Village
Centers will be encouraged through land use and
site layout design combined with pedestrian facilities.   The goal is to encourage a “park-once”
concept in the Village Center.  
Marked at grade crosswalks, pedestrian activated
phases for street crossing shall be provided at all
signalized intersections.   Additionally, consideration will be given to the safe location of mid-block
pedestrian crossings through the use of pedestrian
hybrid beacon systems.
4.6.2 Bike Lanes and Trails
The bicycle network provides complete coverage
of the Level A Master Plan through on-street
bicycle lanes and the proposed Open Space and

trails system.   The bikeway network will be more
extensive than shown in the Bikeways Master Plan,
as proposed typical
roadway sections also
include bike lanes on
all future identified
arterials and collector
streets.   This design
element will allow
recreational bicyclists
the opportunity to
bicycle out of travel
lanes.   The relatively
flat topography of
much of the Level
A Plan Area is well
suited to bicycle travel,
while the ample Open Space trail network provides
opportunities for recreational biking.
The proposed bicycle network conforms to, and is
integrated into, the MRCOG Long Range Bikeways
System Map.  The map envisions extending bikeway
facilities on Dennis Chavez Boulevard, Atrisco
Vista Boulevard, 118th Street, Gun Club Road,
Gibson Boulevard, Paseo del Volcan and Central
Avenue.   This system will provide direct access to
the extensive network of existing and proposed
bikeways in the metropolitan area, providing
opportunities for long-range cycling or commuting
for those so inclined.

4.7 TRANSPORTATION DEMAND 		
MANAGEMENT
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is a
combination of approaches that provide travelers
with alternatives to the use of the single occupancy
vehicle when choosing their transportation mode.  
Through the provisions of options in travel mode,
travel demand management seeks to influence
travel decisions with the goal of more efficient use
of the transportation system.
Several TDM strategies are accomplished through
the Santolina Level A Land Use Plan.  These include
the extensive system of pedestrian and bicycle facilities that allow for travelers to choose to walk or ride
their bicycle to their destination.   Other land use
elements supporting TDM are the close proximity
and high level of connectivity of major employment
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The roadway typical sections in Santolina also
provide dedicated on-street transit lanes, wide
sidewalks, appropriate street lighting and safe
roadway crossings.   The roadway network, when
combined with the extensive pedestrian and bike
network, as well as transit amenities, make transit
use more attractive and easier to use.   Increased
attractiveness of transit and greater transit use will
also reduce the number of vehicles on roadways,
improve traffic operations and reduce congestion.
The large employment centers in Santolina also
provide opportunities for employers to use public
service announcements and outreach to educate
employees and residents on the benefits of walking,
biking, carpooling and transit use.   Transit will be
a key component of the TDM strategy as transit
service becomes available and expands as the

market increases with population and employment
growth.
The design of employment centers should focus on
promoting alternative modes of travel, through the
incorporation of pedestrian and bicycle accommodations.  Employment and commercial site designs
will be encouraged to locate buildings close to
transit routes to limit walking distances from the
transit stops to the buildings.  Doing so will increase
transit use by minimizing travel distances once the
traveler exits the transit system.
Employers will be encouraged to provide variable
work schedules to the maximum extent possible to
disburse traffic over longer periods to reduce the
amount of traffic on the roadway during peak hours.  
Coordinated education campaigns by employers
and retail/commercial development to promote
transit and walking/biking will also be considered
in concert with Bernalillo County and ABQ Ride/Rio
Metro.
In the event voluntary measures do not result in
sufficient changes in driver behavior to maintain

Exhibit 12:  Roadways - Level B.I Multi-Way Boulevards
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centers is expected to increase the share of pedestrian and bicycle commuting, thereby reducing
the number of single occupancy vehicles on the
roadways during peak hours.
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acceptable levels of service, other incentives
and disincentives can be employed to encourage
changes in travel behavior.  These may include incentives such as providing discounted transit passes
for employees, promoting walk to work or bike to
work events, rewards for carpooling, or providing
preferred parking for carpools and vanpools.  Disincentives may including requiring employees to pay
for parking or designating less desirable parking
areas for those who choose to drive to work alone.
Many of the above strategies will require cooperation between both future private employers and
public agencies to fully achieve the goals of the TDM
strategies.   In the event traffic congestion begins
to deteriorate below acceptable levels of service,
employers should be encouraged to work together,
either formally or informally, to implement the
above strategies in order to maximize available
infrastructure, reduce congestion, maintain air
quality and improve the traffic operations.
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Overview of site specific environmental characteristics and the physical and environmental
characteristics provide the structure for land use
locations, transportation systems and natural open
spaces within the Level A Master Plan along with
this Level B.I Plan. The Level B.I Plan Area is characterized by a large mesa, framed by two escarpments.
The western edge of the mesa area features a
series of dunes overlooking the Rio Puerto Valley,
partially vegetated parallel swales that run roughly
east-west and a group of natural depressions in the
north central portion of the Plan Area.

As a result of the existing topography, much
of the Level B.I Plan Area enjoys views toward
the Sandia and Manzano Mountains, the South
Valley, the Bosque and the City of Albuquerque.
Elevations descend from 6,100 feet at the top
the western escarpment near the community’s
western boundary to approximately 5,575 feet at
the top of the eastern escarpment. The topography
then descends to 5,100 feet at the south eastern
boundary near Gun Club Road.  Planning within the
Level B.I Plan Area was conducted in a manner to
preserve and enhance the unique local and regional
views.
Much of this Level B.I Plan Area consists of flat
lands on the mesa with slopes in the 0-5% range. As
a result, the land within these portions of the Level
B.I Plan Area is highly suitable for development. The
Level B.I Plan also includes major public open space
and additional open space characterized as parks
and internal open space. The open space network
respects the existing topography, escarpments and

land forms to create separation from surrounding
neighborhoods while also creating pedestrian links
to future neighborhoods, job centers and amenities.

5.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
The following is a summary of biological resources
within this Level B.I Plan Area:
5.2.1 Vegetation
Grasses, wildflowers, cacti and brush form the
vegetative groundcover of the Level B.I Plan
Area. Several varieties of native grasses are found
including mesa dropseed, Indian ricegrass, giant
dropseed, spike dropseed, black grama, blue grama,
sand dropseed, bush muhly, sacaton and galleta.
Brush include sand sagebrush, broom snakeweed,
four-wing saltbrush, yucca, cholla, prickly pear,
Mormon tea and winterfat. Wildflower species
include chamisa, purple astor, butterfly weed,
paperflower, gum weed, globe mallow, bush penestamen and desert zinnia.

5.2.2 Wildlife
Wildlife found in the Level B.I Plan Area is common
to the Southwest Mesa grasslands
and includes scaled quail, morning
dove, jackrabbits, cottontail, rats,
prairie dogs, deer mice along with
a variety of reptiles and invertebrates. No listed or endangered
species have been identified in
this Level B.I Plan Area.
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5.3 ARCHEOLOGY
As part of the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
a Class I records search was conducted in May
2005. The report included a review of the New
Mexico Cultural Resources System (NMCRIS) files.
The review did not find any nominated properties
within the Santolina Level A Plan Area. As a part of
this study a brief archaeological on-site reconnaissance was completed for the reconnaissance of 12
transect miles and resulted in the identification
of 14 potential additional cultural properties. The
reconnaissance confirmed that the majority of the
Level A Plan Area’s resources are located in the
Rio Puerco and Rio Grande escarpment areas. As
previously stated the escarpment areas are being
designated as permanent open space areas within
this Level B.I Plan.   Another resource discussed
during the Level A Master Plan approval process
was the existing FAA arrow located just south of the
existing Bisque Durango Mobile Home Park.   This
resource is located within the Level B.I Plan Town
Center.
Consistent with the PCC for Level B Plans, WALH
contracted with SWCA for a Class II survey for
the Level B.I Plan Area. This survey was scoped
in conjunction with the State Historic Preservation Office and included a representative sample
(approximately 20 percent of the Level B.I Plan
Area) that was surveyed. The SWCA Class II survey
covered a total of 600 non-continuous acres, with
the current Level B.I Plan covering 4,375 acres. The
Class II Archaeological study has been completed
and has been submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office with a copy provided to County Staff
on July 1, 2016. Due to the sensitive nature of this
information, access to this report will be limited
to County Planning and Open Space staff for their
review.

The Class II survey identified 16 archaeological
sites and one historic structure. Six of these sites
are not considered significant and are not eligible
for the National Register (LA 185226, LA 185228,
LA 185229, LA 185232, LA 185234, and LA 185235).
These six sites consist of  small, concentrated historic
dumps primarily made up of food and beverage
cans and bottles. Site LA 185232 is a prehistoric
archaeological site with an unknown date. This
site is believed to represent limited activity and
is not considered likely to have additional information beyond what has already been gathered.
All other sites are historic refuse scatters or dumps
that have limited additional information potential.
As such, no further management of these sites is
recommended.
Eight archaeological sites were evaluated to be
undetermined for National Register eligibility
pending additional information (LA 73288, LA
73295, LA 185223, LA 185224, LA 185227, LA
185230, LA 185231, and LA 185233). Other than
LA 185227, these sites include non-structural,
unknown aboriginal, and unspecified prehistoric
material dating A.D. 1550. LA 185227 consists of
structural, ancestral Puebloan material dating
around A.D 700-1300. All eight sites have been
deemed undetermined with preservation or testing
as the recommended mitigation strategy.
Two cultural resources were identified as National
Register eligible (HCPI 40796 and LA 185225); an
historic object (concrete arrow) and prehistoric
lithic scatter with an associated feature.
The following guidance concerning future
mitigation steps were provided by Andy Wakefield,
RPA, Archaeologist with the New Mexico Historic
Preservation Division:
•

•

For private land only a permit for mechanical
excavations would be required.   If land came
into the ownership of the school district,
county, or city, state permits would be needed
for testing and data recovery.
For the project as it is (private land, local
ordinances/policy), SHPO recommends that
a testing and data recovery plan be prepared
for the sites that will be affected and that the
plan be submitted to the County and our office
for consultation. The SHPO recommends using
State regulations for guidance for preparation
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•

•

•

•

of testing/data recovery plans.
Based on the Class II survey and input from the
New Mexico Historic Preservation Division, the
recommendation is that the sites are avoided or
tested/mitigated should they have the potential
to be affected. The owner’s mitigation strategy
is that for identified sites (areas identified in
the Class II survey), a treatment plan for preservation, testing, mitigation, or other treatment
such (such as historic research) is required prior
to Level C Plans (development). For areas that
have not been surveyed, then a Class III survey
shall be required prior to development. This
determination will be made in conjunction
with a Level C application, as required by the
Planned Communities Criteria. The applicant
and Bernalillo County shall consult with the
Historic Preservation Division on future Level C
studies.
If sites (LA 73288, LA 73295, LA 185223, LA
185224, LA 185227, LA 185230, LA 185231, and
LA 185233) will be affected, it is recommended
that the sites are tested to determine whether
intact subsurface Archaeological deposits or
features exist. Site LA 185227 is left as undetermined pending further subsurface testing. The
site is more substantial and dates to the Pueblo
I through Pueblo III period (AD 700-1300), it is
the SHPO’s opinion that more extensive testing
and data recovery may be necessary.
The Class II study identified ten survey parcels
(600 acres) in consultation with the SHPO.
These survey parcels were selected to characterize the cultural resources of the larger area;
the parcels were surveyed at the standards to
meet Class III requirements and may be utilized
to meet Class III Inventory requirements in the
future.
Site HCPI 40796 is a historic object (concrete
arrow) determined to be historically significant and is recommended for further archival
research and mitigation if affected by development. HPCI 40796 is the remains of a historic
airway beacon installation. It is located south of
I-40, and west of the Atrico Vista Boulevard exit,
below the southeastern corner of the American
RV Park. This resource consists of a poured,
concrete-pad complex that includes an aviation
arrow. The concrete has settled and cracked
in various places, leaving it in fair condition.
Airway beacon installations were constructed
between the world wars to facilitate the development and operation of U.S. Postal Service
aerial mail transport, including nighttime flights.  

•

•

These facilities included a shed, a tower with
course lights, and the arrow. The concrete pad
complex of this resource corresponds to this
standard installation layout, although the shed
and beacon have been removed from the site.
SWCA recommends this property as eligible for
listing. Preservation is recommended.
Site LA 185225 is a prehistoric lithic scatter with
an associated structure and is recommended for
data recovery if affected by development. This
low-density prehistoric lithic scatter without
features is likely prehistoric in age. This site has
been deemed eligible and SWCA has recommended preservation in place. If this is not
possible, then archaeological testing of the site
is recommended to determine the presence or
absence of intact subsurface materials and, if
present, the extent of such materials.
If cultural materials or human burials are
encountered during construction, work in
that area should stop and a certified cultural
resource specialist should be notified. In
addition, in the case of human burials, the
local law enforcement agency, the New Mexico
Office of the Medical Investigator (OMI), and
the New Mexico State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) must be notified immediately.”

5.4 AIR QUALITY
The Santolina Level B.I Plan maximizes the opportunity to achieve high performance standards for air
quality.  The opportunity arises because the Master
Plan characteristics address the most significant
air quality factors in the region; carbon monoxide
and airborne particulate matter (typically industrial
emissions, fugitive dust and pollen).   Santolina’s
emphasis on job creation is a primary driver of the
ability to achieve high air quality performance.  The
creation of significant local jobs within industry
and business districts reduce vehicular trip generation, the main producer of the carbon monoxide
and other oxides that are so problematic.  Santolina
also incorporates strategies to directly address the
particulates matter.
An Air Quality Impact Analysis report was prepared  
to compare the “Santolina Scenario” development
to the MRCOG MTP Trend scenario.   This analysis
used the data from the MRCOG MTP travel demand
model and the EPA’s current Motor Vehicles Emission
Simulator (MOVES) model, developed with local
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The last regional CO violation was in 1991.  CO levels
have been in steady decline since that time. Current
levels measure less than 30% of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

within the regional transportation system.   The
current and projected values for VMT are fully
evaluated and approved under the Future 2040
MTP which is developed by MRCOG.
Compliance with local, state and federal regulations
associated with vehicular emissions is associated

The regional analysis found a slight reduction in
peak hour CO emissions under the “Santolina
Scenario” (-0.5%) and a negligible increase in CO
emissions on a daily basis.   Both of these level
changes are considered of little significance, given
that the region is well under NAAQS thresholds.
CO Hot Spot analysis of the four highest traffic
volume intersections (two Regional, one near
Santolina and one future internal) detects low CO
levels that remain below NAAQS standards and are
equivalent to levels anticipated in the MTP scenario.
Overall, the analysis found the development of
Santolina is not a significant influence on regional
deterioration of air quality or localized Hot Spots
due to the regional characteristics being well within
NAAQS thresholds.
5.4.1 Carbon Monoxide
At this time, all other air quality standards, as
established by the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards, are not in exceedance of carbon
monoxide standards. Vehicle emissions are sources
of carbon monoxide, volatile organic compounds
and oxide of nitrogen.    Air quality levels are
managed closely and tied directly to the Vehicle
Miles Traveled (VMT) within the region.   Vehicle
emissions are evaluated by the quantity of VMT

with the approval of the Future 2040 MTP.  MRCOG
is responsible for making a conformity determination on the MTP for the region in accordance
with the Clean Air Act and EPA regulations.    The
MTP must also be approved by the Federal Highway
Administration and must conform to the State
Implementation Plan Revision: Limited Maintenance Plan for Carbon Monoxide for Albuquerque/
Bernalillo County, New Mexico.   Lastly, the MTP
must conform to the regulations administered
by the Albuquerque Bernalillo County Air Quality
Board (Board).  The Board is the federally-delegated
air authority for Albuquerque and Bernalillo County
and ensures compliance with the Federal Clean Air
Act and the New Mexico Air Quality Control Act.  
With regard to specific impacts from the transportation system developed for the Santolina Level B.I
Plan, it is important to establish that the expected
employment and population growth associated
with the Santolina Level A Master Plan is incorporated in the approved 2040 MTP.   The MTP
approves projected VMT for the region, through
2040, based on expected land use and travel
patterns.   While growth has been modified as a
result of the Santolina Level A Master Plan, the
overall regional parameters for population growth
have been maintained. As a result, on a regional
basis all VMT associated with the Level A Master
Plan development have already been considered
in the regional air quality conformity analysis. The
findings of the analysis align with all local, state and
federal air quality policies.
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Travel demand modeling performed in the Level
B.I Plan indicates no regional increase in vehicle
emissions or air quality impacts. The Level B.I Plan
provides for a gridded street network (minimizing
time on the street when driving is necessary),
transit accommodation design features in its neighborhoods and commercial areas, trails and bikeways
which encourage non-vehicular (non-emission)
transportation modes and mixed use development
concepts. These land use features, combined
with advances in automobile technology such as
increased adoption of hybrid and electric cars, are
likely to lead to additional air quality improvements.
The 2025 modeling results indicate, when compared
to the 2040 MTP roadway network in the critical
PM peak hour, a 1.8% reduction in VMT, an 8.6%
reduction in Vehicle Hours of Travel (VHT), a 21.6%
reduction in Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) as well as
a 7.4% increase in average speed.

5.4.2 Particulate Matter

While the 2040 Santolina Level B.I Plan PM peak
hour forecasts a 2.5% increase in VMT, other
critical parameters for air quality evaluation were
markedly improved, offsetting the increase in VMT.  
For example, the 2040 Santolina VHT forecasts
2.9% reduction and a 4.2% decrease in vehicle
delay. Average vehicular speeds also increase by
5.6% when compared to the 2040 MTP roadway
network. There is also a 9.5% reduction in Santolina
VMT on roadway links that are over capacity (v/
c>1.0) because Santolina employment center traffic
utilizes under capacity roadways as employees
travel in counter-commute. This is achieved through
morning west bound movement to Santolina and
eastbound traffic movement in the evening.   This
traffic pattern translates into an 11.7% reduction in
the percentage of PM peak hour VMT on roadway
links that are over capacity.  A primary contributor
to air quality impacts associated with vehicle
emissions is vehicle delay (VHD).   The modeling
results also indicate a 21.6% decrease in VHD in
2025 and 4.2% decrease in 2040.   These results
indicate the Santolina Level B.I Plan should result in
air quality beneficial to the region.

Industrial and manufacturing emissions typically
from stationary sources are regulated by multiple
local, County, state and federal regulations.   This
type of development in Santolina will be held to a
high standard and must comply with all applicable
regulations.

Of particular note in the efforts to reduce carbon
monoxides is the current regional programs such
as:
• Oxygenated Fuels Regulations
• Vehicle Emissions Testing
• Municipal Clean Fuels Fleets  

Generally, the particulate matter components of
the most interest are fugitive dust, woodburning
activities, industrial emissions and pollen.  Fugitive
dust control is a significant concern in the County,
often the result of construction activities and the
use of dirt roads.  Roads, trails and parking lots will
be paved or appropriately surfaced in Santolina to
minimize dust generation.  LID practices, governing
grading and ground disturbance approaches to
development, will also be utilized. Vehicular access
to and use of open space areas will be strictly
enforced.
Woodburning activities will comply with applicable
codes and rules, including the current woodburning
restrictions typically enforced during the winter in
the County.

Pollen is a significant health issue for many in the
region. Santolina will employ careful design of
landscaping palettes within the Santolina Level B.I
Plan Area, resulting in greatly reduced airborne
pollen.  All applicable County or regional regulations
for pollen control will be complied with stringently.

5.5 STORMWATER SYSTEM DESIGN
APPROACH
The Level B.I Plan will provide creative and
innovative stormwater quality and management
practices to complement the mix of land uses. The
Level B.I Plan drainage solutions will incorporate
proven management practices such as underground
and channelized systems. Additional solutions may
incorporate naturalistic surface drainage systems
intertwined within the community open space,
parks and trails system.
The Level B.I Plan establishes guidelines for “…
conceptual drainage plan for management of watersheds and floodplains and preservation of arroyo
corridor multiple use opportunities” as required
by the planned communities Level B.I Plan criteria.
More detailed stormwater management will be
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reviewed with subsequent Level C Plans. Such Level
C Plans and applications for development will utilize
the greater clarity site specific development plans
to prepare immediate vicinity drainage master
plans. The stormwater management strategy within
Santolina requires subsequent Level C Plans which

As with any significant stormwater management
system, the Santolina public stormwater
management system will include many distinct
components based on existing ground and basin
conditions as well as those components dictated
by the Level A drainage plan. These components
will require ongoing maintenance and operational
attention.
The major components of this Level B.I Plan
drainage management system include:

will provide:
• Protection of undeveloped and developed
property from flooding in 100 year events
• Sustainable infrastructure approaches
for the control, conveyance, storage and
discharge of stormwater
• Improved stormwater quality by the use
of retention and detention facilities (which
trap sediment, pollutants and more, in
accordance with the recently promulgated
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
(MS4) permit requirements
• Compliance with MS4 permit requirements, as adopted by the County for all
new residential and non-residential development and redevelopment projects that
disturb greater than or equal to one acre,
including projects less than one acre that
are part of a larger common plan of development or sale.  
• Water harvesting techniques on the mesa
for shallow groundwater recharge and
landscape irrigation needs
• Recreational active opportunities such as
parkland, playground and trails
• Multi-purpose water surface facilities.

• Closed basin detention systems, including
major/min or retention ponds, water quality
facilities and infiltration devices. In this
context, retention describes the permanent
storage of collected stormwater within the
Level B.I Plan Area (or other land within the
Level A Plan Area) with no off-site discharge
to any water bodies.
• For example, this system would be applicable in the northwest portion of this Level
B.I Plan Area (primarily the Industrial and
Business Park) and in the far southeast
portion. This system would work well in
this area due to the existing historical
topographic conditions which include
depressions with no discharge to a river. In
this area, drainage will be connected and
transported to constructed retention pond
systems located in the existing depressions.
Stormwater will be discharged over time
via evaporation, vegetative transpiration
and infiltration methods as well as potential
reuse for landscape irrigation. Taking into
consideration the cyclical nature of stormwater, recreational opportunities are also
available for the creative design of these
retention ponds. WALH will coordinate with
the County and/or AMAFCA to obtain use

7.A.q
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agreements for any facilities envisioned
as parkland within the community.                                                            
Individual development projects within this
closed basin area may consider 100% water
harvesting onsite of the site’s developed
flows, subject to verification of possible
future restrictions by multi-site Level C area
plans that may demand the stormwater
runoff for collective community retention
facilities.
• Controlled discharge detention facilities
include major/minor detention ponds, water
quality facilities and infiltration devices.
The remainder of the Level B.I Plan Area
(excluding areas defined within the closed
basin retention systems above) complements this drainage strategy. With this
strategy, limited on-site and public retention
occurs as part of stormwater quality/
MS4 practices. However, the majority of
the drainage is only detained, or delayed,
before being discharged to conveyances
that eventually reach the river. As previously
discussed, retention facilities and detention
facilities also provide ample opportunities
for multiple uses.
• Stormwater conveyance systems include
variations and combinations of underground pipes and open channels to convey
stormwater through and around designated
corridors within the Level B.I Plan Area.
These corridors will typically be located
in preserved, existing arroyos or within
easements or right-of-ways required for
drainage conveyance. Situations may arise
where such easements or right-of-ways
are required to remove stormwater in
order to preserve an existing arroyo and
reduce erosion and maintenance. In these
situations the corridors will provide opportunities for the linear parks and links within
the community trail system.
• Per the MS4 guidelines, stormwater quality
management systems must be employed on
all subsequent Level C Plan development
sites within this Level B.I Plan Area. These
management systems manage the EPA Water
Quality Volume of stormwater runoff from
the developed site. The  EPA Water Quality

Volume is the stormwater collected by the
development site’s impervious areas during
smaller but more frequent storm events.
These are approximately a two year storm,
2-hour storm event. Previous areas within
a development do not create any runoff
in such small storm events. LID strategies
effectively help maintain high downstream
stormwater quality levels. Private and public
site development practices will be required
to incorporate LID and other green development practices that improve stormwater
quality and harvest stormwater. To a great
extent, LID practices mimic the existing
pre-development conditions of the land in
which most stormwater run-off remains on
site.
     Typical LID practices may include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Depressed landscape bio-retention areas
Bioswales
Infiltration trenches
Pervious pavers
Landscaped medians
Floatable captures

These measures will be employed only to the
extent they do not violate Rio Grande Compact
agreements.
5.5.1 Drainage Systems
Operation

Management

and

Public stormwater infrastructure generally refers
to drainage infrastructure owned and maintained
by public agencies such as the County, AMAFCA
and NMDOT. Private stormwater infrastructure
generally refers to smaller on-site stormwater
infrastructure required, owned and maintained by
private property owners. Such private facilities, may
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include those associated with commercial development, private parks and homeowner association
facilities.
It is anticipated that much of the public stormwater
infrastructure within Santolina’s closed ponding
systems will be owned and operated by the
County. These infrastructure systems will be sited
within public right-of-way to accommodate public
ownership, operation and maintenance. It is anticipated AMAFCA will own, operate and maintain the
major drainage channels and detention facilities
required within those basins discharging stormwater to the south and east (to the river). Both of
these agencies have a long history of stormwater
and development integration of public and private
projects.
5.5.2 Phasing
Stormwater management systems will be phased
to match the development progress within the
Level B.I Plan Area. As discussed, this Level B.I Plan
focused on two timeline horizons; 2025 and full
buildout in 2040.

5.6 ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND ALTERNATIVE ENERGY SOURCES
This Santolina Level B.I Plan embraces the design
principles of energy conservation within the
community with the goals to:
• Evaluate energy use within the community.
• Identify renewable energy resources.
• Encourage production, recycling and reuse
of resources.
Energy costs play a significant role in the home
buying process. According to the US Department
of Energy’s Building Technologies Program*, the
current 2009 International Energy Consumption

Code (IECC), saves New Mexico residents an average
of 15% on energy costs. This results in an average
savings of $225 per household on energy costs per
house with the 2009 IECC.
As part of Santolina’s sustainability program, and in
keeping with builder trends towards more energy
efficient construction practices and products, all
construction within Santolina is encouraged to
adhere to the standards of the EPA Energy Star
Certified New Home Program or the National Association of Homebuilders (NAHB) Home Innovation
ICC 700 National Green Building Standard (NGBS)
Certification Program.
Energy Star certified homes are designed and built
to include energy efficient features, materials and
equipment that delivers enhanced performance.
Home designs consider local conditions, utilize
climate specific energy savings techniques and
appropriate energy efficient features to provide
energy savings up to 30% compared to standard
houses. Single and multi-family houses constructed
to the NAHB’s ICC 700 NGBS are designed and
constructed to bring a minimum 15% increase in
energy efficiency. Each new house is certified to
meet established criteria for energy efficiency,
water and resource conservation as well as indoor
air quality. Residents will realize the cost savings of
certified energy efficient homes while enjoying the
quality, durability and comfort of well-designed and
built houses.
The large industrial and business park within the
Level B.I Plan provides the opportunity for alternative energy production. Potential sources of
energy production include solar panel fields, wind
generation facilities and other alternative fuel
powered facilities. Additionally, opportunities may
present themselves for the development of facilities that create construction materials such as
masonry material or lumber truss plants. Such
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*U.S. Department of Energy Impacts of the 2009
IECC for Residential Buildings at State Level.

• Stormwater quality enhancement
protection
• MS4 compliance (EPA).

and

Often these systems are combined to achieve a
more comprehensive and effective site solution.
5.7.1 Low Impact Development
The Santolina Level B.I Plan shall require that
the following site development LID measures (or
similar), be considered, addressed and where applicable and practical, implemented in all Level C Plan
development submittals:

5.7 TERRAIN MANAGEMENT PLAN
Terrain Management Planning in the Santolina
Level B.I Plan is intended to mitigate the effects
of stormwater runoff, dust collection, soil erosion
(water and wind) and other natural habitat loss
that may otherwise result from new development
construction. The mitigation goals apply to both
new development areas and existing, undisturbed
natural terrain within the Level B.I Plan Area. The
primary systems of terrain management include:
• LID practices which seek to mimic natural
rainwater systems to reduce runoff volume,
increase infiltration and filtration and
moderate the rate and quality of runoff
from a development site

• Phased site grading requirements that
minimize the extent of open grading
operations at any time and match grading
operations to the actual pace of development
• Site grading plans that minimize the amount
and depth of grading cuts on the site, i.e.,
seek to work with the natural site terrain,
where practical
• Revegetation of all disturbed areas, including
long term maintenance of the revegetated
land surfaces
• Construction practices, such as regular
dirt wetting and compaction practices, to
control erosion and blowing dust
• Protection of steeper slopes within
developed areas through proper landscape
design and treatment
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• Protection of undeveloped steeper slopes
within open space areas with attention
toward promoting native plant growth if
appropriate, along with thoughtful design
of trails through open spaces with slope
and native vegetation protection and prohibition of off-road vehicle travel (except
for construction activity, emergencies,
operation and maintenance needs)
• Combined LID and traditional engineered
solutions to achieve the objectives of stormwater management, such as LID and flood
control goals
• Exercise extreme care in design to reduce
bottom and side erosion, headcutting and
aesthetic damage.   Available techniques
include runoff dispersion, distributed
subsurface storage, energy dissipation
solutions, connections at the flowline of the
receiving natural arroyo, check structures
along systems where discharge of runoff is to
existing natural arroyos.   Consider induced
meandering of existing natural arroyo
systems when these arroyos will receive
developed site runoff.   This technique will
reduce headcutting and severe erosion
• Encourage builders to employ best practices
in the manner described above.
• Minimize activity, construction and development of facilities in the sensitive
escarpment areas of Santolina.
5.7.2 Stormwater Quality Enhancement and
Protection
New development sites shall be required to manage
the EPA Water Quality Volume of storm events as
described in Section 5.5.   The EPA Water Quality
Volume is the stormwater runoff from small storm
events and the first stages of runoff from larger
storms.  The EPA Water Quality Volume is generally
defined as the runoff from an approximate two
year, 2-hour storm. Since there will be little to no
runoff from pervious areas from a two year storm,
only runoff from impervious areas is considered in
the required treatment volume.
In addition to LID techniques, stormwater quality
enhancement and/or protection practices will be
required in the Santolina Level B.I Plan Area to

manage the EPA Water Quality Volume of storm
events.   Typical such site design practices may
include:
• Compact site design which strives to reduce
the scale and extent of impervious areas,
i.e., rooftops, parking lots, roads, etc.
• Water harvesting through infiltration of
stormwater using pervious swales, pervious
pavements, green roofs, subsurface stormwater detention/infiltration, rain gardens,  
depressed landscape/bio-retention areas,
bioswale and biofilters, landscape conveyances and infiltration trenches.
• Site paving, pedestrian and trails may include
such measures as pervious pavers, open-cell
structures with gravel, pervious concrete or
asphalt, gravel parking lots, underground
cisterns, planter boxes, etc.
• Adequate landscape/open space buffers
between developed areas, to capture the
EPA Water Quality Volume.
• Limit modifications and disturbance to
natural drainageways.
Common site planning guidelines and practices
which address stormwater quality from local regulations may be employed within this Level B Plan:  
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Exhibit 14:  Stormwater Master Plan, 2025
KEYED NOTES:
1.

EXISTING / PROPOSED WEST
I-40 DIVERSION
IMPROVEMENTS AS STATED IN
THE WEST I-40 DRAINAGE
MANAGEMENT PLAN (DMP)
UPDATE BY BHI, DECEMBER
2011.

LEGEND

WITH DEVELOPMENT OF BASINS B, FLOW ACROSS
I-40 FROM OFFSITE BASINS A AND B WILL BE CUT
OFF AND RETAINED UPSTREAM OF I-40 (IE,
WITHIN THE OFFSITE BASINS RESPECTIVELY).

2.

STORMWATER FACILITIES ARE APPROXIMATE
AND ILLUSTRATIVE, SUBJECT TO CHANGE.

3.

THE DETENTION / RETENTION FACILITIES AND
HIGH FLOW CONVEYANCE FACILITIES ARE
ILLUSTRATIVE ONLY. FUTURE LEVEL "C" DESIGN
REPORTS WILL REFINE THE DRAINAGE CONCEPTS
FURTHER.

4.

CONVEYANCE FACILITIES (SUCH AS ABOVE
GROUND CHANNELS) WILL BE DESIGNED AS
ENGINEERED NATURAL ARROYOS WITH MULTI
PURPOSE USES, WHERE PRACTICAL.

NORTH

1000

0

2000

4000

Exhibit 15:  Stormwater Master Plan, Full Build
LEGEND

NOTES:

KEYED NOTES:
1.

EXISTING / PROPOSED WEST
I-40 DIVERSION
IMPROVEMENTS AS STATED IN
THE WEST I-40 DRAINAGE
MANAGEMENT PLAN (DMP)
UPDATE BY BHI, DECEMBER
2011.

1.

WITH DEVELOPMENT OF BASINS B AND C, FLOW
ACROSS I40 FROM OFFSITE BASINS A AND B WILL
BE CUT OFF AND RETAINED UPSTREAM OF I40 (IE,
WITHIN THE OFFSITE BASINS RESPECTIVELY)

2.

STORMWATER FACILITIES ARE APPROXIMATE
AND ILLUSTRATIVE, SUBJECT TO CHANGE

3.

THE DETENTION / RETENTION FACILITIES AND
HIGH FLOW CONVEYANCE FACILITIES ARE
ILLUSTRATIVE ONLY. FUTURE LEVEL "C" DESIGN
REPORTS WILL REFINE THE DRAINAGE CONCEPTS
FURTHER

4.

CONVEYANCE FACILITIES (SUCH AS ABOVE
GROUND CHANNELS) WILL BE DESIGNED AS
ENGINEERED NATURAL ARROYOS WITH MULTI
PURPOSE USES, WHERE PRACTICAL.

NORTH

1000

0

2000
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5.7.3 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
(MS4)
Protection of the Rio Grande and improving regional
stormwater quality is of paramount importance to
the County and Santolina.  As requested in the Level
A Master Plan conditions of approval, this Level B.I
Plan commits to conformance with EPA-issued MS4
permit provisions or other requirements that may
be issued for the County urbanized area.

MS4 permit requirements generally include the
following:
• Find and eliminate non-stormwater
discharges that are sources of pollution that
are harmful to the Rio Grande habitat
• Monitor and minimize the release of
pollutants, sediment, trash and debris
from construction sites during construction
activities
• Implement LID practices in an effort to
reduce the amount of stormwater runoff
that can leave a site and enter the County/
AMAFCA/City storm drainage systems
• Ensure that stormwater controls are
maintained and inspected on a regular basis
(during and following cosntruction).
5.7.4 Drainage
Due to their predominant west to east orientation,
the arroyos in this area present an opportunity for
their designated use as scenic corridors with spectacular views of the Sandia and Manzano Mountain
Ranges. Arroyos should be viewed as a significant
design feature to be incorporated into the site planning for new development. Joint development of
drainage ways and detention basins for open space
and recreational use is encouraged. Arroyos and
other natural drainage ways should be preserved
in their natural state whenever possible. The use
of rip-rap and native vegetation instead of concrete
for lining drainage ways is encouraged when feasible. On-site drainage, including rear-lot ponding,
is encouraged for decreasing street flows and the
need for large, unattractive drainage facilities. Detention ponds and other water harvesting methods
can be utilized to supplement landscape irrigation.
ABCWUA offers incentives for rainwater harvesting
that should be investigated during water and drainage planning. The use of rear yard alleys and pedestrian ways may also be used for the conveyance
of drainage and stormwater treatment. Cut and fill
required by drainage and detention facilities shall
be rounded whenever possible to avoid steep unnatural slopes.
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• To the extent possible, maximize area
dedicated to stormwater treatment.  
Spreading runoff over a larger portion of the
site can help reduce less desirable treatment
strategies that rely on underground capture
along with deep basins that can be difficult
to maintain.
• Reduce runoff to the maximum extent
practical to more closely match natural
conditions.   Drain impervious areas to
landscape areas and minimize the size
of directly connected impervious areas.  
Reduce the amount of impervious areas,
i.e., use porous pavement or gravel for
low-use or emergency access.  Additionally,
select treatment techniques that promote
infiltration.
• Integrate stormwater quality management
and flood control, when practical.  If the site
is to detain runoff for flood control purposes,
the facility can be modified for stormwater
quality by raising the overflow elevation
above the EPA Water Quality Volume.
• Landscape stormwater management facilities.   A stormwater management facility
may be an attractive addition to the site,
rather than just a depressed dirt area.  
Additionally, landscaping will minimize the
potential for erosion reducing long term
maintenance concerns.
• Consider surface conveyance as an alternative to pipes.
• Design facilities for easier maintenance.  
Fine soils may clog void spaces over time.  
Designs may consider a capture area for fine
soils where stormwater enters the facility
that can be easily replaced or maintained.  
• Amend the soil to allow for improved
infiltration.
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5.8 SOILS
In order to investigate and evaluate the site-specific
soil conditions of Santolina in the Level B.I Plan Area,
professional geotechnical services were engaged.
Furthermore, existing governmental publications
(NCRS) were reviewed for additional data and soil
guidance.
The analysis and results from the site-specific soils
investigations concluded there are no geotechnical conditions underlying the Level B.I Plan Area
which would significantly and adversely impact
the construction of infrastructure expected with
development activities. The subsurface soil conditions across the Level B.I Plan Area are relatively
uniform, consisting predominantly of silty and/
or clayey sands and relatively clean sands which
extend the full length of boring depths.  These soils
range from low plasticity to non-plastic and are
generally medium dense to very dense.  No bedrock
or free groundwater was encountered in any of the
borings.  
The geotechnical analysis also provides preliminary
recommendations regarding foundation design
and slab support, allowable slopes and general site
grading.
The Level B.I Plan Area soil profiles are presented
in governmental NCRS publications.   As shown
on Survey map, Exhibit 16: Soil Survey Map, the
escarpment areas of the Level B.I Plan Area consist
of Bluepoint-Kokan soils, while the Level B.I Plan
Area mesa top consists primarily of Madurer loamy
fine sands and Madurer-Wink association with
pockets of Pajarito loamy fine sands, Wink fine
sandy loam and Bluepoint loamy fine sands.
The NCRS publications identify these soils as
suitable for community development, with appropriate remediation measures if and where required.  
All of the soils in the Level B.I Plan Area are further
compatible for stormwater percolation. Compliance
with County grading and ground disturbance policies
and codes will be strictly enforced during development of this Level B.I Plan Area.  The Santolina
Terrain Management Plan addresses these requirements of development in greater detail.  In regional
context, the Santolina Level B.I Plan Area soils are
very similar to the soils in large, already developed
portions of the City and County.

Santolina encompasses large areas of dine related
soils.   These soils are subject to wind and rain
erosion.  Similar to the general practices employed
in LID development, (see Section 5.7.1 Low impact
Development) techniques used to prevent excess
wind erosion during construction and development
may include:
• Phased site grading and coordinated grading
operations
• Site grading plans that seek to work with the
natural site terrain, where practical
• Revegetation of all areas disturbed by
construction
• Construction practices to control erosion
and blow dust, such as regular dirt wetting
and compaction practices, wind fences and
windows
• Protection of undeveloped steeper slopes
(10% or greater)
• Exercise care in site design to reduce bottom
and side erosion, headcutting and aesthetic
damage
• Encourage builders to employ best practices
in the manner described above.
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Exhibit 16: Soil Survey Map
LEGEND
- Bluepoint fine sand, hummocky
- Bluepoint loamy fine sand, 1 to 9 percent slopes
- Bluepoint-Kokan association, hilly
- Latene sandy loam, 1 to 5 percent slopes
- Madurez-Wink association, gently sloping
- Pajarito loamy fine sand, 1 to 9 percent slopes
- Tome very fine sandy loam
- Wink fine sandy lam, 0 to 5 percent slopes
NOTES:
1.

ALL SOIL TYPES LOCATED ON SANTOLINA ARE
DEVELOPABLE WITH PROPER REMEDIATION.

2.

SOIL SURVEY IS APPROXIMATE AND
ILLUSTRATIVE, SUBJECT TO CHANGE

3.

APPROXIMATE 27 SOIL BORINGS WERE
CONDUCTED. NO BEDROCK NOR GROUNDWATER
WAS ENCOUNTERED IN THE 20' - 60' DEEP
BORINGS.

4.

ALL BORINGS REVEALED PRIMARILY SANDY SOIL
CONDITIONS WITH OCCASIONAL CLAY LENSES.

5.

SITE SOILS ARE SUITABLE FOR STORMWATER
INFILTRATION & PERCOLATION.

6.

LOW R-VALUE TEST RESULTS SUGGEST
SANTOLINA PAVEMENT SECTIONS MAY BE
THICKER THAN COUNTY AVERAGES.

7.

EOLIAN - DEPOSITED (WIND BLOWN) SOILS EXIST
OVER MUCH OF THE PROJECT AREA. THESE SOILS
MUST BE TREATED APPROPRIATELY AND
DISTURBANCE MINIMIZED.

NORTH

1000

0

2000

4000
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6.1 WATER SYSTEM
The Santolina Level B.I Plan will provide a
sustainable and reliable water supply to residents
and businesses within the Level B.I Plan Area.  
The community will employ water conservation
practices in accordance with all County and
ABCWUA regulations and policies.
The Santolina Level B.I Plan commits to join the
overall community and be responsible stewards
of the southwest water heritage. Additionally,
Santolina commits to cooperatively work toward
local, state and regional goals to reduce water usage
and secure new sources of water supply.  With this
water conservation commitment the encouraging
trend of recent years in which water usage reduced
from 251 gallons per person per day in 1995 to 135
gallons per person per day today will be continued.
Continued success in water conservation in the
County is important to help the region manage the
effects of long term droughts and climate change
expectations. The downward water use trend, even
as population increases in the ABCWUA service
area, is portrayed by the following prior years’ per
capita usage and total demand (usage) projections
for year 2060:
The reduced water usage in the region’s water
service area has had significant, beneficial impacts
such as rising groundwater aquifers, declines in
consumptive water use, opportunity to develop
groundwater ‘safety reserves’ and reduced
river depletions from groundwater pumping.  
Additionally, the 2007 WRMS projected that new
water supply may not be required until approximately 2050, based primarily on these conservation
efforts.   Current water usage data (135 gpcd)
suggests that 2050 date may be extended even
further.
TABLE
9: 2060
Usage
Rate
and Water
2060 Water
UsageWater
Rate and
Water
Demand
(Usage) (Usage)
Projections
Demand
Projections
1997 WRMS
175 gpcd
204,000 ac-ft

2007 WRMS
150 gpcd
175,000 ac-ft

2017 WRMS
135 gpcd
Appx 170,000 ac-ft

*ABCWUA Figures

The Santolina Level B.I Plan recognizes the opportunity to utilize new development building standards
and practices to achieve significant water savings
over time.  The ABCWUA 2017 WRMS draft states

that new construction is expected to use between
25 and 50 percent less water relative to existing
residential properties. The report also states that
the relatively recent Mesa del Sol residential development uses about 30% less water than the current
residential average.  
Additionally, the opportunity to potentially utilize
water reclamation methodologies such as highly
treated wastewater from the proposed onsite
wastewater treatment facility in Santolina, could
aid in the ‘smart growth’ aspects of the County
ABCWUA to accommodate growth.
This Level B.I Plan will join the regional water conservation planning strategies that have produced
significant benefits for the region including:  
• Raising aquifer/groundwater levels.
• Increased underground water storage
levels (about one million acre-feet since the
1990’s).
• Declining consumptive use projections
(reduced from 204,000 acre-feet in 2060 as
estimated in 1997 to 170,000 acre-feet in
2060 as estimated today).
• Reduced river depletions from groundwater
pumping.
On a regional basis, Santolina will continue the
conservation practices that have decreased urban
(municipal and industrial) uses to approximately
9% of all statewide water usage.   In comparison,
agricultural uses account for approximately of
50-60% of statewide water demand.
Climate change variability has also become a critical
factor in the ABCWUA’s analysis of future water
supply. Current water resources planning is utilizing
low, medium and high water demand projections to
aid in taking into account the variability of climate
change, population and other factors.   In other
words, the community’s investment in renewable
river water supply will benefit for years to come.
6.1.1 Serviceability Letter
In July 2014, the ABCWUA provided a letter
of serviceability to the County indicating their
capability and capacity to serve the Santolina Level
A Master Plan, provided normal approval processes
were followed.
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WALH is pursuing a Development Agreement with
the ABCWUA regarding water service.   The key
elements of this Development Agreement include:
• Development commitment that complies
with ABCWUA existing guidelines, policies
and current levels of service.
• Residential, industrial and commercial
water conservation provisions, guidelines
and standards.
• Infrastructure improvements, storage, water
supply charges.
• Timing, phasing, responsibilities and maintenance of water facilities.
The final Development Agreement’s terms and
conditions will comply with the Santolina Level A
approvals and the ABCWUA water system standards,
guidelines and current Levels of Service (LOS).
6.1.3 Water System Planning
The proposed Santolina Level B.I Water System
remains consistent with the system as proposed
with the Level A Master Plan approval.   In the
Level A Master Plan and in this Level B.I Plan, a
typical baseline service approach and standard
level of service for the ABCWUA water system was
presented. The service approach utilizes several key
system design components to serve the Level B.I
Plan.  These components include:
• Water is supplied by extension of existing
under-utilized ABCWUA water delivery
systems from north of I-40 and the Level B.I
Plan Area.
• Participation in new water supply acquisition by paying a Water Supply Charge. This
charge funds the ABCWUA procurement of
new water rights and other water supply
initiatives.
• Provision for the eventual implementation
of reclaimed wastewater, made possible by
a new potential water reclamation (wastewater treatment) plant to provide water
supply to appropriate land uses.

It is understood by all parties that the current
planning of the Santolina Master Plan water system
is conceptual only and has not yet been adopted by
the ABCWUA.
6.1.4 Water Conservation Plan
Santolina is committed to water conservation. The
Level B.I Plan proposes to comply with, support
and cooperate with the ABCWUA’s 2024 Water
Conservation Plan (July 2013). This plan proposes
a 135 gpcd water usage rate for 2024.   However,
a per capita water usage of 135 gpcd has already
been achieved. As part of the draft 2017 WRMS
update process currently underway (updating the
current 2007 WRMS), this 135 gpcd goal may be
maintained as is for future planning for various
strategic reasons. Santolina will participate with
all initiatives and goals established by the WRMS
update, when made available as applicable and
as such initiatives are implemented across the full
ABCWUA service area. Achievement of the 135
gpcd, or better, is dependent on application of the
codes and policies currently in the ABCWUA service
area, which have already achieved an outstanding
135 gpcd usage level.
Further, since 2010, the County has established
stringent water conservation requirements for
both commercial and residential land uses. The
Water Conservation Ordinance requires all new
construction in the County meet certain specifications that are designed to reduce water usage.  
These specifications are applicable to the Level
C site development plan or subdivision level of
planning and review. The specifications generally
include the following requirements:
• Reduction of plumbing fixture water usage
by 20% compared to 2006 Building Code.
• For larger sites, submittal of a water conservation plan for outdoor uses.
• Provide a landscaping plan identifying
low-water use plants, no spray irrigation and
Smart Irrigation Controllers.
• For larger sites, high water use plantings are
limited to 10% of the landscape area.
• Use of EPA WaterSense fixtures in buildings
and structures, or achieving Build Green New
Mexico Bronze Certification (residential).
• Water harvesting approaches onsite.
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• Disclosure Statements, where applicable,
that make purchasers aware of the water
conservation requirements.
• Water Conservation Plans for large and very
large users.
• Inspection of irrigated landscaping areas
and irrigation systems.
Santolina will require Developers and builders
to comply with the County Water Conservation
Ordinance and future updates, as applicable, implemented throughout the County.
6.1.5 General Water System Elements and
Groundwater
The typical ABCWUA water system applicable to
this Level B.I Plan is delineated into both:
• Pressure zones, representing ranges of
acceptable service pressures based on
ground elevations, and
• Trunk zones, representing the transfer of
water in an east-west direction between
reservoirs throughout the water pressure
zones.
Exhibit 17: Water System, 2025

The full build out of this Santolina Level B.I
Plan Area spans elevations representing water
pressure zones 5WR through 8W. These zones
serve customers between elevations of 5,485 and
5,945 feet. Santolina is located primarily within the
Atrisco Trunk, but also within the northern reaches
of the Pajarito Trunk.   The College Trunk, located
north of I-40, has been designed and constructed
to provide service to Zone 7W north of I-40.  This
trunk has excess capacity within its infrastructure
to serve Santolina (Zones 5W-7W) for an extended
time period.
The groundwater depth within Santolina is approximately 700’-1000’ below the ground surface.  
Water supply wells are not planned within the
Santolina Level B.I Plan Area at this time. Aquifer
recharge utilizing future Santolina treated effluent
(reclaimed water) is also not contemplated at this
time. Similar to most County and the City areas,
water supply will generally come from outside the
Level A Plan Area from existing sources.
6.1.6 Proposed Water System Infrastructure
Santolina Level B.I planning has reviewed water
service in two major phases:  
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The 2025 and full buildout are illustrated on Exhibit
17: Water System, 2025 and Exhibit 18: Water
S4stem, Full Buildout. Both the proposed 2025 and
2040 Level B.I Plan Area water systems are conceptually proposed to be served by supply water from
the College Trunk water system infrastructure
existing on the north side of I-40. The proposed
system includes the following major infrastructure:  
Zone 6W and 7W water transmission line crossings
of I-40, with appropriate pressure reducing valves
and water transmission lines.
As depicted on the Exhibit 19: ABCWUA West Side
Water System Trunk Zones the Santolina Level B.I
Plan Area water supply would be conveyed from
the appropriate College Trunk facilities southward
to the Atrisco Trunk Zone 6W, 7W and 8W water
distribution systems in the Level B.I Plan Area and
to Zone 5W via pressure reducing valves.   Water
storage at the Otto Reservoir, BCIP and the 7W
Reservoir tanks, enhanced as needed to fit the

development pace, would then serve the Santolina
Level B.I 2025 and 2040 development.
A small upper portion of the Santolina Level B.I
Plan Area in the Industrial and Energy Park, lying
in Zone 8W west of Shelly Road, is preliminarily
planned (perhaps beyond 2025) to be served by
line extension from the College Trunk elevated 8W
reservoir. However, under the 2025 Phase conditions, temporary alternatives for water service to
the 8W zone may be allowed.
The proposed Santolina Level B.I water system, as
previously described, is conceptual in nature at this
time and subject to change as development occurs
in the Level B.I Plan Area, or as the ABCWUA reviews
the water system Master Plans presented herein.  
As stated previously, the update to the WRMS and
the subsequent ABCWUA Santolina Development
Agreement, may produce water system changes in
the future. Further Water Master planning identifying design parameters, infrastructure, timing,
phasing and maintenance responsibility is anticipated but subject to ABCWUA guidance, review and
approval of service requirements and agreements.

Exhibit 18: Water System, Full Build
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6.1.7 Projected Water Demand
Utilizing ‘average day’ water demand methodologies from the revised Santolina Level A report,
which assumes a current per capita water demand
at 135 gallons per capita day (gpcd) and Level B.I
2025 and 2040 populations, the Santolina Level
B.I Plan projects that ‘average day’ water demand
(water usage) will be approximately 2,252 acre-feet
annually in 2025 and 3,188 acre-feet annually
in 2040.   For comparison, in 2015, the ABCWUA
provided roughly 110,000 acre-feet to over 600,000
total customers.  Accordingly, comparing the 2040
projected water use within the Santolina Level B.I
Plan to the 2015 ABCWUA water service area, it is
noted that Santolina Level B.I Plan projected water
usage is but a small fraction of the total usage in the
service area.
A large portion of the overall Santolina water
demand, perhaps 50-60% of all water used, is
expected to be provided to employment generating
businesses, industries and institutions.
The Santolina water demand reflects the total water
demand by land use. However, it is anticipated that
reclaimed (reuse) water may be available to the
Santolina Level B.I Plan Area, either by extension
of existing ABCWUA reuse facilities or by the
construction of a new potential water reclamation
plant.  If reclaimed/reuse water becomes available,
the portion of the above referenced water demand
that is supplied from wells/aquifer or river sources

may be reduced by 50% or more.  Instead of taking
water from natural water supply sources, reclaimed
water would simply be recycled for use as new
supply within the Santolina Level B.I Plan Area.
The ABCWUA also has an administrative policy
requiring new planned development, on an
individual dwelling unit basis, be designed for a
residential unit demand of 180 gallons per day per
dwelling unit maximum.
The water and sewer systems herein described will
be owned and operated by an independent water
utility, anticipated to be the ABCWUA.  Accordingly,
all of the water Master Plan elements of the above
described system are subject to change, as negotiations and design criteria are established.

6.2 SANITARY SEWER
Santolina Level B.I Plan is located within the
operational area of the ABCWUA, but outside the
currently adopted service area.   Santolina anticipates receiving service from the ABCWUA for
sanitary sewer collection and treatment, subject
to the Level A Development Agreement, additional
system infrastructure studies and appropriate
Water Board approvals.  Accordingly, the conceptual
sanitary sewer system planning is subject to
ABCWUA service requirements and agreements,
which identify overarching sewer system concepts,
specific design parameters, phasing (timing) and
construction details.
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6.2.1 Serviceability Letter

6.2.3 Existing Conditions

A serviceability letter, dated July 29, 2014, has
been provided by the ABCWUA regarding sanitary
sewer service to Santolina.   The letter states that
sanitary sewer service is available and identifies the
necessary procedural steps.  

This Level B.I Plan Area, currently, is mostly
undeveloped land.   Therefore, no operational
public or private sanitary sewer systems or utility
districts are in place.   However, there are several
wastewater systems in close proximity to the Level
B.I Plan Area.

6.2.2 ABCWUA Development Agreement
WALH is pursuing a Level A Development Agreement
with the ABCWUA regarding sanitary sewer service.  
The key elements of this Development Agreement
may include the following:
• Development commitments that comply
with ABCWUA existing guidelines and
policies as amended from time to time
• Address
residential,
industrial
and
commercial water conservation provisions,
guidelines and standards
• Address major infrastructure improvements
• Address timing, responsibilities and maintenance of water facilities
• Infrastructure phasing plans consistent with
ABCWUA policies and the Santolina Level A
Master Plan approval conditions.
The Level A Development Agreement may be
impacted by the current ABCWUA public hearing
process to update the 2007 Water Resources
Management Strategy (WRMS).  While the update
will address many aspects of water and sanitary
sewer planning in the overall ABCWUA service
area, it is anticipated the strategy will specifically
address key overall water resource strategies that
may impact Santolina sewer service, including:
• Alternative water supply and storage
strategies
• Water reclamation and reuse strategies
• Water conservation goals and related
strategies.
• These resource strategies will help guide the
preparation of the above described Level A
Development Agreement.  

• The Tierra West residential community,
located at Atrisco Vista Boulevard and
Central Avenue is served by a 15-inch
ABCWUA wastewater line.  The line extends
to Atrisco Vista Boulevard, then across I-40
to serve Cordero Mesa Business Park and
surrounding lands. Downstream of Atrisco
Vista Boulevard, this existing sewer line
connects to a newly constructed (by WALH)
sewer interceptor along the alignment of
118th Street.
• A 10-15 inch ABCWUA wastewater line is
located along Dennis Chavez Boulevard to
Atrisco Vista Boulevard.   This line provides
service to the recently completed Atrisco
Heritage High School, but is extended
westward beyond the high school.
6.2.4 Proposed Sanitary Sewer (Wastewater)
Master Plan
The overall Santolina Level B.I sanitary sewer
master plan has envisioned serving Santolina with
the following overarching concepts:
• Initial use of existing ABCWUA sewer
collection (sewer lines) systems in the
vicinity
• Eventual shift to sewer collection systems
that discharge to a new Water Reclamation
Plant within the Santolina Level B.I Plan
Area, except where site physical constraints
prevent reasonable efforts to achieve such
a shift
• Treat and reclaim sewage for reuse purposes
inside and outside the Level B.I Plan Area
• Use reclaimed sewer flows for appropriate
land uses, primarily on the mesa top lands
south and north of I-40
• Comply with the updated ABCWUA Water
Resources Management Strategy document.

7.A.q
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The sanitary sewer 2025 and Full Buildout Master
Plans are illustrated on Exhibit 20: Sanitary Sewer,
2025 and Exhibit 21: Sanitary Sewer, Full Build.
This Level B.I Plan Area may be serviced from two
existing, adjacent ABCWUA sewer systems and
from a proposed future Water Reclamation Plant in
the following manner:
• Much of the Level B.I Plan Area sewers
south and east toward the Dennis Chavez
Boulevard/Atrisco Vista Boulevard intersection.   At this location, flows can be
directed to an existing interceptor (with
enhanced capacity as needed) in Dennis
Chavez Boulevard on a temporary basis, as
approved by the ABCWUA, or to a potential
future satellite Water Reclamation plant in
the southern portion of the Santolina Level
A Plan Area. A Water Reclamation Plant is
the term used for a facility that treats raw
sewage from the sewer system.  Depending
on system goals, the sewage treatment
levels can be adjusted to fit various methods
of discharge, i.e., to parks, river, storage
ponds, etc.
• A small area of Level B.I Plan Area, lying
east of Atrisco Vista Boulevard, south of
the Tierra West residential community, and
below the mesa top, an escarpment drains
south and east into the existing ABCWUA
sanitary sewer system.  
As stated previously, this preliminary conceptual
planning may be modified by coming agreements
and planning efforts with the ABCWUA.
6.2.5 System Phasing
The Santolina Level B.I Plan envisions residential
development of Santolina generally moving in a
south, west, southwest and southeast direction,
from roughly the Atrisco Vista Boulevard and
Central Avenue intersection.
The Industrial Park and the Business Park are
both identified as being first developed on their
northerly and easterly portions, that is, these parks
begin development at points that are nearest the
existing sewer systems.

The timing of construction of the Water Reclamation Plant and related infrastructure must
correspond to the proposed policies of the WRMS
policy document.  Usage of the reclaimed (waste)
water from this plant must be identified prior to
installation of the plant.   
6.2.6 Projected Sewer Flows
Sewer flow rates are generally established as a
percentage of the water demand. This is often
about 70% of the water demand since some water
is lost permanently (consumed) at homes, apartments, parks and businesses.   As reported in the
Water section, Level B.I 2025 and 2040 ‘average
day’ water demand (water usage) will be approximately 2,252 acre-feet annually in 2025 and 3,188
acre-feet annually in 2040.  Converting these rates
to a more standard sewer flow unit means that
years 2025 and 2040 will generate approximately 2
mgd and 2.8 mgd, respectively.   Level B.I sanitary
sewer infrastructure systems will be sized to accommodate the actual rate of sewer flow.
The described sewer flows reflect the total
unadjusted sewer flows. However, it is anticipated
that reclaimed (reuse) water may be available to the
Santolina Level B.I Plan Area, either by extension
of existing ABCWUA reuse facilities or by the
construction of a new local Water Reclamation plan.  
If reclaimed/reuse water becomes available, the
portion of the above water demand that is supplied
from wells/aquifer or river sources will be reduced,
perhaps by 50% or more.  Instead, reclaimed water
would be recycled within the Santolina Level B.I
Plan Area until more fully consumed.

6.3 DRY UTILITIES
The Level B.I Plan Area will be served by ‘dry
utilities’, including electric, gas, cable and telecommunications utility systems.  Exhibit 22: Dry Utilities
Plan shows the location of existing and proposed
dry utility infrastructure at a schematic level.  
When possible, the dry utilities will generally share
utility corridors with other non-dry utilities such as
water and wastewater lines. Santolina anticipates
that most major dry utility corridors will be within
or adjacent to major roadway facilities, or within
linear open space corridors on the Level B.I Land
Use Plan.  Such utilities may be installed overhead
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or underground. The installation of utilities will
be phased to match the development pace of this
Level B.I Plan. Future Level B Plans and Level C Plan
site development plans will establish the ultimate
size and location of dry utility infrastructure.   The
utility companies will perform development
specific service studies as Santolina development
progresses.
6.3.1 Electric
PNM® is the electric service provider for the
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County area and has
electric facilities located in proximity to this Level
B.I Plan Area.  
The Level B.I Plan Area is bisected by a 345kV transmission line owned and operated by the El Paso
Electric Company. The transmission line is located
adjacent to the Atrisco Vista Boulevard right-of-way.
PNM® owns and operates one 345kV transmission
line and one 115kV transmission line, both paralleling the eastern boundary of the Level A Plan Area
from north to south along 118th Street. PNM® also
owns two 115kV transmission lines paralleling 98th
Street/Snow Vista Boulevard.  PNM’s 115kV transmission line and the Lost Horizon Substation are
located just north of I-40. This line and substation

connect with an east-west 115kV transmission
line. All transmission lines in the area are overhead
facilities.
There are few electric distribution facilities currently
located in the area. PNM® has an existing overhead
12.47 kV distribution line on the western portion
of the Level B.I Plan Area and another overhead
12.47kV distribution line located within the Level
B.I Plan Area.  
Electric utility transmission development is
guided by the Facility Plan Electric System Transmission and Generation (2010-2020) adopted by
the County. Electric distribution development is
guided by PNM’s Electric Service Guide.   In order
to provide electric service to the Level B.I Plan, the
proposed electric system is anticipated to consist
of 115kV overhead transmission lines, structures
and distribution substations. Distribution facilities using 12.47kV and 7.2kV lines, structures and
equipment, will ultimately be required for service
to the development.
In order to support the buildout of Santolina,
overhead 115kV transmission lines will have to
connect with new substations located within
load centers. New transmission lines will require
a minimum 75-foot easement or right-of-way
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The location of transmission related station(s) and
the routing of transmission lines needed to support
development will be determined by PNM®, based
on Santolina’s buildout load requirements along
with additional substations brought online.  
The PNM® distribution system is built and operated
as an interconnected system.   The distribution
lines of adjacent substations are interconnected
to accommodate transferring load between
substations.
The electric distribution system will feed out of the
substations tying the electric users to the substations. Any 12.47kV or 7.2kV underground facilities,
where feasible, will be placed in a joint trench with
other dry utilities such as natural gas, telecommunications and cable/internet services.
The existing distribution line within Santolina has
limited remaining capacity and will require upgrades
to support near-term commercial growth. Further
electric services will have to be brought to Santolina
to continue with the buildout.   The main distribution system requires the following easements for
the following typical system facilities:
• Distribution Feeder – Located within a utility
easement. PNM® will seek an additional
easement behind the right-of-way to secure
installation. Distribution lines require a
minimum of 10 feet for an easement
• Switch Cabinets – Located within utility
easement. Each cabinet is approximately
7’ x 7’ x 4’ and requires at least a 23’ x 13’
easement or clear space for access to the
doors
• Transformer – Located within easement
determined by transformer size.   Transformers are typically installed on the front
lot line of a given property and require
easements for access and feed.

Future Level B and C Plans must be coordinated
with PNM® to ensure appropriate electric distribution system planning.
6.3.2 Gas
The New Mexico Gas Company (NMGCO) is the
local gas distribution utility company that will serve
the Santolina Level B.I Plan.  Currently there is an
existing 20” transmission gas line (600-900psi) that
runs fully across Santolina from east to west, along
the Dennis Chavez Boulevard alignment.  There are
two existing ‘border stations’ adjacent to the 20”
transmission gas line located near 118th Street and
near Shelly Road.  An existing 16” very high pressure
(VHP) gas line (175psi) runs west along Central
Avenue to Atrisco Vista Boulevard and turns south
for approximately 2,500 feet before terminating.  
The existing lines are in good condition with significant cathodic protection maintained throughout
the length of the line.
Currently, there are no long range NMGCO plans for
the infrastructure system this area.
With the ultimate development of Santolina,
conceptual level planning indicates a looped pipe
system of 8-12” gas lines will be required.   This
looped system will tie into the existing 20” VHP gas
lines at the border station near Shelly Road as well
as a possible future gas border station located near
Atrisco Vista Boulevard.  This loop system will also
tie into the existing 16” VHP gas line near Central
Avenue.  
Border stations shall be utilized to reduce pressures
from the 20” gas transmission line of 600-900psi
to HP gas lines i.e., looped system lines of 17 psi.
Regulator stations will be utilized to reduce the VHP
gas line to a distribution line sized for 60psi.  
6.3.3 Telecommunications
Both CenturyLinkTM (Qwest) and XFINITY®
(Comcast) provide telecommunication services
(such as television, internet and voice) in this area.  
The current municipal western limit for CenturyLink’s West Central Office is 118th Street.
However, this boundary is likely to be expanded
as demand increases.  The Santolina Level B.I Plan
currently falls under two existing district offices.  
The Southwest Central Office oversees jurisdiction
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corridor. Distribution substation sites will typically
occupy parcels of land approximately 1 to 2 acres
in size. Transmission-related stations will typically
require 5 to 10 acre sites. The station easement or
site requires access to a public ROW.  This location
will be the terminus of a transmission line and
therefore will have one incoming and one outgoing
line to another substation.
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of all territory approximately south of Dennis
Chavez Boulevard while the West Central Office
oversees the territory approximately north of
Dennis Chavez Boulevard.   All existing customers
outside the current municipal limit are currently
served by these two district offices.  
Telecommunication services will extend from the
east to new F-1 sites and will be placed underground
throughout all Residential Villages.  Telecommunication lines may also piggyback on overhead electric
power poles wherever this installation is proposed.
XFINITY® may extend fiber optic service westward
from the Dennis Chavez Boulevard and 118th Street
intersection for the southeast Level A Master Plan
Area and from 140th Street and Central Avenue for
the northeast Level A Master Plan Area. XFINITY®
would follow PNM® Electric where possible and
most likely locate services underground within
a public utility easement or public right-of-way.
As with others, telecommunication lines may
piggy back on the overhead electric power poles
where proposed.  XFINITY® will require a 10’ x 10’
easement located next to typical PNM® switchgears.  
XFINITY® assumes installation costs (exclusive of
underground trenching) assuming an acceptable 60
months buyback credit is determined.

7.A.q
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7.1 OVERVIEW
This chapter discusses planning and design considerations related to public facilities proposed within
this Level B.I Plan Area.   These facilities include
police, fire, solid waste, recycling, transportation
and schools.   An objective of the County’s PCC is
to ensure that a planned community is developed
in a manner that is self-sufficient and sustainable.  
The Santolina Level A Master Plan is designed as
a community for future residents to live, work,
educate and play.   Santolina is also designed to
ensure that infrastructure is developed as an integral
part of the community by appropriately planning for
services to meet the needs of residents throughout
the community’s development.   Community facilities ensure that residents can utilize and benefit
from these forms of infrastructure that are critical
to the creation of a comprehensive community.  
For example, the plan includes a large, mixed-use
Urban Center that will house a variety of land uses,
with a focus on education elements, both primary
and secondary.  
7.1.1 No Net Expense
The capital and operating costs for community facilities are addressed within the context of the “no net
expense” requirements of the PCC.   The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned communities
Exhibit 23: Service Facilities and Dispatch Boundaries

shall not be a net expense to the County.  Per the
Development Agreement, the “no net expense”
policy is a mutual commitment to achieve the goal
of a responsible balance of infrastructure costs,
including construction, operation and maintenance, shared between the public and private
sectors.   The “no net expense” test is satisfied
if the County’s on-site public expenditures and
off-site public expenditures reasonably allocated to
Santolina have been, or will be, offset by revenues
and/or economic and fiscal benefits (direct, indirect
and induced) from Santolina.

7.2 POLICE FACILITIES
Santolina’s first sheriff substation is planned to
serve the three Residential Villages, (Village Verde,
Village Oro and Village Amarillo), located within the
Level B.I Plan Area.  The sheriff substation is located
just outside and to the southeast of the Village
Center as shown on Exhibit 23: Service Facilities and
Dispatch Boundaries.   Acknowledging the importance of the co-location of facilities, a fire station
is located adjacent to and within the Village Center.  
WALH will work with the Bernalillo County Sheriff
Department on the phasing and planning of future
locations for police service within the remainder of
the Level B.I Plan Area.  Timing, along with capital
and operating costs associated with the provision
of police services will be established as part of this
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and subsequent Level B Development Agreements  
between the County and WALH.  The location of the
sheriff station is proposed to serve the first phase
of residential village development.  Specifically, this
Level B.I Plan plans for full buildout of Village Verde
and partial development of Village Oro and Village
Amarillo.  Therefore, the location of the first sheriff
substation has been strategically located within
Village Verde.
The 4.7 acre land parcel reserved within this Level
B.I Plan allocated for the police substation is located
along the proposed loop road and between two
major arterial roads, Gibson Boulevard and Dennis
Chavez Boulevard.  It is understood that the service
area for the police substation will extend beyond the
boundaries of Santolina.  Per the approved Development Agreement, the County will provide public
services to the project consistent with the level of
service provided to the remainder of the unincorporated areas of the County.   The requirements
for public services within the project will comply
with the Master Plan and the applicable level(s)of-service in the remainder of the unincorporated
areas of the County and pursuant to County policies
applied in a non-discriminatory manor.

7.3 FIRE PROTECTION
A Bernalillo County fire station is planned within the
Level B.I Plan along Gibson Boulevard.  Placement
of the station along a major roadway provides high
accessibility within the respective service area.  As
outlined in Chapter 2: Land Use, this Level B.I Plan
includes complete buildout of Village Verde and
partial development of Village Amarillo and Village
Oro.   As a result, the fire station has been strategically located within Village Verde. The 6.1 acre
site has been approximately sized and located
as a community focal point within the Village
Verde Village Center.   Consistent with the vision
for the Level B.I Plan police station, this Level B.I
Plan fire station is located in proximity to the
mixed-use Village Center and the co-location of
other government facilities.    Additional potential
substation locations will be identified in subsequent Level B and C Plan submittals.  
This Level B.I Plan fire station along with future
stations will provide emergency services to other
areas of the County as necessary.  Costs associated
with the provision of fire service for this Level B.I Plan
will be established as part of this and subsequent

Level B.I Development Agreements between the
County and WALH. Primary access for fire apparatus
will be provided along streets within the Level
B.I Plan Area.   Pursuant to the International Fire
Code, the streets within Santolina will serve as fire
apparatus access roads.  As such, roads within this
Level B.I Plan Area shall extend within 150 feet of all
portions of all buildings or facilities and all portions
of the exterior walls of the first story of buildings, as
measured by an approved route around the entire
building.  Buildings (or portions thereof) located at
distances greater than 150 feet shall be designed
with an approved turning radius for fire apparatus,
otherwise approved fire sprinkler systems will be
installed in subject building.

7.4 SOLID WASTE AND RECYCLING
Solid waste collection in the County is contracted
with Waste Management, Inc.  The contract includes
residential and commercial solid waste collection at
individual properties, transfer and disposal of solid
waste.   Additionally, services include community
cleanups, customer service, billing, education,
source reduction and recycling programs.   WALH
will work with Waste Management, Inc. to extend
service to the entire Santolina Level A Master Plan
Area, including this Level B.I Plan Area.  WALH will
also work with the County Manager to establish
policies and procedures for the billing and collection
of service fees along with the need, location and
operation of additional facilities required to recover
material from solid waste to achieve resource
recovery or the benefit management of solid waste
within Santolina.
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7.5 TRANSPORTATION SERVICES
One of the underlying principles that forms the
Santolina design process is a systems approach
to planning with the goal of creating a more
sustainable community.   Each land use within the
Level B.I Plan has been designed in context to a
road network that can be accessed by multi-model
transportation options.  The intent of this goal is to
create a community in which social, civic, education
and recreational needs are physically connected.  
This creates an environment which in turn provides
for social connections and a high quality of life.
Santolina and this Level B.I Plan benefit from the
community’s existing road network as well as
proposed regional roadways.  The roadway network
within this Level B.I Plan Area has been designed
and modeled to tie into and enhance the regional
network with multi-model accommodations.   The
multi-model accommodations provide adequate
space for public transit, bicycles and pedestrians
along with vehicular movement. A new loop road
forms the key structure of the Level A Master Plan.  
This loop road moves through the center of this Level
B.I Plan and provides internal circulation to subsequent portions of the Level A Master Plan.  Minor
arterials and collector roadways branch off the loop
road within this Level B.I Plan to create local access
within each Level B.I Plan Residential Village.  These
roadways will also include bicycle and pedestrian
facilities within the roadway designs.
This Level B.I Plan provides a community wide
pedestrian system of roadside and off-road trails
designed to connect the Residential Villages with
amenities, commercial, job centers and parks.  
Similar to the pedestrian trails system, the Level
B.I Plan bikeway network will provide a community
wide system of on-street, roadside and off-road
trails.   The bicycle network conforms to, and will
integrate with, the MRCOG Long Range Bikeways
System Map.   The pedestrian and bicycle trails
provide extensive opportunities for recreation and
commuter uses.   The trails system also considers
and incorporates the location of bus stops to be

within reasonable walking distance of residences.  
Short walks and convenient bus stop locations
within the community will encourage bus transit
ridership.
This Level B.I Plan includes two types of open
space.  The first is the escarpment open space.  The
escarpment open space areas are typically undisturbed steep slope areas as well as multi-use trail
and roadway/utility corridors linking the mesa top
development to the surrounding vicinity.  The second

type of open space includes parks and internal
open space typically located within the mesa development areas.  As illustrated on the Level B.I Land Use
Plan, trail connections are provided from the parks
and internal open space to the escarpment open
space.   This design approach links the community
and provides opportunities for access through the
community by alternative, non-motorized modes
of transportation. Additionally, the trails will serve
as recreational destinations by providing jogging,
walking and bicycling opportunities.

7.6 SCHOOLS
Educational centers are the anchor of this Level
B.I Plan Urban Center.   The Residential Villages
and Village Centers have been organized with a
focus toward a Kindergarten through 12th Grade
proposed Albuquerque Public School (APS) facility
and a proposed CNM community college campus.
Along with the APS Kindergarten through 12th
Grade campus, the Land Use Plan also includes three
additional elementary schools within the Level B.I
Plan Area.  One school is located within each of the
three Residential Villages within this Level B.I Plan.  
These schools will serve the projected population
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The education land allocation within this Level B.I
Plan is approximately 221.2 acres as follows:
• Three APS Elementary Schools - 43.3 acres
• K-12 APS Campus – 91.3 acres
• CNM Campus – 86.6 acres
The allocation of land dedicated to education facilities within this Level B.I Plan is consistent with the
school projects outlined within the Level A Master
Plan.
Conscious of how demand for classrooms on the
West Side has resulted in classroom overflow,
enrollment anxiety and less than optimal learning
conditions, WALH is in discussion with APS and
CNM to address needs.  Schools within this Level B.I
Plan will be designed to reflect the overall design
philosophy of Santolina, neighborhood scaled
campuses connected to the surrounding neighborhood via a strong network of roadways and
bicycle and pedestrian trails.  The three elementary
schools within this Level B.I Plan are approximately
14 acres each.  Subject to funding, APS has indicated
a willingness to work with WALH to meet the anticipated education facility needs within Santolina.  APS
understands WALH’s desire for the construction of
permanent facilities rather than the use of mobile
classrooms. Any Developer contributions will be
negotiated as part of an overall agreement between
APS and WALH.  Such agreement will reflect APS’s
level of participation within Santolina. Final configuration of School Programs (including size of school,
grade configuration, and curriculum models) will
be determined by Albuquerque Public Schools and
reflective of actual community needs.

7.7 EXISTING SERVICES
This Level B.I Plan is the first phase of the Santolina
Level A Master Plan community.   As such, it
is important to recognize County and City of
Albuquerque facilities that currently exist in close
proximity to the boundary of the Level A Master
Plan Area.  Initial development within this Level B.I
Plan will utilize these existing public facilities.

7.7.1 Existing Police Facilities/Service
The City of Albuquerque Southwest Area Command
134 currently provides service to property east of
this Level B.I Plan Area, just beyond Unser Boulevard
and north of Dennis Chavez Boulevard.   Area
Command 134 will serve residences, commercial
and employment centers within this Level B.I Plan
Area.   The closest substation to the Level B.I Plan
is located on Las Volcanes Road, west of Coors
Boulevard and south of I-40.   This substation is
approximately seven miles from the proposed
sheriff substation proposed within this Level B.I
Plan.   This Level B.I Plan Area is included within
the existing County sheriff dispatch for 724 and
722 Command Areas. The nearest existing County
sheriff substation is located on Isleta Boulevard, east
of Coors Boulevard.  This existing County substation
is approximately 12 miles from the proposed sheriff
substation with the Level B.I Plan.
7.7.2 Existing Fire Stations/Service
City Fire Station 14 is located on Eucariz Avenue,
south of Central Avenue and west of 98th Street.  
This station could provide service to the residences
and commercial/employment centers within this
Level B.I Plan.   Fire Station 14 is located slightly
more than two miles from the eastern boundary of
this Level B.I Plan.  Fire Station 14 is approximately
nine miles from the proposed fire station within
this Level B.I Plan.   The County Fire Station 33 is
located north of Dennis Chavez Boulevard and west
of Coors Boulevard.   This station is approximately
five miles from the proposed fire station location
with this Level B.I Plan.  This Level B.I Plan Area is
within existing County Fire Dispatch Areas 330123,
330167 and 330174.
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Exhibit 24: Existing Public School Locations

De Vargas Trail is a paved, multi-use trail restricted to
non-vehicular traffic located along De Vargas Road,
East of 114th Street.  This trail can be extended to
the boundary of Santolina to accommodate bicycle
and pedestrian access to and from Santolina.
Coordination with the County may facilitate the
extension of existing bicycle lanes along Gibson
Boulevard and 118th Street, to the boundary of
Santolina.
An existing bicycle facility is located along Dennis
Chavez Boulevard.   It extends to the boundary of
Santolina.   This bicycle facility extends west along
Dennis Chavez Boulevard, north along Atrisco Vista
Boulevard and east along Central Avenue.   It is
owned and maintained by NMDOT.
7.7.4 Existing Bus Facilities
ABQ Ride Bus Route 198 currently runs north/
south along 98th Street, then loops around Dennis
Chavez Boulevard, 118th Street and Amole Mesa.
The extension of this bus route into this Level B.I
Plan Area is feasible.
7.7.5 Existing Park Facilities
There are a number of public community facilities
located in close vicinity east of this Level B.I Plan.  
These facilities include the Carlos Rey Community
Park and Tennis Courts located along Cerrillos Road
as well as the Sunset Terrace Tennis Courts located
on 102nd street.
7.7.6 Existing Schools
Two APS elementary schools are located within
close proximity of this Level B.I Plan.    Carlos Rey
Elementary School is located approximately one
mile east of the Level B.I Plan Area on Cerrillos
Road, west of 98th Street.  The second elementary
school, Rudolfo Anaya Elementary School, is
located approximately two miles from the Level B.I
Plan Area boundary on Vermejo Park Drive, east of
98th Street as shown on Exhibit 24: Existing Public
School Locations.

George I. Sanchez K-8 School.   Both facilities are
located approximately one-half mile east of the
Level B.I Plan Area boundary, just south of Dennis
Chavez Boulevard.  Jimmy Carter Middle School is
located along Bluewater Road, east of 98th Street.  
APS has provided a list of strategies to mitigate
current overcrowding at these existing schools.
These strategies include:
•
•
•
•

Provide new capacity
Improve facility efficiency
Shift students to schools with capacity and
Combination of the above strategies.

These strategies will facilitate intermediary planning
of schools for the Level B.I Plan Area. They have also
noted that some of these strategies are dependent
upon voter approval for funding.
There will likely be some need for APS to
accomodate initial students within existing facilities until the APS facilities within the Level B.I Plan
are constructed and open for enrollment. Santolina
shall continue to work with APS Facilities Planning
to ensure sites and school facilities are available in
a timely manner, consistent with APS policies and
funding.
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This Level B.I Plan is the first Level B Plan to follow
approval of the Santolina Level A Master Plan.
This Level B.I Plan regulates development within
the defined boundaries of this Level B.I Plan Area
that encompasses approximately 4,243 acres. This
Plan is consistent with and supportive of the goals
and policies of the Santolina Level A Master Plan,
the PCC, the Comprehensive Plan, the Santolina
PC Zoning, Land Use Plan and Development
Agreement.
In the Level B.I Plan, as required by the PCC, land
use districts of the Level A Master Plan have been
further defined and design standards are codified
for all development within those districts. More
general development characteristics are also
defined and describe provisions for transportation,
drainage, open space, parks, trails and public
facilities.  
8.1.1 Application of Development Standards
The use, building, and lot standards provide general
guidance to assist Applicants, neighborhoods, and
County development reviewers. However, it is
not the intent of these regulations to limit design
creativity or ignore unusual site conditions. As such,
the following two levels of modifications to the
Level B.I Plan are allowed:
• Minor: The Planning Director or his/her
designee may approve deviations from
non-dimensional standards, or 25% or less
from any dimensional standard.
• Major: Any deviation over 25% from any
dimensional standard and deviations to
non-dimensional standards deemed to
require review shall be reviewed by the
County Planning Commission (CPC) via the
Level C (subdivision or site development
plan) approval process.
Criteria/Process: In order for the Planning Director
or the CPC to grant a Deviation, the Applicant must
demonstrate that the applicable intent, goals and
policies of the Santolina Level B.I Plan are still met
and that the project is of a comparable quality
and design, as otherwise required by the Level B.I
Plan, and will enhance the area. In addition, the

Applicant must also demonstrate at least one of the
following:
The site is unique in terms of physical characteristics and requires the deviation in order to be
developed. This may include, but is not limited to
slope, drainage, safety issues or site constraints.
The site/project will provide for a compatible use
that was not anticipated in the plan and provides a
needed service or use for the community.
The design of the site/project respects the intent of
the plan and implements the plan in a manner that
was not anticipated.
Applicants must provide written statement detailing
how the deviations meet the intent of the plan.
All Applicants seeking deviations shall attend a
Pre-Application Meeting with County staff before
submitting the request for deviation.
8.1.2 Approval of the Level B.I Plan
The authority to approve this Level B.I Plan is
reserved to Bernalillo County Commission.

8.2 DEVELOPMENT PHASING
Based on the approved Level A Development
Agreement, the overall Santolina project shall be
developed in multiple phases. The term “phase”
and the concept of phased development, shall be
defined as follows: ordered sequencing of development based on the provision of services, the
establishment of the planned roadway networks
and the ABCWUA serviceability agreements that
will be finalized in the Level B.I Development
Agreement. Timing, location and size will be
determined by market demand or the landowner.
Accordingly, Santolina’s infrastructure improvements shall be installed in phases on an as needed
basis and sized to serve the proposed phase of the
development.
The Santolina Master Plan and this Level B.I Plan
have been planned to create a livable, complete
community through an integrated implementation of transportation facilities, land use areas  
and   design standards. Infrastructure will phased
to avoid fragmented, leapfrog development by the
thorough consideration of transportation options
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and connectivity, mixed and efficient uses of land,
healthy environments, as well as job growth and
business diversity.
Development within this Level B.I Plan Area will be
managed with the following objectives:
• Investment in community facilities, infrastructure, and services in a manner that
promotes quality, efficiency and compact
growth
• Ordered phasing of development through
the provision of services to foster mixed-use
and compact development patterns
• Implementation of complete streets for
multi-modal transportation options. Street
sections within this Level B.I Plan promote
safe access for all users including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and transit riders
• Conservation and protection of natural
resources. The Level B.I Land Use Plan
(Exhibit 2) identifies the preservation of
approximately 1,000 acres of public open
space.
Phased Development within this Level B.I Plan Area
will be sequenced based on the 2025 and 2040
projections for build-out. Development phasing of
this Level B.I Plan Area will achieve the following:
• Orderly development that encourages urban
growth to be located in:   (1) areas with
existing urban development and existing
service capacity; (2) in existing urban development areas where new service can
be provided in conjunction with existing
services; and (3) in the remainder of the
Level B.I Plan Area.
• Prevent the commitment of land to urban
growth before the provision of adequate
public facilities. Capital facilities, transportation,   parks and open space can be
programmed based on an orderly phasing of
development.
• Prevent low density development from
occurring prior to the ability to support
urban densities.
Effective growth management has as much to do
with timing of development as the planned location

of uses. This Level B.I Plan provides a Land Use
Plan that identifies target areas for development.
Phasing of infrastructure and, subsequent development, is based on the 2025 and 2040 roadway
network. Furthermore, phasing of this Level B.I Plan
Area depends on serviceability agreements reached
with the ABCWUA, as further delineated in Section
8.2.9 Water and Sewer Infrastructure.
This Level B.I Plan provides a Land Use Plan and
Exhibit 25: Sequencing Map that identify target
areas and a projected sequencing for residential
and non-residential development. Sequencing,
Non-residential sequencing is illustrated over
the course of four increments of time (A through
D), while residential development is projected to
develop over eight increments of time (1 through
8). Market conditions and infrastructure funding
issues will ultimately have the greatest impact on
phasing. Accordingly, some flexibility for modification to the development phasing must be
retained and considered acceptable. Table 10 illustrates the relationship between non-residential and
residential sequences of development. For example,
as delineated in the Table, non-residential Sequence
A is associated with residential Sequences 1 and
2. The Total Jobs-Housing Balance Table identifies
the sequence, type of development, housing units,
residents,  anticipated jobs created and associated
parks and recreation facilities by sequence.
Both the Land Use Plan and Sequencing Map are
intended to be illustrative, actual sequencing,
residents, units, and jobs created may vary based
on market conditions. Future deviations to these
exhibits are acceptable as long as proposed development complies with the Zoning District Map and
Zoning Regulations, as provided in Chapter 3 of
this Level B.I Document and meet the jobs/housing
threshold requirements in the approved Development Agreement.
In order to plan for infrastructure and community
facility needs within the Level B.I planning area, a
sequencing map and table were developed. These
two elements work together in order to provide
both a geographic and numeric presentation of
development phases. The basis for these elements
is the Level B.I Land Use Plan, the approved Level A
Land Use Plan and Phasing, and the approved Level
A Development Agreement.

7.A.q

Attachment: Santolina Level B Plan with Exhibits.compressed 3_14_17 (6947 : COA2017-0001_SPR2016-0001)

CHAPTER 8: APPROVAL PROCESS

The Sequencing table is based on the Land Use
Plan, but also ties the job creation back to the Level

111
Packet Pg. 6199

7.A.q

SANTOLINA LEVEL B PLAN

TABLE 10: Sequencing
Non‐Residential Sequencing
Acres

Units

Residents

Jobs

546

0

0

3,000

B

333

300

492

3,000

C

405

300

492

2,150

D

195

300

492

1,950

Non‐Res Total

1,479

900

1,476

10,100

Residential Sequencing
Residential
Sequence

Acres

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
Res Total

Units

Residents

277
250
207
82

1,588
2,132
1,099
452

4,034
5,415
2,791
1,148

170
178
156
70
1,390

854
894
924
600
8,543

2,169
2,271
2,347
1,524
21,699

Anticipated Location of Parks &
Recreation Facilities
Neighborhood Park (3‐5 ac.)
Community Park
200 Aquatic/Community Center
300 Neighborhood Park (3‐5 ac.)
250 Neighborhood Park (3‐5 ac.)
250
Community Park
200 Aquatic/Community Center
200 Neighborhood Park (3‐5 ac.)
200 Neighborhood Park (3‐5 ac.)
200 Regional Park (1/2)
1,800

Jobs

Total Jobs‐Housing Balance by Phase
Total Sequence
Non‐Residential
A
A
B
B
C
C
D
D
Total

Residential
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Acres
823
583
612
277
170
178
156
70
2,869

Units
1,588
2,132
1,399
452
1,004
1,044
1,074
750
9,443

Residents

Estimated Jobs*

4,040
5,175
3,553
1,148
2,275
2,350
2,732
1,905
23,178

1,700
1,800
2,900
600
1,250
1,300
1,350
1,000
11,900

*Jobs are identified as required to meet Section 4.3 of the Level A Development Agreement. Pro rated
from non‐residential sequencing.
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Non‐Residential
Sequence
A

Note: Total job potential based on land use and developable acres = 31,457.
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A Development Agreement’s specific jobs/housing
balance requirements. The residential portion of
the Level B.I is assumed to build out entirely over
the sequencing period. Jobs have been assigned
and distributed among the various job creating
land uses including retail, institutional (schools),
business park, and industrial.
It is important to note that Table 10 does not demonstrate the total estimated jobs generated based on
Land Use and developable acres. Rather, this table
demonstrates only the number of jobs needed to
fulfill the job-housing requirements set by the Level
A Development Agreement. Moreover the Table
assumes development spread evenly throughout
the non-residential portions of the Level B.I Plan
Area, yet some of these may develop at a different
rate than others.   For example: The Town Center
may develop at a different rate than the Business
Park.   In all cases the Job-Housing requirements
in the Level A Development Agreement will be
maintained.
This initial Level B.I Land Use Plan is heavily weighted
towards non-residential land uses in order to allow
maximum flexibility and opportunity to respond to
potential economic development opportunities.
The total estimated jobs generated based on Land
Use and developable acres is 31,457. It is anticipated

that these jobs will develop over a longer period
of time and in conjunction with future Level B.I
plans. The table indicates that a total of 11,900 jobs
supporting 9,443 dwelling units, which corresponds
to the jobs-housing balance required by the Level A
Development Agreement. These jobs include those
in the non-residential land use districts as well as
those located within the residential villages (village
center, civic, and schools).
8.2.1 No Net Expense
The Comprehensive Plan provides that planned
communities shall not be a net expense to the
County. As defined in the Level A Development
Agreement, “no net expense” is defined as a mutual
commitment to achieve the goal of a responsible balance of infrastructure costs, including
construction, operation and maintenance, shared
between the public and private sectors. The “no
net expense” test is satisfied if the County’s on-site
public expenditures and off-site public expenditures
reasonably allocated to the project have been, or
will be, offset by revenues and/or economic and
fiscal benefits (direct, indirect and induced) from
the project.
The Level B.I Plan analysis for the project must
also satisfy the “no net expense” policy. If the

Exhibit 25: Level B.I Plan Sequencing Map
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8.2.2 Timing of Development
Recognition of the size of the project, the time
required to complete development, the need for
development to proceed in phases and the possible
impact of the economic conditions, cycles, varying
market condition and financing availability during
the course of development, Owner(s) and Developer(s) shall have the right to develop the property
in such order and at such rate and time as the
market dictates.   This flexibility is subject to the
conditions of the Level A Plan approvals, this and
future approved Level B.I Plans and Level C Plans.
8.2.3 Infrastructure Improvements
The Level C Development Agreements will categorize
infrastructure improvements, using industry
practices and standards customarily acceptable to
and uniformly applied by the County, as:
• Infrastructure that solely benefits the
project (the “Project Infrastructure”) and/or
• Infrastructure that benefits the project as
well as other real property (the “System Infrastructure”). The determination of whether
infrastructure is Project Infrastructure or
System Infrastructure shall be determined
using industry practices and standards
customarily acceptable to and uniformly

applied by the County. The Owner(s) and
Developer(s) of the Project Infrastructure or
System Infrastructure shall be responsible
for the operation and maintenance of the
infrastructure that it owns.
8.2.4 Project and System Infrastructure
Owner(s) and/or Developer(s) shall be responsible
for all the costs and expenses associated with all
Project Infrastructure, which is infrastructure that
solely benefits the project. Project Infrastructure
may be funded by Owner(s) and Developer(s)
directly or from any and all available financing
mechanisms. Owner(s) and Developer(s) will be
responsible for its proportionate share of System
Infrastructure, as determined using industry
practices and standards customarily acceptable to
and uniformly applied by the County of the cost and
expense associated with System Infrastructure. The
County will reasonably cooperate and participate
with Owner(s) and Developer(s) and other governmental and quasi-governmental entities and utility
service providers with respect to any System Infrastructure. System Infrastructure may be funded
from any and all available financing mechanisms.
8.2.5 Roadway Infrastructure
Owner(s) and Developer(s) shall be responsible
for the design, construction and dedication of all
transportation improvements that are reasonably
necessary to service the project and that are designated as Project Infrastructure. Owner(s) and
Developer(s) shall not be responsible for any infrastructure associated with the Existing Uses, unless
determined to be System Infrastructure. Owner(s)
and Developer(s) shall be responsible for its proportionate share of the construction and dedication
of all transportation improvements designated as
System Infrastructure. Owner(s) and Developer(s)
has prepared a Transportation Master Plan which
is described in the Master Plan. The Master Plan is
subject to adjustment through the more detailed
analysis conducted in connection with Level B.I
Plans and Level C Plans. Owner(s) and Developer(s)
shall not be required to correct existing roadway
deficiencies; however, the County may require
Owner(s) and Developer(s) to mitigate additional
negative impacts resulting from the development
of the project which are identified through the
Level C Plan review process.
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development of a phase results in a revenue
shortfall, then such shortfall will be mitigated. If the
development of a phase results in excess revenue,
then such excess revenue will be carried forward
and used when applying the no net expense test to
future phases.
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8.2.6 Industrial Development Impacts
In the event any development provides industrial
uses that generate truck traffic carrying heavy loads
(HVT) which negatively impact existing roadway
infrastructure otherwise in serviceable condition,

then the Owner(s) and Developer(s) of the Level
C Plan may be required to address and mitigate,
using industry practices and standards customarily
acceptable to and uniformly applied by the County,
such negative impacts caused by the HVT.

Level A Master Plan,
but is subject to
adjustment through
the more detailed
analysis conducted in
connection with Level
B.I Plans and Level
C Plans.   If AMAFCA
provides stormwater
drainage infrastructure
for the project, the Owner(s) and Developer(s) may
enter into separate agreements with the AMAFCA
concerning the terms of providing such stormwater infrastructure to the project. All matters
associated with existing and/or future AMAFCA
stormwater drainage infrastructure for the project
shall be resolved solely between the Owner(s) and
Developer(s) and the AMAFCA. The County will not
promote, support or enact any ordinance, legislation or policy that interferes with and/or restricts
the Owner(s) and Developer(s) use of the AMAFCA
existing and/or future infrastructure and/or agreements between the Owner(s) and Developer(s) and
AMAFCA, as long as that use does not diminish or
otherwise negatively affect current County flood or
drainage infrastructure.

8.2.7 Stormwater Infrastructure

8.2.8 Open Space, Parks, Recreation and Trail
Facilities

Owner(s) and Developer(s) shall be responsible
for the design and construction of all stormwater
drainage infrastructure that is reasonably necessary
to service the project and designated as Project
infrastructure. Owner(s) and Developer(s) shall
be responsible for its proportionate share of the
design, construction and dedication of all stormwater drainage improvements that are designated
as System Infrastructure. The preliminary Stormwater Management Plan is described in the

Development of open space, parks, recreation and
trail facilities shall comply with the Level A Master
Plan. The Level A Master Plan must be amended if
a Level B.I Plan or Level C Plan proposes changes to
the types and general locations of open space, park,
recreation and/or trail facilities that significantly
deviate from the intent and framework established
by the Level A Master Plan. Owner(s) and Developer(s) shall dedicate to the County:
• All open spaces, parks, recreation and/or
trail facilities that are designated Project
Infrastructure; and
• The Owner(s) and Developer(s) proportionate share of System Infrastructure.
All dedications shall be subject to the reservation
of reasonable rights necessary for the development
of the project, including but not limited to roadway,
utility and drainage easements. All lands and facilities dedicated and/or constructed by Owner(s) and
Developer(s) must meet the industry practices and
standards customarily acceptable to and uniformly

7.A.q
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8.2.9 Water and Sewer Infrastructure
The ABCWUA may provide water and sewer service
for the project. The Owner(s) and Developer(s)
has prepared a conceptual Water Master Plan and
conceptual Wastewater Master Plan, which are
described in the Master Plan. However, such master
plans are subject to adjustment through the more
detailed analysis to be conducted in connection
with Level B.I Plans and Level C Plans. If the
ABCWUA provides water and sewer service for the
project, the Owner(s) and Developer(s) will enter
into a separate Development Agreement with the
ABCWUA concerning the terms of providing such
water and sewer service to the project. All matters
associated with water and sewer infrastructure
for the project shall be resolved solely between
the Owner(s) and Developer(s) and the ABCWUA.
The County will not promote, support or enact any
ordinance, legislation or policy that interferes with
and/or restricts the Owner(s) and Developer(s) use
of the ABCWUA’s water and sewer infrastructure
and/or agreements between the Owner(s) and
Developer(s) and the ABCWUA, as long as that use
does not diminish or otherwise negatively affect
current County water or sewer service.
8.2.10 Phasing of Project and Infrastructure
The project shall be developed in multiple phases
at such times, location and size as determined by
market demand or the Owner(s) and Developer(s).
The project Infrastructure improvements shall be
installed in phases on an as needed basis and sized
to serve the phase of the project proposed and/
or being developed. Owner(s) and Developer(s)
portion of all costs incurred for the construction
of System Infrastructure that benefits the project
shall be based on a fair-share, proportionate cost
determination.

8.2.11 Proportionate Share Requirements
Owner(s) and Developer(s) shall be responsible
for the costs of Project Infrastructure and the
Owner(s) and Developer(s) shall only be responsible for its proportionate share of the costs of
System Infrastructure. The Owner(s) and Developer(s) proportionate share of the costs of System
Infrastructure shall be based on a fair-share,
proportionate cost determination, considering total
infrastructure capacity and the capacity required to
serve the project. If the Owner(s) and Developer(s)
elects to construct and/or pay for more than its
proportionate share of any System Infrastructure,
the County will allow the Owner(s) and Developer(s) to recover, through any legal means, all of
the costs incurred by Owner(s) and Developer(s)
in connection with such System Infrastructure that
exceed the Owner(s) and Developer(s) proportionate share.
8.2.12 Impact Fees
The County and Owner(s) and Developer(s) will
comply with the New Mexico Development Fees Act
of 1978 NMSA, §§ 5-8-1, et seq. (the “Act”) and the
Bernalillo County Impact Fees Ordinance, Chapter
46-1, et seq. (the “Ordinance”) to the extent the
Ordinance and its implementation is not inconsistent with the Act, with the understanding that it
is anticipated the project will be its own separate
service area.
8.2.13 Level of Service
The County will provide public services to the
project consistent with the level of service provided
to the remainder of the unincorporated areas of
the County. The design and construction requirements for all infrastructure improvements within
the project will comply with the Master Plan and
the applicable level(s)-of-service in the remainder
of the unincorporated areas of the County and
pursuant to County policies applied in a non-discriminatory manner.
8.2.14 Conveyance of Infrastructure
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applied by the County. The Owner(s) and Developer(s) of the open spaces, parks, recreation or
trail facilities shall be responsible for operating
and management of those facilities. The land area
of any open spaces, parks, recreation and/or trail
facilities will be considered in calculating the land
use densities and open space requirements for the
project.  If access dedications are made such excess
shall be carried forward and used in calculation for
subsequent Level B.I or Level C Plans.

Upon completion of any public roadway infrastructure, drainage facilities, parks, open space
and trails, or any other County infrastructure
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8.2.15 Plans Approved by the County
The County will cooperate with Owner(s) and Developer(s) in connection with the funding, design and
construction of all infrastructure improvements.

8.3 LEVEL B.I DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
A Level B.I Development Agreement will be
submitted to the County for this Level B.I Plan.
Based on the Planned Communities Criteria for
Level B Plans, the intent of the Level B.I Development Agreement is to provide:  
• Detailed infrastructure/service agreements
covering phasing of the Master Plan and
its public services/facilities and designate
financial, operational and management
responsibility over time
• Measures to mitigate negative consequences of the development
• Augment the Level A Development
Agreement by noting items mutually agreed
to by the County and Owner(s) and Developer(s) and committing to their permanency,
unless re-negotiated
• Provide a legal recording instrument
• Identify any public/private partnerships,
public incentives and include provisions for
affordable housing
• Identify public/private agreements for the
protection and maintenance of the open
space system.
As specified in the PCC regulations, "any limitations
on development established at Level A cannot be
increased at Level B".   This Level B.I Master Plan
is a more detailed plan and a refinement of the

Santolina Level A Master Plan and is consistent with
the Level A Plan. If there is a conflict between this
Level B.I Plan entitlements and the Level A Plan,
then the approved Level A Master Plan and the
Level A Development Agreement shall control.

8.4

LEVEL C APPROVAL PROCESS

Once the Level B.I Plan is approved, all subsequent
development must comply with its standards and
guidelines.   The PCC imply that a plan submitted
pursuant to the Level B.I Plan is to be either a Subdivision Plat or a Site Development Plan.  According
to the PCC, Level C approvals are by “Staff, with
pre-application conference.”   For the purposes
of this Plan, this is construed to mean Bernalillo
County Planning Department Staff.
Any limitations on development established within
the Level B.I Plan approvals cannot be increased
within the Level C approvals.
This Level B.I Plan encompasses 4,243 acres of the
13,851 acre approved Santolina Level A Master
Plan.  Subsequent Level B Plans will be submitted
for the remaining 9,608 acres of the Level A Master
Plan.   Future Level B Plans will follow the same
process as this Level B Plan and will encompass the
appropriate land area and requirements based on
the provisions of the PCC.

8.5 PROJECT AND SYSTEM PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING STRATEGY
As provided for in Sections   6.1.1. &
6.2.2. of the approved Level A Development Agreement. Funding for Project and
System Infrastructure is defined as follows:
Project Infrastructure. Owner shall be responsible for all the costs and expenses associated
with all Project Infrastructure, which is that infrastructure that solely benefits the Project. Project
Infrastructure may be funded by Owner directly or
from any and all available financing mechanisms.
System Infrastructure. Owner will be responsible for its proportionate share, as detennined
using industry practices and standards customarily
acceptable to and uniformly applied by Bernalillo
County of the cost and expense associated with
System Infrastructure. The County will reasonably
cooperate and participate with Owner and other
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improvement, wherever located, constructed for
the benefit of the general public, which also benefits
the project, the County will accept the conveyance
of any such improvements and shall thereafter own,
operate and maintain such improvements at its sole
cost and expense. The County reserves the right to
not accept infrastructure that is not designed and
built to the County’s standards. The County may
incorporate into its Improvement Plan System Infrastructure identified in future Level A Plans, Level B
Plans and Level C Plans.
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If outside funding and/or financial mechanisms
are not available at the time of development, then
the developer shall be responsible to advance
the financing of all Project Infrastructure, and/
or its proportional share (in case of “System
Infrastructure”), of the cost for the required
infrastructure necessary to support the new development consistent with the site specific Traffic
Impact Analysis.
Available financing mechanisms for Project and
System Infrastructure may include but not be
limited to (in alphabetical order):
Public Improvement Districts (“PID’s”). Forty PID's
were approved (and include this Level B.I Plan) by
the Bernalillo County Commission and the intention
is to use as appropriate to fund project and system
infrastructure. PID’s are used to finance public
infrastructure such as on-site and off-site infrastructure and improvements, including water and
sewer systems, streets and trails, parks, electrical,
gas and telecommunications systems, public
buildings, libraries and cultural facilities, school
facilities, equipment and related costs of operation
and administration.  
Each PID once formed, constitutes a political subdivision of the State, separate and apart from the
County. PID financing is based on a special levy
which is in addition to all existing taxes and levies.
The special levy is only imposed on property
contained within the PID. The special levy amount
is based on the infrastructure costs and the benefits
received by the property.    No property located
outside the boundaries of the PID(s) will incur the
additional special levy and all existing tax revenues
to the County and State outside the PIDs will remain
unchanged.
A PID is typically organized through a streamlined
petition and hearing process, with a unanimous
consent procedure or approval through an election
of property owners and qualified  resident electors.
Once formed, PID’s are utilized to finance, in part,
various Most frequently, a PID financing is based
upon the pledging of revenues in order to pay debt
service on bonds issued by a PID. No taxes generated
outside the Project are utilized by the PID’s.

PID’s do not finance private infrastructure costs
however, may be used for improvements such as
the following:
• County and State roadways, interchanges,
and traffic signalization
• ABCWUA water and sewer infrastructure
• County and AMAFCA flood and drainage
control structures
• County parks, trails and recreational
facilities.
Tax Increment Development Districts (“TIDDs”).
Twenty TIDD's were approved (and include this
Level B.I Plan) by the Bernalillo County Commission
and the intention is to use as appropriate to fund
project and system infrastructure. Adopted by the
New Mexico Legislature in 2006, TIDD’s provide for
the financing of public (not private) improvements,
including, but not limited to: water and wastewater
systems, streets and trails, parks, utilities, public
buildings, libraries and cultural facilities, schools
and workforce housing.   TIDD’s utilize the tax
increment generated within the boundaries if the
TIDD(s) only.  The taxes outside the boundaries of
the TIDD(s) will not be affected.
“Tax increment” is the amount of gross receipts
tax or property tax collected within a district over
a “base amount” which is the amount collected
during the calendar year preceding the formation
of a district. This is only the tax increment which
provides the revenue stream to fund bonds.
TIDD’s are utilized to finance debt created by the
pledge of incremental revenues to the payment
of debt service on TIDD bonds. Furthermore,
TIDD bonds are not obligations of the State or the
local government jurisdiction in which the TIDD is
located. Rather, TIDD bonds are solely obligations
of the TIDD issuing the bonds, as TIDDs are political
subdivisions of the State, separate and apart from
the county. Importantly, a county forming a TIDD
can dedicate a maximum of 75% of local option
“tax increment” generated within the district for
the purpose of securing district bonds, and that
percentage must be formally approved by the
County.
The establishment of TIDD(s) will not abolish the
requirements of the “no net expense” for the
County’s PCC Level A, B or C.
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governmental and quasi-governmental entities and
utility service providers with respect to any System
Infrastructure. System Infrastructure may be fonded
from any and all available financing mechanisms.
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Finally, it is critically important to recognize that
TIDDs:
• Place the upfront costs for the construction
of public infrastructure on the Project
Proponent.
• Provide funds necessary for the construction
of public improvements with third party
financing, relieving the County of incurring
the costs, risk and obligation of issuing
County bonds and potentially freeing up
additional bonding capacity for the County.
• Allow public improvements to be
constructed earlier than said improvements
might otherwise be constructed.
• Since, they are structured as “reimbursement
districts,” the public improvements are,
most often, completed and the tax base
essentially established prior to the issuance
of TIDD bonds.
• Require that constructed public infrastructure is dedicated (given) to the
County (or appropriate agency) only once
completed.
• TIDD’s Play an important role in ensuring
the viability and vibrancy of Santolina, with
corresponding benefit to the County.
Charges for Services. Fees imposed for public
services and/or facilities.
Direct Funding. Financing without the use of the
financial market or a third party service, such as a
financial intermediary.
Federal Grants. Funds received from federal
agencies. Some grants may require a percentage
match from the County.
General Obligation (GO) Bonds.
GO bonds
approved by voters. The sale of bonds will not
necessarily increase taxes for property owners. GO
bonds will not be used to fund the repair of existing
County facilities.
Gross Revenue Tax (GRT) Revenue Bonds. GRT
bonds are project specific for major capital acquisitions or construction. GRT Bonds are approved by
the Board and are funded from gross receipts taxes
collected within the county.

Open Space Mill Levy. In 2014, Bernalillo County
voters approved a .20 mil levy for 15 years. The open
space mill levy may be utilized for the purposes of
acquiring, improving, operating and maintaining
natural areas, open spaces and cultural, historic
and nature education sites within the County to
protect drinking water sources, wildlife habitat and
agricultural land, including along the Rio Grande,
providing opportunities for citizens to enjoy nature.
Impact Fees. Impact fees fund capital facilities
identified in the Impact Fee Capital improvement
Plan (ICIP). Impact Fee Capital Improvements
include roads, parks, open space, drainage and fire/
emergency services.
Intergovernmental Revenues.   Revenues received
from other governing agencies other than the
County.
Loans Financing where funds are borrowed from
the financial market using a third party service,
such as a financial intermediary.
Special Assessment District (SAD). SAD’s are
typically formed by a group of property owners that
agree to pay a special assessment on their property
to fund public improvements.
State Capital Outlay Appropriations. Capital Outlay
funds are received from the State of New Mexico
(State) through legislative capital outlay appropriations. These grants are reimbursable (the County
fronts said funds) and awarded for projects in a local
government’s Infrastructure Capital Improvement
Plan (ICIP). Capital Outlay grants must be spent
within four years of appropriation.  Like GO Bonds,
these funds must be spent on the specific capital
project for which appropriated and cannot be used
on daily operations or maintenance.
Utility Expansion Charges (UEC). Utility expansion
charges are fees paid by customers as a method
to recover part or all of the cost of public facilities
providing system capacity for their use.
Water Supply Charges (WSC). WSC’s charges are
fees paid by customers as a method to recover part
or all of the cost of providing a water supply for
their use.
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In addition to the standard tools, the State created
two additional approaches. These add to the
existing toolbox and can be key opportunities and
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incentives to ensure that infrastructure is built in
logical and complete phases. Many of the typical  
infrastructure development approaches provide
piecemeal construction of said   infrastructure as
development occurs, without incentivizing the
upfront infrastructure construction.
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